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FOREWORD

As the decade of the 1990s progresses and correctional systens
are confronting ever-growi ng popul ations, increasing attention has
been focused on wonen offenders. VWnen are a rapidly grow ng
segnent of the incarcerated population. Their nunbers are increas-
ing at a rate that far exceeds even the staggering growh of male
popul ati ons. Even beyond their growth in nunbers, however, wonen
of fenders have been claimng the attention of correctional adm nis-
trators as a result of aggressive and successful litigation on the
issue of parity of services and as a result of the advocacy on
behal f of wonen of fenders energing within correctional agencies.

In response to this growing focus on the incarcerated wonan
the National Institute of Corrections sponsored a review of current
classification practices as they affect wonen and the design of a
"devel opnental nodel" to provide guidance to agencies interested in
reviewing their classification practices for wonen. W hope that
this handbook w Il be helpful as systens work to revise or refine
t he net hodol ogy t hrough which wonen of fenders are cl assified.

M Wayne Huggi ns, Director
National Institute of Corrections
March 1991



PREFACE

The decade of the 1980s brought significant change to the
managenent of prograns and services in the nation's correctiona
syst ens. Much of this change was a direct response to unprece-
dented growth in the nunbers of inmates.

For wonen inmates change has cone not only as a result of
growi ng popul ations, but also as a result of inmate lawsuits and
federal court nmandates regarding parity and conditions of confine-
ment for wonen of fenders.

At the present tine approximately 44,000 wonen are incar-
cerated in state and federal institutions, conprising 5.7 percent
of the total incarcerated population in this country. The issues
presented by their increasing nunbers continue to affect correc-
tional agencies throughout the United States. The use of objective
classification systens is one of the nost inportant tools avail able
to correctional agencies in the nmanagenent of prisoners. In con-
sidering the unique characteristics and needs of wonen in prison
classification emerges as a central issue.

VW would like to take this opportunity to applaud the fore-
sight of the National Institute of Corrections for sponsoring the
devel opnent of a conprehensive worki ng docunment that addresses the
current classification practices in use by agencies, the unique
requi rements of such systens, and their inpact on the nanagenent of
facilities and prograns for offenders. The resulting product is a
significant contribution to the informati on and know edge avail abl e
to agencies in their continuing struggle to serve increasing
nunbers of wonmen offenders, often with limted or decreasing
resour ces.

The three of us who have served as the advisory board to this
project have career conmtments toward inproving resources, facili-
ties, and prograns for wonmen offenders. Each of us as individuals
has worked hard within our respective states to inprove conditions
for wonen of f enders. VW were honored to represent so many ot her
pr of essi onal s t hroughout the country who share these concerns. Qur
hope is that you wll find this handbook to be educational,
t houghtful, and, nost inportantly, useful in your ongoing efforts
to inprove the responses we nmake to wonen offenders. W are en-
couraged by this effort and know that it will serve all who are
concerned about these issues well.

Parmel a J. Brandon D. Jacquel i ne Fl em ng
Adm ni strator, Wsconsin Superi ntendent, M nnesota
Departnent of Corrections Correctional Facility--Shakopee

Jenni e Lancaster
Fermal e Conmand Manager
North Carolina Departnent of Correction
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EXECUTI VE SUMWARY

In recent years, increasing attention has been focused on
wonen offenders wthin our correctional institutions. Thi s
interest has energed out of a concern that this rapidly grow ng
popul ation has too long received little attention in the correc-
tions comunity. | ndeed, many admnistrators, practitioners, and
the courts are now speaking out clearly about the need for assuring
parity for wonen offenders as correctional resources are depl oyed.

Simlar concern has been voiced over the classification of
wonen of f enders. There has been a concern that classification
systens sinply do not work for wonen offenders. Wat is neant by
that general expression of dissatisfaction has not been clearly
articul at ed. For sone this has neant a concern over too few
services for wonen. For others this has neant a concern over wonen
housed at unnecessarily long distances from their famlies. For
still others this has neant a concern for wonen for whom security/
cust ody desi gnations seem i nappropriately high.

The research upon which this docunent is based has begun to
answer questions about classification of wonen offenders and to
suggest directions for refining our policies and practice of clas-
sification. The docurment is neant as a reference for policynmakers
and a resource for practitioners who work with wonen offenders and
who design and utilize classification systens. It is based upon a
review of current practice across the nation, and especially upon
practice in four jurisdictions which offered a wde range of
experience with wonmen in prison.

The review of current practice found that, for the nost part,

states utilize identical classification systens for men and wonen.

In some jurisdictions, nodifications have been nade to the system
to acconmbdat e perceived differences between nmen and wonen of f end-
ers. The nost common nodification is the nore frequent than usua
use of overrides in making classification designations of wonen. A
second acconmodation is the use of within-institution approaches to
classification that co-exist with statewi de classification systens.

A third accommodation is the use of separate instruments for
assessing risk of men and wonen of f enders.

The anal ytic phase of this project has surfaced two prinary
reasons why practitioners have felt that classification systens do
not work well for wonen offenders. The first is that risk assess-
nment tools used as a basis for many of these systens are poorly
desi gned, which causes problens for the classification of both nen
and wonmren. The tools are often without enpirical base. Even where
there is an enpirical base, it may not adequately reflect the woman



of fender. These are problens that can be addressed by the use of
nmore technically sound approaches to the devel opnent of such tools.

There is a second and nore inportant reason why practitioners
feel that classification systens do not work well for wonen offend-
ers. It is because nost classification systens are not designed to
serve the purposes that nobst institutions have found to be pri-
mary for wonen offenders. Statew de prison classification systens
are built primarily to keep order and to ensure safety wthin
institutions. Most wonmen's institutions are able to focus nore
upon habilitation concerns because of the proportionately | ower
i nci dence of violence and predatory behavior anong their inmates.
While security is still a concern, staff supervision, rules, and
physi cal environnment appear to be adequate to neet that concern.
If nost wonen's institutions are directing the majority of their
activities toward habilitation, and their classification system
does not address habilitation, it is no surprise that such clas-
sification systens are perceived as being less than helpful or
meani ngful to wonen of f enders.

Three inportant and overarchi ng concl usions have energed from
t he research. The first is that there is no single nodel for
prison classification that can be successfully used nationw de,
whet her for nen or wonen. Cassification is an activity so central
to each agency's objectives, population, and resources that each
shoul d undertake the devel opnent of its own approach to classifica-
tion for both wonen and nmen of f enders.

The second conclusion is that within an individual jurisdic-
tion, classification should be gender-neutral, both on its surface

and in its effect. Gender should not be used as a classifying
principle, largely because of parity issues and the danger of | egal
chal | enge. On the other hand, classification systens should be

designed to achieve the objectives held for offenders at various
levels within the system Statewi de, where a major focus is upon
security and safety, risk-based classification systens may well be
appropriate. However, within institutions where the profile of the
popul ati on allows for a heavier focus upon habilitation con- cerns,
classification systens that support such a focus are appro- priate.

This will be the case in many wonen's institutions, as has been
observed in this research. However, there are nmany nen's
institutions where there is probably also a need for such habilita-
tion-oriented classification. What is suggested, then, is not a
gender - based approach to classification, but an approach to cl as-
sification that wll support institution-specific objectives wth
of f enders. Wnen offenders will be the beneficiaries of such an

approach. Men in simlar institutions will also benefit.
What, then, does this suggest to the admnistrators and prac-

titioners within a state correctional systen? First, it suggests
that risk-based classification nust neet certain technical stan-
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dards if it is to be used for wonen offenders. The popul ati on upon
whi ch your instrunent is based mnmust include wonen and nen in suffi-
cient nunbers and proportion to insure its relevance to both wonen
and nen offenders. The research underlying your instrument nust be
sound, and the instrunent nust be validated. If your current
instrunent does not neet these standards, then your technical
agenda is clear. Unless you take steps to correct these problens,
your instrunent will not be helpful in making decisions, and you
may face | egal chall enge.

The third conclusion is that the practitioner should ask
whet her and to what extent the state classification system supports
the objectives held for wonen offenders. If, for instance, your
statewi de system is primarily concerned with security, and your
wonen's institutions are focusing upon habilitation, then you
shoul d expl ore devel opi ng new approaches to classification within
the statew de structure that will support habilitation concerns.
O course these new approaches to classification should be used in
any institution--nale or fenale--where the profile of the popul a-
tion allows a significant focus on habilitation.

Part |1 of this handbook includes specific guidance for the
practitioner as he or she undertakes the work of assessing current
classification practice with respect to the worman of fender and of
targeting and inpl enenting changes to i nprove that practice.



PART | :

A REVI EW OF CURRENT PRACTI CE AND EMERG NG | SSUES



| NTRCDUCTI ON

Wnen are an increasingly visible segnent of the popul ation
confined in Arerica' s prisons. Their nunbers are growwng at a rate
that far outstrips even the remarkable rate of growh anong i ncar-
cerated nen. As a result they are becomng a factor in state |evel
budget deliberations and capital expansion prograns. An aggressive
agenda of litigation brought by wonen on parity issues has becone
difficult to ignore. | ndeed, the courts have upheld the standard
that there nust be parity in access to services, and that the
nunber of wonen in the system and cost issues are not sufficient
justification for neglecting their needs. These factors, conbined
with the upward novenent of wonen on the staffs of nmany state
correctional agencies, have resulted in a greater recognition of
i ssues affecting wonen in prison.

Not only are the nunbers of wonen in prison growi ng dramati -
cally, but the conmplexion of this population is also changing.
QG eater drug involvenent, nore significant problens with respect to
enpl oyability and parenting skills, and continuing responsibilities
for primary care of children characterize today's wormen innates.
There remains a strong sense anmobng those who work wth wonen
of fenders that correctional systens have not dealt with them as
well as they mght, at least partially because the systens are
geared so heavily toward nen. Cdassification is a significant part
of this picture.

Classification is a major dinension of any correctional
system It is the process by which offenders are assessed and
grouped with other "like" offenders for purposes of security and
custody designations that affect housing, access to prograns,
| ocation, levels of privilege, and degree of deprivation of I|iber-
ty. The courts have recogni zed classification as an essential tool
in the responsible nanagenent of prisons. Are classification sys-
tenms serving as effective tools for managi ng wonen of fenders w thin
state correctional facilities? |If not, what are the problens and
how m ght they be addressed? Were classification appears to be
serving well in the managenent of wonen offenders, what are its
characteristics and what can be | earned fromthe experience?

Thi s handbook presents the results of a review of current
classification practice with respect to wonen, and defines the
i ssues and problens inherent in current practice. The second part
of the handbook contains specific guidance about how a correctional
agency can assess its own classification practices as they affect
worren and take steps necessary to refine and inprove them



PURPOSES

Thi s handbook has two najor purposes. First, the handbook
provides information to admnistrators regarding the current state
of classification practice as it affects wonen offenders. It de-

scribes the kinds of classification systens that are in place and
the manner in which sone jurisdictions have nodified those systens
in order to respond to perceived needs of wonen offenders. The
handbook also articulates the issues energing from such practice
and | essons to be gleaned fromit.

The second maj or purpose of the handbook is to provide guid-
ance to admnistrators and practitioners as they review and assess
their own classification practices. This guidance, structured as a
"devel opnental nodel ," suggests specific steps to be taken in order
to assess and inprove classification practice with respect to wonen
of f ender s.

AUDI ENCE

Thi s handbook has been prepared primarily for admnistrators
at the state and institutional |evel who have responsibilities for
t he design and operation of classification systens for both nmen and
worren. Those involved in the devel opnent and inplenmentation of
prograns for women of fenders, researchers, and others interested in
deci sionnmaking in the crimnal justice systemwll also find it to
be of interest. Because classification of wonen offenders is one
exanple of the practical issues involved in crimnal justice
deci si onnmaki ng general |y, the handbook al so has applicability for a
br oader audi ence, including both practitioners and researchers who
are concerned with the design and inplenentation of responsible
deci si onnmaki ng structures throughout the system

FORVAT

Part | of the handbook presents a review of current practice
in wonmen's classification and identifies new definitions and issues
whi ch are energing. It provides a context for the rest of the
handbook and includes references. Part Il is the nore practica
part of the docunment, outlining specific steps to be taken in
reviewing and refining classification practice in the reader's own
jurisdiction. Appendi ces present vignettes on the four states
visited in the course of the handbook's devel opnent, a listing of
contact persons in state agencies providing information for the
handbook, and a |ist of references.



STATE OF PRACTI CE

CLASSI FI CATI ON DEFI NED

Cassification is a much-used but ill-defined term As the
work of assenbling this handbook began and the team began conver -
sations with the staff of correctional agencies and facilities, it
becane clear that classification had many neani ngs. Those neani ngs
vary depending upon the jurisdiction and upon the perspective of
t he i ndi vi dual

At the state departnent of corrections level, classification's
nost critical nmeaning nmay be the novenent of offenders around the
state to different correctional institutions in order to assure
that beds at various security levels are utilized. At the diag-
nostic and reception center, its primary nmeaning may be the process
of assessing offenders using various procedures and instrunments to
generate an of fender designation. Once intake processing has been
conpleted, classification may equate to a housing assignnent,
eligibility for work or privilege, or various degrees of freedom of
novenent .

At the very narrow extrene, classification may be equated wth
a set of forms that need to be filled out for offenders that gener-
ate some sort of designation. This designation nmay have m ninal
i mpact upon what happens to the offender or how the system inter-

acts with the individual. At the other extreme, classification may
enconpass virtually all of the systematic assessnments of and re-
sponses to offenders. In short, it can shape how the system wll
deal with an individual inmate. It can be, in essence, the mgjor

organizing principle for the work of the institution as it inter-
acts with inmates.

VW found many dinensions to classification which begin to
define its centrality to corrections and its potential as a tool.
Cassification has organizational, timng, staffing, technical,
resource, policy, and managenent di nmensions.

Classification activity can occur at several levels in a

corrections agency. Security/custody classification is often a
statew de function, designating the institution in which an offend-
er wll reside, or in which part of an institution (wth that

security/custody designation) an offender will reside.

O assification occurs over tine. Usually at adm ssion to the
system sone sort of classification process takes place which
assesses the offender along various dinensions and yields a secur-
ity/custody designation. G her needs for nedical resources, par-
ticularly, are typically handled at this tinme. OCver tine, however,
reclassification wll occur, either at designated intervals or



precipitated by various events (disciplinary infractions, request
of the inmate, request of staff, etc.).

G assification also has a staff dinension. There may be a
classification office at the state level charged with approving
classification decisions and planning for and executing the nove-
ment of offenders within the systemto utilize bed space at desig-
nated security |Ilevels. That staff or other staff may also be
charged with continually assessing and refining the classification
system Wthin the institution there nmay be a classification staff
or commttee charged with initial and periodic assessnment of
of fenders either to classify, re-classify, or to recomend cl assi-
fication actions to a higher level in the organization.

At a technical level, classification may be seen narrowy as
the nechanics or instrunents or techniques used to assess innates
and to generate recommendations about what to do with those in-
mates. At a resource level, classification affects the allocation
of resources--bed space, jobs, or prograns. At a policy Ievel
classification nmay be shaped by or shape policy regarding those
characteristics of offenders that are worthy of note. Are we
interested in an offender's offense or prior record, educational/
vocational deficits, parental obligations, |ikelihood of violence,
substance abuse history, and/or nedical needs? The factors
included in a classification systeminply their inportance to its
correctional objectives. For wonen offenders, classification
systens that are heavily laden with offense and prior record
information suggest a discontinuity with the policy concerns of
wonen's institutions that focus heavily upon sone of the other
itenms nentioned here. This discontinuity will be examned in |ater
sections of the handbook.

From a managenent perspective, classification offers tools to
organi ze resources to achieve correctional objectives. The degree
to which classification will be successful in this way depends upon
the degree to which correctional admnistrators view and utilize
classification in a conprehensive fashion.

For the reader, it is inportant to understand the conplexities
underlying the term classification. First, it is inpossible to
understand current practice around the country w thout appreciating
the potential conplexity that exists. Al though not all of these
di mrensions are found in every state correctional systemis classifi-
cation practice, they are found in many jurisdictions. Second, as
the reader proceeds to examne his or her own agency's approach to
classification, it wll be inportant to view it fromall of these
potential dinensions. Only in this way can practice be inproved to
the point where classification reaches its full potential as a
managenent tool for achieving correctional objectives with wonen
and nen of fenders.



CONTEXT

One of the dilemmas inherent in examning classification of
wonen of fenders is deciding whether to look in detail at the entire
classification system (a daunting task as the above discussion
i nmplies) including both wonen and nen offenders, or to | ook only at
that practice affecting wonen. dassification of wonen offend- ers
in state correctional facilities is an activity that is enbedded in
statewi de classification practices. dearly, this handbook was not
intended to be an authoritative and exhaustive work on prison
cl assification. On the other hand, since nost systens classify
wonen i nmates using the sane policies, procedures, and tools as for
men, it is difficult either conceptually or practically to separate
the two topics.

As practice was reviewed--through the tel ephone inventory and
through the intensive site analysis--an attenpt was nade to under-
stand the overall classification system in the state. Using a
general understanding of the classification system the analysis
then proceeded to focus on how the system specifically affected
worren. In sone instances, however, where serious issues relating
to the soundness of the entire system arose, the handbook also
comments on classification as it affects both women and nmen
of f enders.

DATA GATHERED BY TELEPHONE | NVENTCORY

In order to begin building an understanding of classification
practice nationwi de, and also to create an informati on base so that
intensive sites could be selected, a telephone inventory was
conpleted. State correctional agencies were contacted by tel ephone
and discussions were conducted with one or nore staff persons in

order to gather information about classification practices. In
nost states individuals at both the state level and at the state's
maj or institution for wonen were contacted. (A listing of the
individuals providing information can be found in Appendix Il of

this docunent.) Witten information and docunentation were al so
requested from each jurisdiction to supplenment the information
obt ai ned through tel ephone discussions. This information included
copies of policies and procedures, classification instrunents,
sanple fornms, and other material as necessary.



A total of 48 states participated in the tel ephone inventory.
O these, nore than half (30) provided various docunents (policies,
procedures, forns, research reports) to expand the information
provi ded by tel ephone. Exhibit | describes characteristics, as
self-reported, from the states participating in the inventory.
Most have only one institution for female offenders (35, two of
whi ch house their wonen offenders in facilities that also house
nmen) . About half of the states (22) have devel oped or nodified

EXHBIT . SUWARY OF TELEPHONE | NVENTORY

I
(] 48 states participated in the tel ephone inventory

Size of state by wonen of fender popul ation

-23 small (less than 300 wonen of f enders)
-18 nedi um (between 301 and 999 wonen of f enders)
- 7 large (nore than 1,000 wonen of f enders)

Nunber of wonen's facilities

-35 states have one wonen's facility (2 of which house
bot h nen and wonen)
-13 states have nore than one wonen's facility

Length of tine current classification systemhas been in
pl ace

-22 states have established systens (pre 1985)

-22 states have young systens (1985 to 1989)

-3 states have systens recently inplenented (1989)
-1 unknown

Types of classification systens

-40 report the sane systens for nen and wonen

- 4 report significant differences in classification
for wonmen and nen

- 4 reported that their systens were adapted or used
differently for wonen, or that policies and procedures
were different for nen and wonen

N I I A I I
I I I I Y

their classification systens within the last four years and an
additional three states recently inplenented a new classification
system for their offender population. Virtually all of the states



(44) indicated that they used the sanme classification system for
men and wonen. Three (Illinois, New York, and Wom ng) reported
that they had significantly different approaches to classification
for nmen and wonen, and one (South Carolina) reported that it was
moving in that direction. Anot her four reported that there were
sonme accomobdations in their systens for wonen of fenders (Del awnar e,
M chi gan, M nnesota, and U ah).

A few clear patterns energed from the telephone inventory
al nrost inmmedi ately. Despite the fact that classification is al nost
a universal termand activity anong correctional agencies, practice
is extrenely varied. Even where simlar nodels are in use, it
appears that the nodels have different |levels of inpact on actua
practice. Sone utilize classification as a basic resource nanage-
ment tool, continually noving offenders through various |evels and
institutions in order to keep popul ation pressures under control.
For others, classification is used primarily for individual deci-
sions about inmates' access to privileges, prograns, etc. Sone
systens renmain alnost conpletely subjective. G hers incorporate
instrunents and scal es that give the appearance of objectivity, but
still require nmuch subjective judgnent to conplete. Sone systens
are quite conplex, others are straightforward. Al t hough many of
the sane factors are used in classification from one jurisdiction
to the other (prior history, current offense and Ilength of
sentence, prior escapes, etc.), their specific definitions vary
greatly, as does the relative weight given to them by various
syst ens.

Clearly, objective and structured approaches to classification
have becone wi dely enbraced anong state correctional agencies.
the 48 states responding to the tel ephone inventory, 43 indicated
that they used some type of quantitative or objective scaling in

the classification process. It is also clear that there are a few
classification nodels that have, over the |ast decade, cone into
relatively w despread use anbng correctional agencies. For

i nstance, seven of the 43 states using objective scaling indicated
(either through the tel ephone inventory or in submtted materials)
that they were using the NIC prison classification nodel. These
were Kansas, Kentucky, Nevada, South Dakota, Tennessee, Virginia
and W sconsin. Seven others likewise indicated that they were
using the Correctional dassification Profile (CCP) nodel. These
were Arizona, Connecticut, Mssouri, New Hanpshire, O egon,
Pennsyl vania, and Wst Virginia. Ohe (Wah) reported using the
Adult Inmate Managenment System (AIMS), but indicated that it was
not in use for wonen. It may be that others are using these nodel s
as well, but sinply did not identify them as such in our conversa-
tions and did not submt naterials that would have indicated such
to the research team

It is against this backdrop that classification of wonen
of fenders must be viewed. d assification of women of fenders has at



| east as much variety, conplexity, and challenge as classification
general ly. But it faces the added chall enge of serving a segnent
of the prison population that may have quite a different profile
when it comes to the level of risk it presents or needs that it may
experi ence.

When queried about their concerns regarding classification of

wonen of fenders, nobst respondents identified three areas. First,
there was a concern that access to certain prograns and resources
was affected by an inmate's classification. To the extent that

wonen offenders may tend to be over-classified--and there is sone
feeling that this is the case--classification may represent a bar-
rier to needed resources. This over-classification is felt to be
the result of classification systens that do not recognize the
different levels of risk that wonen typically present. Wile wonen
of fenders may | ook |Iike nale offenders when viewed through the |ens
of a classification instrunment, the real risk (particularly of
viol ence) they pose is believed to be significantly |ess.

G hers were concerned because of changes in fenale popul a-
tions--nore drug invol venent, younger offenders, shorter |engths of
st ay. Sone felt that classification decisions regarding wonen
often involved exceptions or overrides of classification systens
because they seened to fit wormen so poorly.

A concern about whet her classification was adequatel y address-
ing wonmen offenders was fairly conmon. There was alnost no
i nterest expressed, however, in advocating separate classification
systens for wonen. Staff of correctional agencies seened very cog-
ni zant of the possibility of legal challenge that such an approach
m ght generate, particularly given the frequency of Ilitigation on
parity issues over the |ast decade.

| NTENSI VE SI TE ANALYSI S

Not only did the tel ephone inventory begin to outline current
practice and enmerging issues, it also provided information wth
which to select jurisdictions where on-site data collection could
be conduct ed. Project resources allowed travel to four jurisdic-
tions to conduct extensive interviews with staff who designed,
managed, and utilize classification systens. The four were se-
| ected from anong those jurisdictions expressing a willingness to
participate and in order to explore the w dest possible variety of
characteristics of interest. An attenpt was nade to include juris-
dictions of different size and geographic location, with different
types of classification systens and experience with simlar and
different approaches to the classification of nmen and wonen.
Ceorgia, Illinois, New York, and Wom ng were sel ected.

In each instance, interviews were conducted at the state



departnent of corrections (DOC) level and in at |east one insti-
tution where wonen inmates were housed. (In Womng, the Board of
Charities and Reform oversaw correctional facilities at the tine of

the study; there was no state DOC.) A team of two or three
i ndividuals spent two to three days on-site interview ng as nmany as
20 staff involved in classification. Interviews were also con-

ducted with wonen inmates in each state. The research team al so

reviewed policies, procedures, working papers, and instrunents.

What follows are very brief descriptions of the four jurisdictions.
More detail ed descriptions of each may be found in Appendix I.

Ceorgi a

Ceorgia has a md-size, growi ng correctional system (22,000
inmates, 1,100 of them wonen) that is expanding its capacity for
wonen by adding units adjacent to its one traditional facility and
addi ng other secure and transitional facilities around the state.
Ceorgia is an exanple of a state with an objective classification
system based on staff consensus. The classification instrunent is
heavily weighted by offense of conviction and |length of sentence
and is identical for nen and wonen.

New Yor k

New York is an exanple of one of the |argest correctional
systens in the country (54,700 inmates, 2,400 of them wonen) and
has had nultiple facilities for wonen for sonme years. It uses the
sane classification systemfor nmen as for wonen, but with a separ-
ate instrunment (enpirically based) which assesses the risk wonen
would present to the community if they were to be released or
escape.

[Ilinois
IIlinois, |ikewi se, uses the sane classification system for

men as for wonen, but with separate enpirically based instrunents
designed to assess the risk of rule breaking behavior on the part

of inmates. It also incorporates a violence assessnent and a risk
of escape, although the latter is not enpirically based.
Wom ng

Wom ng has quite a snmall state correctional systemwth fewer
than 1,000 inmates, 70 of whom are wonen (with an additional 13
wonen of fenders from Col orado). Its classification system noves
wonen gradual |y through descending | evels of security/custody based
upon their performance in attaining specific goals related to
habilitation concerns. Rather than predicting future behavior, the
system rewards denonstrated behavior. Because the wonen's facility
in Womng was independent of nen's facilities in the state, its
classification systemwas al so devel oped i ndependently and is quite



different fromthat used for nen.

The intensive site analysis yielded a fairly detail ed under-
standing of classification and its inpact on wonen in these four
jurisdictions. It also enriched and deepened our understandi ng of
the issues and problens faced by correctional admnistrators as
they seek to inprove their classification of wonen offenders. The
t el ephone inventory and intensive site analysis formthe basis for
the follow ng sections of the handbook.

H GHLI GHTS

dassification of Wnen O fenders

One assunption of this study had been that sone jurisdictions
had actually developed classification systens specifically for
wonen of fenders. However, it is probably nore accurate to say that
classification systens in a few states have been adapted or nodi-
fied in sone of their elenents in order to deal nore directly with
wonen of fenders than to say that any state yet exam ned has devel -
oped a separate classification system for wonen. (An exception to
this is Wom ng where no statew de system exi sts because there was
no departnent of corrections, and each institution developed its
own approach to classification--the Womng Wnen's Center being
one of those institutions.) No indications were found that any
state, within the context of a statew de agency, had devel oped a
separate classification system for wonen. | ndeed, nmany of those
i nterviewed, despite concerns about whether existing systens were
adequately serving wonen offenders, specifically stated that they
woul d not want to see separate systens devel oped for nmen and wonen

Their feelings were that such an approach mght raise parity
i ssues and ot her problens.

Modi fications or accommodations take several forns. In sone
i nstances, wonen are subject to identical policies and procedures
regarding classification, but different instruments have been
devel oped (Illinois, New York, California) that have been based on
research with male and fenal e popul ations. |In these instances, the
correctional agencies recognized that the risk assessment tools
devel oped for male or predomnately nale populations were nost
likely invalid for wonmen offenders. To address this problem these
agenci es devel oped instrunents specifically for a fermal e popul ati on
in order to assure their validity.

Another way in which the classification needs of wonmen are
being met is through the devel opnent of institutional |evel clas-
sification procedures that have evol ved specifically for wonen. An
exanpl e of this approach can be found in Mnnesota, where wonen are
classified using the departnmental security classification sys- tem
at intake. Then, within the institution, they are classified
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according to "levels" through which they nove depending upon tinme
served and their own perfornmance.

Yet anot her accommodation that was nore difficult to docunent,
but which was related anecdotally, is the frequent use of overrides
of the existing systemin order to classify wonen offenders in ways
that staff feel are nore appropriate to their level of risk

Sone interest has been expressed in the application of AIMS to
wonen of fenders. This system devel oped by Herbert Quay, offers a
method of «classifying and grouping offenders wthin a single
institution. Because nmany states house all wonen within one insti-
tution, this system has generated increasing interest for wonen
of f ender s. AlM5 was devel oped on and for nale popul ations, how
ever, so its usefulness for wonen is a question to be exam ned.
Recent work in South Carolina has been directed at validating this

system for a fenale popul ation. Uah uses AIMS for its male
of fenders and has expressed sone interest in validating its use for
wonen, as has the correctional agency in Mssouri. The out- cones

of this study and interest were unknown at the tinme of the witing
of this handbook.

O her Trends

General trends in classification include the novenent toward
nore centralized and systemw de classification systens. Thi s
rai ses issues for wonen's institutions since they will be expected
to accomodate such centralized systens, even though they may have
enj oyed great autonony in the past.

There is a growng interest in enpirically based risk assess-

nent instrunents. This raises a nunber of difficult questions
regarding wonen. |If such instrunents are devel oped w thout speci-
fically ensuring their validity for wonen, they may exacerbate
probl ens regarding classification of wonen even further. Even if

the instruments are well constructed and valid for a nmale popul a-
tion, they nmay be inappropriate for wonen. Secondly, constructing
enpirical instrunents that are valid for wonmen is certainly pos-
sible, but only if there are enough wonen in the universe to be

anal yzed to allow statistical nethods to be neaningful. A mninmm
of 1,000 wonen offenders in a data base is required for neaningful
anal ysi s. Secondly, the potential I|egal problens of devel oping

separate instrunments for nen and wonen--even if each is technically
sound--may be significant enough to discourage an agency from
proceeding along this path. Hence, the question of how to utilize
the growi ng technology of risk assessnent for a fenale popul ation
is still an open one.

Ceneral Approaches to O assification of Wnen O fenders

Qut of the inventory and intensive site visits, several
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"general approaches” to classification energed. They will be
explicated here to give practitioners a framework within which to
view, and begin to critique, their own systens.

Ri sk-based systens are nost common. Wether explicitly stated
or not, a mgjor concern is assuring the safety and security of
inmates and staff within an institution. There are two types of
systens within this overall category.

First is the type of systemthat is based upon policy-nakers'
consensus about risk factors. Initial assessnent is based upon
sonme objective scoring instrunent that is intended to sort offend-
ers into groups with differential expected rates of sone future
behavi or (rule breaking, escape, violence within the institution
violence in the community if escaped). These instrunents are based
heavily upon experience with nen, have little or no statistica

foundation, and are used to assign a "security designation."” | f
there is only one institution, however, that designation has little
effect on housing or programm ng. This approach seens to serve

primarily to sort nmen anong institutions. Since wonen go to only
one or a very fewinstitutions, its utility for wonmen is uncl ear.

The second type of systemis one that utilizes research-based
ri sk assessnent instrunments. This operates in nuch the sane way as
the first. The major difference is that the first relies upon the
“clinical" judgrment of those involved in devel oping the assess-
nment tools. The second relies upon nore or |ess precise statisti-
cal analysis to surface those factors and their weights that are
correlated with various types of behavior (rule breaking, violence,
escape, etc.) that are being predicted. |In nost of these systens,
the enpirical analysis did not take adequate account of wonen
of fenders, so the results nmay not be useful for a fenale popul a-
tion. In sone instances, enpirical analysis of wonen's behavior in
the institution has been conducted and a different rating scal e has
been adopted for wonmen. Once within the wonmen's institution, the
security designation nmay place wonmen within a particular cot- tage
or unit but, even so, the units may differ only slightly.

Per f or mance- based systens are organi zed around the concept of
the individual offender earning his or her way through successively
|l ess restrictive classification levels. This approach relies upon
the actual performance of offenders, rather than upon a prediction
of future performance (whether that is rule breaking, violence,

escape, etc.). The "performance” of interest may include the
si npl e avoi dance of "tickets" or may include positive behavior goal
achi evenent . This approach requires frequent re-assessnent, is

i ndi vi dual | y-based, and nmay require that everyone start at the sane
pl ace and work through the |evels. Movenent may al so be affected
by length of tine to release, in addition to perfornmance.

12



EMERG NG | SSUES

During the information-gathering portions of this project a
set of issues energed that are useful in helping those working with
wonen of fenders define a context for that work. Wat problens are
ot hers having, what problens do they anticipate, what issues nust
we put on the agenda for further study? This section presents the
issues as they were reported to us by those working in the field
and as we observed them during our analysis.

ARE WOMVEN OFFENDERS BEI NG CLASSI FI ED CORRECTLY?

Many practitioners who work with wonen of fenders voi ce concern
that current classification systens are basically ms-classifying
them sorting them disproportionately into higher |evels of secur-
ity or custody than is required. The inplication of these coments
is that, whatever instrunent is being used to sort offenders into
security/custody levels, the result for wonen is not as acceptable
as the result for nen

One mght speculate that where the tools are based on the
collective judgnent of staff, there is sinply nore experience and
knowl edge of nale offenders than of wonen offenders. One m ght
al so specul ate that because so many systens are heavily weighted by
severity of offense--and even where serious offenses are involved,
worren tend not to be as violent or predatory as nen--that they
over-cl assi fy wonen.

In the case of research-based tools, we mght also specul ate
that the research did not include wonen, or if it did, did not take
adequat e technical steps to ensure the tool's validity for wonen as
well as for men. Wiether this is the case or not is difficult to
determne, as the evidence is primarily anecdotal. It would be
possi bl e, of course, in each jurisdiction, for the question to be
researched and to determne the degree to which risk assessnent
tools "work"™ for the given popul ation of wormen and nen. In fact,
in many jurisdictions no research has been conducted on the effec-
tiveness of classification tools generally, and so it is difficult
to know if they are really doing a good job of classifying nen, |et
al one wonen.

Perhaps the central conclusion emerging from this study is
that in the past we have been asking the wong questions about
wonen' s cl assification. W have been focussing primarily on how to
do better risk classification. Do we need separate tools, do we
need nore precise tools, can you inport a classification tool from
anot her jurisdiction, how do you get around the problem of having
too few wonen in your population to do adequate statistica
anal ysi s?

13



These are all pertinent questions if the ngjor issue is howto
do better risk-based classification of wonen offenders. And if you
are, in fact, going to do risk classification for wonen, they nust
be answered. However, the central issue is whether current
"mai nstreant’ classification systens provide adequate tools for the
managenent of wonen of fenders. The answer to that question is no,
but not because we need better risk assessnent tools for wonen. It
i s because we need different approaches to classification for wonen
generally, or for any groups of offenders whose profile allows
correctional institutions to focus the bulk of their resources and
energy on non-security issues such as habilitation, progranm ng,
and preparation for rel ease.

Wthin any correctional institution, there are at |east two
maj or interests. They are security and habilitation. Security
includes the safety of inmates, the safety of staff, the safety of
the facility itself, and the safety of the community. The ot her
broad area of concern is the habilitation of offenders. The term
habilitation has been chosen in recognition of the fact that nany
of fenders have deficits in education, enployability, parenting,
deci si onnmaki ng, and general conpetence at |ife that they have not
| ost, but rather never had. Hence the termhabilitation.

Any institution has both security and habilitation concerns.
Physi cal design, procedures, supervision, and reginmentation are
evi dence of the former. Counsel i ng, drug abuse services, educa-
tional prograns, vocational services, and so forth are evidence of
the latter. However, every institution assigns a different weight
to each of these concerns. Were the population is |arge, violent,
predatory, disorderly, and dangerous, an institution focuses nost
of its resources on security concerns. It is not that habilitation
is not a concern, but rather that the institution has to set prior-
ities, and there is nore of an enphasis on security. Wiere the
popul ation is less violent, dangerous, and predatory, an institu-
tion can focus nore of its resources on habilitation concerns.
There are still physical restraints, procedures, and supervision
but the enphasis is different.

Exhibit Il presents in graphic formthe difference between two
institutions where security and habilitation have different
enphases. The figure to the left indicates a traditional distribu-
tion of enphasis toward security, as is found in nost nmen's insti-

tutions. The figure to the right indicates the enphasis toward
habilitation that is found in nmost wonmen's institutions. Al though
the precise proportions will vary from place to place, the mgjor

thrust of the exhibit is to highlight the differences in enphasis
that may be found between institutions housing |Iow and high risk
popul at i ons.
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EXHBIT II. WHY CURRENT CLASSI FI CATI ON PRACTI CE
DOES NOT' WORK FOR WOVEN OFFENDERS

A classification systemdesigned to support the
type of institution depicted on the left will not
serve well the type of institution depicted on the right.

Rel ati ve Enphasis on Rel ati ve Enphasis on
Security and Habilitation Security and Habilitation
in Institutions wwth H gh in Institutions with Low
Ri sk Popul ati ons Ri sk Popul ati ons

(Many nmen's institutions (Many wonen's institutions
fall in this group.) fall in this group.)
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The major problem with classification of wonen offenders is
that virtually all statew de classification systens are designed to
support the type of enphasis depicted on the left, yet they are
bei ng used for offenders housed in institutions with the type of
enphasi s depicted on the right.

One of the ways in which the enphasis within a correctional
institution is supported is through classification. | nmates are
separated into security/custody levels to assure safety. Were the
maj or enphasis is on security, a risk-based classification nmakes a
great deal of sense. Yet there are institutions wthin our
correctional systens where the profile of the population allows a
greater enphasis upon habilitation concerns. This is the case in
many wonen's institutions. It is probably the case in many nen's
institutions as well, where the profile of offenders permts it.
Unfortunately, in nost wonen's institutions, the classifica- tion
systemin place is one that has been explicitly designed to support
an enphasis on security, not habilitation. It seens, then, that
the general thrust of inprovenent in wonen's classification is not
in the devel opnent of better, nore specifically wonen-oriented risk
classification tools, but in an approach to classi- fication that
supports an enphasis on habilitation.

DESI GN | SSUES

A major role of classification systens--in sonme jurisdictions
the major role--is the assignnent of offenders to specific institu-
tions which match a certain security |evel. In the vast majority
of cases, wonen are housed in only one institution. The question,
then, is how a classification system designed primarily to sort
of fenders anong institutions can be hel pful to the task of managi ng
of fenders of all security levels within a single institution?

In large systens, there is sone evidence that the nanagenent
of offenders within institutions is not very highly standardized

and that a departnment of corrections may well |eave the adm nis-
tration of standards to the discretion of individual superinten-
dents. Such is the case in Illinois. Hence, the particular
character of an institution grows out of the staff and i nmate popu-
| ati on. At Dwmight Correctional GCenter, the mnmajor institution
housing wonen in Illinois, that character is heavily based upon an

interest in the individual and in working with that individual
toward rel ease and toward changes in that individual's life skills.
Very sinply, other than the assignnent of offenders to specific
cottages wth slightly different strictures on novenent (primarily
the tine of lock up at night), the classification system of the
Departnent has very little influence on life within the walls. The
el aborate assignnent to security |evel, dangerousness assessnent,
and escape risk has fewer operational inplications wthin the
institution than one m ght expect.
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This is the case in CGeorgia as well where nost offenders are
housed at the Georgia Wnen's Correctional Institution at Hardw ck.
Once an offender receives a security designation (except in the
case of close security, which involves very few wonen), her housing
assignnents, job assignments within the walls, progranmng, etc
are little affected.

A frequent refrain from those we interviewed goes sonething
like this: "A medium security wonan is not the sanme as a nedi um
security man." Even though the criteria sort into a nedium | evel
the feeling anong individuals who work wwth wonmen is that they are
not as violent, they are not as dangerous, they are not as prone to
escape--except in a conpletely open setting--and they do not
require the sane physical security as do nen of the same security
rating. This may be due at least partially to the fact that nost
classification systens are heavily influenced by the crinme of con-
viction. Wen there is a serious crine, the security designation
is likely to be high. However, there is also a feeling that wonen
involved in serious crinmes are often involved as a result of a re-
lationship with a nman--either as an acconplice or instigator, or
with the man as the victim of isolated violence following an
abusive relationship. The question becones, then, how to acknow
| edge this difference and shape the system accordingly to assure a
"least restrictive" setting for women wthout creating an
envi ronment that could be accused of being discrimnatory.

For many years, wonen have been housed in a single institution
in many states. One issue that is emerging is that now decisions
have to be nade about assigning wonmen anong institutions. Si nce
the assignnent or classification is usually done by the wonen's
"parent” institution, a new mnd-set has to be devel oped to decide
what criteria wll be used for the sorting. Can it be only by
inmate preference? Should wonmen all be cycled through the fornmer
"single" women's facility and gradually noved out to the others?
Mre and nore states wll face these questions as new housing
facilities for wonmen are added to their systens.

The current high interest in enpirically based risk prediction
instrunents seens a bit out of place in the arena of classification
of wonen of f enders. VWnen are less risky--in terns of violence
within institutions and in terns of violence potential if they
shoul d escape or walk away. The incidence of this behavior is so
low as to nmake the task of predicting it with enpirically-based
instrunents both difficult and not very helpful. Prediction of
rul e-breaki ng behavior may be nore useful, but in fact such pre-
dictive efforts have not been undertaken with great frequency.
Wth frequent reclassifications, it becones possible to nove wonen
to different designations based upon their own behavior, rather
t han upon the prediction of it through the use of instrunents.
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| MPLEMENTATI ON | SSUES
The Effect of O owdi ng

Gven the incredible crowding being experienced by state
correctional systens, the classification process has been reduced
in sone instances to a novenent system-transferring inmates as
quickly as possible to fill beds that are available at designated
security |evels. In Illinois, the part of the Departnent respon-
sible for classification is entitled "Ofice of Inmate Transfer."
The pressure of sheer nunbers has had a najor inpact upon classi-
fication for both nmen and wonen.

Access to Trained D agnostic Staff

There is a need for a classification system that can be
adm ni stered by individuals who can be easily trained and equi pped
to conduct the diagnosis and perform classification and recl assi-
fication. The | ocation of wonen's prisons in relatively isolated
areas in many states nakes the identification of qualified staff
difficult--particularly when the workload mght only require clas-
sification staff on a part-tine or consulting basis. (Womng is a
good exanpl e.)

Access to Services

In a nunber of jurisdictions, a security designation may
determne the jobs and housing settings to which inmates have
access. This is, of course, an issue for nmen as well as wonen.
Explicit Policy

In sone states, we found that there were a nunber of consid-
erations in nmaking a security designation that did not appear any-
where in policy or on the instrument in use. For instance, these
include the need to separate inmates from enemes and to keep in-
mates from being assigned to a facility in their honme counties
since fornmer friends, famly, lovers, or enemes mght be on the
staff of the institution. Hence, in the press of inplenentation
factors relevant to classification and novenent issues often cone
into play without their being included in explicit policy.

Cont ext

The reality of life is that wonen's institutions nust operate
within a statewide correctional system However practitioners nmay
want to adapt to the needs of wonen offenders, this nust be done in
the context of a real-life system that is heavily concerned wth
the other 95 percent of its inmates. Any efforts undertaken to
nmodify classification practices should proceed with this under-
st andi ng.
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LEGAL ANALYSI S
by
Susan Carey N chol as and Annabel | e Loeb

The purpose of this chapter is to outline in broad strokes
sone of the major legal issues likely to arise as a state correc-
tions departnent develops or inplenents a prisoner classification
system Wiile we cannot detail every legal consideration, the
followi ng analysis can provide a framework for building a classi-
fication system which will serve institutional needs wthin the
constitutional framework of the rights of innmates.

Wth a few inportant exceptions, prison admnistrators enjoy
fairly wide latitude to develop and inplenent inmate classification
systens which neet the needs of their departnents and institutions.

This chapter will begin wth a brief history and description of
prisoners' rights law generally. It will then analyze in sonewhat
nore detail two areas, due process rights and gender equity, where
federal and state constitutional |aw nust be carefully considered
in the classification process in order to protect against constitu-
tional chall enge.

BACKGROUND ON PRI SON LI TI GATI ON

During the early 1970's, the Suprenme Court announced a series
of landmark decisions which dramatically expanded the constitu-
tional basis of prisoners' rights. In WIff v. MDonnell, 418 U S.
539 (1974), the Court first articulated the notion that "there is
no iron curtain drawn between the Constitution and the prisons of
this country.” [d. at 555-556. Later that year, the Court indica-
ted that federal courts would carefully scrutinize cases where
prisoners' constitutionally protected interests were infringed.
Procunier v. Martinez, 416 U S. 396 (1974). These cases and ot hers
encouraged an era of intensive litigation on behalf of prisoners,
i ncluding nmassive challenges to conditions of confinenent wthin
pri sons and throughout whole prison systens; attenpts to establish
procedural due process rights; and demands for greater access to
| egal services, mail, visits, printed materials, the press, and
programmati ¢ opportunities. Sonme of these lawsuits resulted in
detailed court orders and consent decrees, which in turn led to
extensive court intervention in the running of prisons.

By the late 1970's, however, the Suprene Court began to step
back fromits expansive interpretation of prisoners' rights. See,
e.g., Bell v. Wolfish, 441 U S 520 (1979) and Rhodes v. Chapnan,
452 U.S. 337 (1981). In 1987, the Court articulated a greatly
rel axed standard of review of prisoners' constitutional clains,
noting that "subjecting the day-to-day judgnments of prison offi-
cials to an inflexible strict scrutiny standard would seriously
hanper their ability to anticipate security problens and to adopt
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i nnovative solutions to intractable problens of prison admnis-
tration." Turner v. Safley, 482 US 78, 79, 107 S. C. 2254, 96
L. Ed. 2d 64 (1987).

DUE PROCESS RI GHTS

In the classification context, prisoners have often clained
that sone form of procedural due process (notice and a hearing or
other form of review) nust precede classification decisions which

adversely affect them In response to these challenges, the US
Suprene Court has evolved a doctrine of "liberty interests": if the
classification or transfer decision inpinges upon a "liberty

interest” of the prisoner, sone formof procedural due process nust
be granted. These liberty interests nmay arise from two sources--
the Due Process O ause of the Fourteenth Amendnent and the | aws of
t he states.

Under this doctrine, prison inmates have only a limted range
of protected liberty interests. |Inmates have no liberty interest,
for exanple, in parole or in good tinme credit. In fact, only a
change in prison status beyond the normal range of conditions
incident to incarceration has been found to violate a prisoner's
liberty interest.

For exanple, in several cases the Court held that transferring
an inmate to another prison, either to the same or to a different
security level, does not inplicate any liberty interest of the
pri soner. Mont anye v. Haynes, 427 U S. 236 (1976), Meachum v.
Fano, 427 U S 215 (1976), and dim v. WAkinekona, 461 U S 238
(1982). The Court found that "confinement wthin any of the
State's institutions is within the normal limts or range of
custody which the conviction has authorized the state to inpose,”
Meachum 1d. at 224-225--in other words, even a transfer to a very
distant |ocation, which results in a major loss to the prisoner
raises no due process requirenents. See dim id., where the
transfer in question was fromHawaii to the mainl and.

By contrast, in 1980 the Court found that transfer of an
inmate froma prison to a nental hospital did inplicate a liberty
interest, and, therefore, required sone form of procedural safe-
guard. This kind of transfer was "not within the range of condi-
tions of confinenent to which a prison sentence subjects an indivi-
dual ," because it brought about a "consequence...qualitatively
different from the punishnent characteristically suffered by a
person convicted of a crine." Vitek v. Jones, 445 U S. 480 (1980)
at 493. In this case, the required procedural projections included
witten notice and an adversarial hearing which allowed the pri-
soner to present witnesses and to confront and cross examne wt-
nesses called by the state.
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Al t hough nost classification decisions probably do not inpli-
cate a liberty interest such as that found in Vitek, sone aspects
of prison classification could conceivably be so arbitrary as to

i nvoke the due process clause. For exanple, in 1982 a federal
district court wupheld a due process challenge to an internal
disciplinary systemwhich allocated all institutional privileges to

wonen inmates on the basis of behavior and seniority. The court
found that this "level systeni was operated in an arbitrary and
punitive manner, and likened it to the kind of nmandatory transfer
to a behavior nodification program which triggered due process
safeguards in Vitek. Canterino v. WIlson, 546 F.Supp. 1174 (WD
KY 1982), aff'd in part, 875 F.2d 862 (6th Gr. 1989), vacated in
part, 869 F.2d 948 (6th Cr. 1989).

In some situations a state may create a liberty interest by
pl acing mandatory limtations on official discretion through state
laws, rules, regulations, or practices. In Hewitt v. Helns, 459
U S. 460, 471-472, 103 S.Ct. 864, 74 L.Ed.2d 675 (1983), the Court
held that given the mandatory nature of a Pennsylvania statute
setting forth procedures for confining inmates to admnistrative
segregation, conbined with the specified reasons for confinenent
set out Iin the statute, an inmate acquired a protected liberty
interest in remaining in the general prison population to which due
process attached. The Court held that, in this case, the inmate's
due process rights were limted to the receipt of sonme notice of
t he charges against himand an opportunity to present his views to
the prison officials charged with making the deci sion.

GENDER EQUI TY | SSUES

Wnen offenders constitute a very small mnority of prison

inmates. |In state corrections systens stressed by overcrowdi ng or
budget shortfalls, all too often the needs of wonen inmates are
shortchanged, and the prisons that house them are overl oaded. In

addition, the history of wonen's prisons as institutions wthin
predomnantly nale departnents and stereotyped views about the
needs and capabilities of wonen can conbine to perpetuate sex
di scrimnati on.

In recent years, wonen of fenders have begun to nount success-
ful challenges to many different aspects of prison life in which
they allege that they are being treated differently, and |ess
favorably, than their nmal e counterparts.

SEX DI SCRI M NATI ON LAW I N THE PRI SON CONTEXT
Many | ower federal courts have found that different treatnent

of the sexes in prison violates the constitutionally protected
right to equal protection of the laws under the Fourteenth
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Amendnent. None of these cases has reached the Suprene Court. In
each case, the court held that the equal protection clause is vio-
| ated when wonen inmates are offered substantially fewer program
matic opportunities than nmen. dover v. Johnson, 478 F. Supp. 1075
(EED. Mch. 1979), MMrry v. Phelps, 533 F. Supp. 742 (WD. La.
1982), Mtchell v. Untreiner, 421 F. Supp. 886 (N.D. Fla. 1976), and
Canterino v. WIlson, 546 F. Supp. 174 (WD. KY 1982) aff'd in part,
875 F.2d 862 (1989), vacated in part, 869 F.2d 948 (1989). These
cases successfully challenged the dearth of vocational train- ing
and work release prograns, the lack of opportunity to participate
in mninum security facilities or canps, and other differences in

opportunities relative to nmen's institutions. Al resulted in
hol di ngs that wonen inmates have the right to a range and quality
of programm ng substantially equivalent to that offered to nen. In

Canterino, the disciplinary system used to classify only wonen
inmates was al so found to deny equal protection to wonen prisoners.

One appellate court decision, however, seens to take a nore
I enient view of at |least one formof different treatnment. In 1989,
the D.C. Court of Appeals held that a challenge by wonen prisoners
who were incarcerated at a greater distance fromthe D strict than
their male counterparts failed to inplicate the equal protection
cl ause even though wonen were unduly burdened by the greater dis-
tance they had to travel. Pitts v. Thornburgh, 866 F.2d 1450
(D.C.Gr. 1989). In contrast to the cases cited above, the Pitts
court allowed issues of overcrowding and cost to be used by the
defendants as a rationale to avoid the constitutional responsi-
bility to provide treatnent.

Despite the lack of uniformty in court decisions, the |esson
of these cases--which is consistent wth general equal protection
law-is that prison systens nmay face lawsuits frominmates if they

handle one sex differently than the other. This problem coul d
arise in the prison classification context in a nunber of ways:
unequal programmati c  opportunities; di fferent classification

systens; and, potentially, challenges to separate sex institutions.

In framng renedies, no court to date has ordered that disad-
vantages to wonen prisoners be alleviated by placing wonen in nale
institutions. |Instead, courts have ordered that nen's and wonen's
facilities offer conparable prograns.’

‘I'n no reported case that we found did an inmate of either
sex seek the integration of single-sex institutions. Thus no
federal court that we know of has directly confronted the diffi-
cult issue of the constitutionality of incarcerating inmates in
separate institutions based on their sex.

Such a chall enge m ght be successful if the plaintiff could
show that the male and fenal e prisons were not "conparable." See
Vorchheiner v. School Dist. of Phila., 430 U S. 703 (1977), in
whi ch an evenly divided Suprenme Court upheld a | ower court deci-
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In addition to the federal equal protection clause which
applies to every prison system nany states may have statutes or
constitutional provisions which prohibit classification based on
sex. For exanple, 16 states have equal rights anmendnents added to
their constitutions.” O these, several have articulated a |egal
theory of equality different from and nore stringent than, that of
federal equal protection decisions. |In Pennsylvania, for exanple,
the courts have | eaned toward an "absol ute standard" of equality.
In Henderson v. Henderson, 458 Pa. 97 (1974), the Pennsylvania
Suprene Court held that "the thrust of the Equal R ghts Amendnent
is to...elimnate sex as a basis for distinc- tion." In a case
invalidating a statute which required no mninmm sentences for
wonen while requiring such sentences for nen, the Suprene Court
stated that "in this Commbnweal th, sex may no | onger be accepted as
an exclusive classifying tool."

ERA states which have foll owed the Pennsylvania interpretation
woul d appear to provide a strong l|legal basis for prison innmates
seeking to challenge any formof different treatnent based on sex.

As an exanple, the female inmates' challenge in Pitts, supra
woul d possibly be successful in an ERA state with a stricter
standard of review

Wiile an analysis of every state constitution is beyond the
scope of this chapter, admnistrators should be aware that prison
classification systens that result in different treatnent of nen
and wonen inmates may be subject to stricter scrutiny under either
the equal protection or equal rights provisions of their state
constitutions than they woul d be under federal constitutional |aw

Furthernore, a sex-based classification systemmnay raise | ega
i ssues under various state statutes. For exanple, equal pay acts
or other anti-discrimnation statutes relating to enploynent or
education mght be inplicated, depending on whether under those
statutes inmate workers were included within the statutory defini-
tion of "enpl oyee."

sion which permtted separate-sex public schools where the educa-
tional facilities were "conparable." But see Newberg v. Board of
Education, 9 Phila. 556 (1983), which held that the exclusion of
girls fromthe sanme high school violated the equal protection
clause and the state Equal Rights Anendnent because the boys'
school provided superior facilities and education. Under state
equal rights provisions, a challenge to separate-sex institutions
woul d be even nore difficult to defend.

*These states are Massachusetts, Pennsyl vani a, Mar yl and,
Mont ana, Col orado, Washi ngton, New Hanpshire, New Mexico, Illinois,
Al aska, Connecticut, Hawaii, Texas, Virginia, Wah, and Wom ng.
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In addition, receipt of federal financial assistance by a
state prison system could nean that the prison nust offer equal
educational opportunity to nen and wonen inmates in accordance with
the federal statute. At least one federal court has held that to
the extent opportunities were available to nmen under federally-
funded educational and enploynent prograns within the scope of
Title IX of the Education Amendnments of 1972 and several other
federal statutes, the prison authorities "nust offer equivalent
prograns in form as well as in substance to simlarly situated
wonen. . ." Canterino, 546 F.Supp. at 210. Presumably, this
requires sonething nore than the sort of rough parity the courts
are content with under an equal protection analysis.

The di scussi on above has focused on the |legal inplications of
prison prograns or policies that explicitly treat nen and wonen
differently--known in legal parlance as "disparate treatnent."
However, prison officials should know that sex discrimnation can
al so occur as a result of laws, policies, or practices which are
neutral in form but result in a discrimnatory inpact. For
exanple, in the enploynent |aw context, it has |ong been estab-
lished that tests given to job applicants to neasure skills re-
quired for jobs nust be designed in a way that does not unfairly
di sadvant age either sex.

A corrections departnent which uses a single risk assessnent
instrument for nales and fenmales therefore runs a risk of liabil-
ity based on the "disparate inpact" this instrument nay have on

wonen i nnmates. In current practice, many risk assessnent instru-
ments have been validated exclusively, if at all, on male prison
popul ati ons. In such cases, these tests may inaccurately classi-

fy wonen i nnat es.

Such facially neutral classifications could be subject to
constitutional challenge under various state constitutional pro-

Vi si ons. For exanple, under the ERA and the equal protection
clauses of the Massachusetts constitution, statutes that are not
discrimnatory according to their terns may still be found to deny

equality under the law if they are applied in a discrimnatory
fashion. Buchanan v. Dir. of Div. of Enp. Sec., 393 Mss. 329, 471
N.E. 2d 345, 349 (1984) citing School GCommttee of Braintree v.
Massachusetts Commin Against D scrimnation, 377 Mass. 424, 431-
432, 386 N E. 2d 1251 (1979); School Comm of Springfield v. Board
of Education, 366 Miss. 315, 327, 319 N E 2d 427 (1974) cert.
denied, 421 U S 947, 95 S C. 1677, 44 L.Ed.2d 101 (1975). And,
the Pennsylvania Suprene Court has simlarly suggested that "fa-
cially neutral...policies which have the practical effect of
perpetuating...discrimnatory practices" constitute discrimnation
by sex. Snider v. Thornburgh, 496 Pa. 159, 436 A 2d 593, 601
(1981), <citing Ceneral Electric Corporation v. Human Relations
Comm ssi on, 469 Pa. 292, 309, 365 A 2d 649 (1976).

24



CONCLUSI ON

Based on the information gathered during the review of current
practice and energing issues, several directions seem clear for
those involved in the classification of wonen offenders in state
correctional institutions.

First, classification of wonen nust be designed by an indi-

vidual system and its institutions. It cannot sinply be inported
from another state or institution. The devel opnental nodel out-
lined in Part Il of this docunent provides a guide for that work.

Second, certain technical standards nust be net in the devel -
opnment of risk-based classification tools for wonen offenders.
These standards are outlined and practical guidance is offered in
Part 11.

Third, a different enphasis on classification for wonen nmay be
in order, an enphasis that grows out of habilitation concerns
rat her than risk concerns.

Fourth, it is inportant that any devel oprmental work undertaken
to inprove classification for women offenders be gender neutral
both on its surface and in its effect on offenders. This argues
for both gender-neutral risk classification tools and the devel op-
nment of new classification approaches based on habilitation con-
cerns. These approaches could be utilized for both wonen and nen
offenders in settings where the profile of the population allows
it.
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PART 11:

A DEVELOPMENTAL MCDEL FOR CLASSI FI CATI ON OF WOVEN OFFENDERS
I N STATE CORRECTI ONAL FACI LI TI ES



| NTRCDUCTI ON

This section of the handbook provides a set of practical sug-
gestions and tools that can be used to guide a jurisdiction through
a review of its current classification practice for wonen offend-
ers. The suggestions and tools will also be helpful in refining
classification practices in light of a jurisdiction's own goals,
resources, and practical constraints. These suggestions and tools,
conprising what is termed a "devel opnental nodel," address:

B An assessnent of the existing classification system and
current practice.

B Definition of desired nodifications of that practice based
on both clear objectives and practical constraints. These
have been identified as "targets for change."

B |ssues to be addressed in the devel opnent of an inplenen-
tation agenda w th suggestions on nmanaging an effective
change strategy.

ASSUMPTI ONS

This devel opnental nodel is based on a few critical assunp-
tions. First, and nost inportantly, the nodel proceeds on the
assunption that there is no single nodel for classification of the
wonan offender (or the nale offender) that can sinply be pronul-
gated and then adopted nati onw de. No single nodel could address
t he various concerns and problens that have been identified across
jurisdictions. Each jurisdiction nust design its own classifica-
tion system shaped by its own purposes, resources, and organiza-
tional environnent. Therefore, rather than suggest a single
"nodel " classification system this handbook suggests a devel op-
mental process that may be followed by any jurisdiction in
assessing and inproving its practice of classification. By fol-
lowng this process, an individual jurisdiction will examne its
OwWn purposes, environment, constraints, and resources that wll
begin to shape an appropriate classification strategy. Qui ded by
certain principles of classification and certain technical require-
ments, practitioners will be supported in their efforts to assess
and i nprove practice.

A second inportant assunption of this docunent--based on the
project's data gathering effort--is that every prison system is
already engaged in sone type of classification activity. Sone
aspects of this systemnmay be operating quite well; others may give
rise to concern. As one thinks about devel oping classification, it
is as inportant to assess current practice as it is to generate
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"new' schenes. Thus, the first part of this devel opnental nodel
concentrates on assessnment and review of current classification
practice in order to identify needed targets for change and
devel oprent .

A third assunption is that change in classification practice
will nost likely occur in an increnental fashion. Rarely is it
possi bl e (or advisable) to conpletely renovate an entire classifi-
cation system in one stroke. Gven |limted resources, tine, and
organi zational energy, it is often nore practical to identify
manageabl e pieces of a change strategy and to nove forward in a
nmore neasured way. In order to support this increnmental process,
t he devel opnental nodel is organized into relatively discrete de-
vel opnent activities, though they are all conceptually part of a
whol e.

The final sections of the devel opnental nodel address inple-
mentation and change strategies. These sections grow out of
another critical assunption--that good assessnment and design work
can be conpletely ineffectual if they are not supported with a
sound inplenentati on and change nanagenent strateqgy. The success
of any planned change depends on direct attention to process--who
is involved when, how is open discussion encouraged, how clear is
communi cation, are there provisions for consensus-building, does
the process foster a sense of ownership? Al of these issues nust
be addressed if a desired change in practice is to be effectively
i npl enent ed.

GQUJ DI NG PRI NCI PLES

Beyond the assunptions |isted above, this handbook and its
suggest ed devel opnental nodel are shaped significantly by severa
principles or values that should be articulated before noving on to
the nore practical aspects of this section. Those principles
i nclude gender neutrality, the least restrictive doctrine, and the
inmportance of clarity of objectives in designing classification
syst ens.

CGCender Neutrality

Al t hough significant problens have been identified for wonen
offenders as a result of classification systens designed for an al
mal e popul ation, the solution does not lie in the devel opnent of a
classification systemspecifically for wonen. Because of potentia
| egal challenges and the real dangers of continued inequi- ties for
wonen offenders, it is inportant that gender not be utilized as a
classifying principle. Rather, this study suggests that any
statewi de system of classification be gender neutral in the sane
way that any systemshould be racially neutral, both on its surface
and in its effect on offenders. This assunption is based on the
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fact that the legal and constitutional issues raised by a gender-
specific classification system would be unacceptable, even where
there may be technical benefits. Were a system works hardshi ps on
either nmen or wonen, policy solutions should be devel oped which
are, in thenselves, gender neutral.

This handbook does suggest, however, that wthin specific
institutions, classification activities be geared to furthering the
pur poses of those institutions and the popul ations they serve. In
the case of wonen's institutions, there seens to be nore focus on
habilitation concerns than on security concerns. However, nothing
prevents such habilitation orientation in male or co-cor- rectiona
institutions that house populations wth |ower incidences of
vi ol ence and di sruptive behavi or.

Least Restrictive Doctrine

Thi s handbook strongly encourages clear thinking about ob-
jectives and is based on the assunption that each jurisdiction
should select its own objectives for its correctional systens,
including classification. 1t is also based on an acceptance of the
doctrine of "least restrictive" custody. This doctrine, which has
been accepted and pronulgated by the Anerican Correctiona
Associ ation and is considered squarely in the mai nstream of correc-
tional practice, holds that individuals incarcerated as a result of
a crimnal conviction should be held in the least restrictive
custody commensurate with their own safety and the safety of other
i nmates, staff, and community.

darity of (bjectives

Throughout this docunent the reader will note a continuing
focus upon clarifying objectives at nmany |evels. It is inportant
for correctional agencies to focus on what their goals and objec-
tives are and how classification as a tool can further those ob-

j ectives. It is also inportant to clarify the nore circunscribed
objectives of «classification systens thenselves. This concern
stens not from sone desire for philosophical neatness, but fromthe
very practical need to neasure perfornmance. How wi |l you know if

your classification systemis working unless you know what you want
it to do? How can you know whether inprovenent is needed or even
what that inprovenent m ght be? Wenever the reader conmes upon the
topic of clarifying objectives--in the text or in the acconpanying
wor ksheets--he or she should be remnded of the reason for this
enphasi s.

HOW TO USE THE DEVELOPMENTAL MODEL

This handbook and its developnental nodel focus on those
aspects of prison classification that have energed as inportant to
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wonen of f enders. Nunmerous resource materials are available on
prison classification generally, and many of them are included
anmong the references at the end of this docunent. The reader is
directed to those resources for guidance on the conplex task of

designing, inplenenting, and nonitoring a prison classification
system This docunent is not intended to replace such resources.
Oh the contrary, it highlights those issues surrounding wonen

of fenders that have energed in the course of our study.

The reader noving through the steps of this devel opnental
nmodel will find correspondi ng worksheets in Appendix IV to assist
in gathering information and conpleting various assessnents and
activities. These worksheets should be considered as aids to the
devel opnental process. They are designed to stinulate thinking and
to reinforce the inportance of a devel opnental approach to dealing
with classification. They are not intended to be exhaustive, nor
is it likely that every practitioner will find every worksheet
necessary or helpful. The entire process is inportant, but you may
wi sh to use only sone of the worksheets or sone nore than others.
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ASSESSMENT OF CURRENT CLASSI FI CATI ON PRACTI CE AND | SSUES

SYSTEM SCANNI NG

The first elenent of an assessnent of classification practice
is a quick scanning of the system to identify areas for further
investigation and to get a prelimnary sense of what problens nay
be worthy of special focus. System scanni ng includes identifying
any particular "flags" of the problem Dependi ng upon how nuch
interest and attention have been focused on classification of wonen
of fenders, the flags may be very obvious, or it nmay take quite a
bit of thought to uncover the issues. Sone potential sources are
suggest ed here. They include: any recent studies of classifica-
tion, either generally for wonen or nen, within the corrections
agency or outside it; conmttees or task forces wthin the agency
or outside it that have focused on wonen offenders or on classifi-
cation issues; recent, current, or prospective litigation; and
legislative interest in the form of special study conm ssions,
hearings, or proposed | egislation.

The next step in system scanning is an issue identification
with key actors. First, identify individuals within the agency and
outside it with an interest in wonen's issues and classification
specifically. Those individuals should be interviewed to determ ne
what they view to be particular areas of interest or problens
associated with classification. Wrksheet A-1 provides a format to
list publications, |legislation, studies, conmttees, and activities
at interest. Wrksheet A2 displays a format for arraying
i ndi vi dual s to be cont act ed and i nterviewed regar di ng
classification of wonen offenders. Wrksheet A-3 lists sone of the
topi cs that should be covered in interviews with key actors.

DOCUMENTI NG CURRENT PRACTI CE

After gaining a broad overview of issues through a system
scanning, the next elenment of the devel opnmental nodel is careful
docunentation of current practice. This wll develop a clear
profile of women offenders in the system the variety of policies
and procedures that conprise classification practice, and the

under|lying purposes and logic to this broad set of activities. It
is inmportant to renmenber at this point that the broadest definition
of classification should be enployed here. Practice will be exam

ined across four dinensions: population profile, case flow, poli-
cies and procedures, and classification purposes.

Though these steps are listed separately, they can be initiated
si mul taneously and not necessarily in the sane order.

31



Assenbl e Exi sting Docunentation

Assenble and review all witten material on your classifica-
tion system (at the central office/departnmental |evel and at the

wonen's institutional |evel) including: rel evant statutory pro-
visions, policy and procedure manuals and regul ations, offender
assessnent instrunents, initial <classification forns, progress

report formats, re-classification decision forns, forns for trans-
mttal of information to central office, information system clas-
sification screens or file structures, and data el enents. O ganize
these materials into a conprehensive notebook or file wth |abels
so that you can access themeasily as you conplete a flow chart of
your classification process. Wrksheet A-4 provides a format to
catal og rel evant policies, procedures, etc. which should serve as a
table of contents for this notebook or file.

Wnen O fender Popul ation Profile

Build a detailed profile of the wonmen offender population in
your prison system Use aggregate data from the nbst recent past
year (conpare to previous three years, if available) to conpile a
statistical profile to include:

B Nunber of adm ssions (broken out by nonth) which are new
commtnents, which are parole revocation/returns; conpare
to previous years;

B Admssions by major (nobst serious) offense categories;
conpare to previous years;

B Adnm ssions by average sentences inposed for major offense
categories; conpare to previous years;

B Average length of stay in prison (in pre-release, in work
rel ease, or halfway house) prior to discharge or release
on parole or post-prison supervision by major offense
categories; conpare to previous years;

m Profile of current population (take nost recent available
information)--average daily popul ati on in di fferent
facilities for wonmen including pre-release, canps, work
rel ease centers, and halfway houses; conpare to average
daily popul ation for previous years;

B Current popul ation by major offense categories; conpare to
previ ous years.

Wr ksheet A-5 provides a format for collecting this information.
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Docurrenti ng and Fl ow Charting the d assification Process

Assenble a conplete listing of the various events that take
place in the classification process. Wrksheet A-6 provides a for-

mat for assenbling this information. Then construct a detailed
flow chart of the classification process from intake to rel ease
from prison custody. See Wirksheet A7 for an exanple and
suggest i ons. The purpose of this exercise is to highlight the

activities, timng, critical decision points, staff involvenent,
tools in use, and policy guidance that shape the process. Take
special care to include each decision point. For each deci sion
point, note the nunber/percentage of wonen falling into each
potential outcone category. At each step describe the activi-
ties/procedures and indicate any policies or regulations that guide
t he procedures. Al so docunent which staff participate in each
activity and classification decision.

Staff who work on a daily basis with sone aspect of classi-
fication will be your best source of detailed description of pro-
cedures and policy--intake officers, intake counselors, staff
serving on classification commttees/program conmttees, housing
and work placenent officers, unit supervisors, etc. See Wrksheet
A-8 for sanple questions to help prepare the flow chart.

darifving Gimnal Justice Sanctioning Purposes

Part of understanding exactly how and how well classification
is operating is to understand what its purposes are, because the
purposes of classification within institutions do not exist in a
vacuum They are related to the overall crimnal sentencing
structure in the state, the mssion of the agency, and the m ssion
of the specific institutions.

To help you prepare to investigate sanctioning purposes in
your jurisdiction, Wrksheet A-9 summarizes the nmjor sanctioning
phi | osophi es/ purposes that are usually included in any discussion
of crimnal sanctioning. The reader is referred for further
information to a nonograph by M Kay Harris, Purposes of Community
Sanctions, which clarifies in nore detail the various sanctioning
orientations. It is inportant to recognize that this is not a
theoretical exercise. Sanctioning purposes vary greatly fromstate
to state, and it is inportant to understand the framework in your
state to determ ne whether and how the classification system can be
as supportive as possible of that orientation.

At the outset, it is helpful to understand that there is often
great confusion, even anbng experienced practitioners, regarding
sanctioni ng purposes. Though sonme progress is being nade in devel -
oping a conmon | anguage to discuss sanctioning purposes, we often
do not use common definitions. Wrksheet A-9 is intended as a
"pocket guide" which categorizes the types of overarching sanction-
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i ng purposes and ot her goal s/concerns that serve as a foundation to
setting the organizational mssion and eventually the classifi-
cation objectives.

The following steps are suggested as a way to assess your
jurisdiction's operating sanctioning purposes and other crimnal
justice goals:

B Assenble, cite, and review your statutes in terns of
directives for goals/purposes. Oten they are vaguely
worded but will provide sonme clue as to what was intended
as the underlying purpose of the crimnal code, crimnal
sentences, and correctional options. See Wrksheet A-10.

B Assenble, <cite, and review any organizational mssion
statenents for the prison system

Specific bjectives of Prison dassification System

A prison classification systemis a nmanagenent tool; it is a
means to an end. |If sanctioning purposes and ot her goal s/ concerns
are the "end" a prison systemis trying to achieve, then classifi-
cation is a vehicle for managenent to achieve those stated pur-
poses. Having conpleted a review of the overarching sanctioning
purposes, the next step in assessnent is reviewing the specific
objectives of your <classification system-both statew de and
specifically as they relate to wonen. See Worksheet A-11 for
gui dance on assessing prison classification objectives.

D stinguishing dassification Ghjectives fromQher Interests

Usual |y other managenent "subsystens" besides classification
are operating in the prison system For exanple, it is nearly
universal to see institutional disciplinary systens. It is not
uncommon, especially in wonen's prisons, to see sone type of
responsibility/privilege reward system Frequently, the objec-
tives, policies, and procedures of these different nmanagenent tools
overlap or becone co-m ngled. Wr ksheet A-12 hel ps distinguish
what is part of prison classification and what structures in the
prison environnent serve another interest.

Components of O assification

Specify the primary dinensions on which you "classify" of-
f enders. For exanple, all jurisdictions do sone type of nedical
screening at initial classification. Depending on the type and
| evel of nedical treatnent required, this screening or assessnent
mght result in a prescription for nedication, restriction on
physical activity, or the issuance of optical |enses. In sone
jurisdictions, it mght result in placenent at a particular
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facility or special wunit wthin the wonen's prison for special
medi cal treatnent. Medi cal assessnent, then, is one conponent of
classification--one of the dinmensions used to sort wonen into
di fferent categories.

Wr ksheet A-13 provides a checklist for the various conponents
of classification.

R sk Conponent of d assification

O fender risk assessnment and sone type of "custody/security”
designation is the conponent of prison classification that has the
greatest visibility within correctional systenms and is often the
primary basis for making institutional or housing assignnents for
both wonen and nen offenders. To some extent, custody/security
classification is often used synonynously with "classification," as
if custody/security were the only basis for sorting offenders in a
prison system As has been discussed at length in this docu- nent,
other dinensions of classification are also of interest wth
respect to all offenders, including wonen.

Under st andi ng that custody/security classification--hinging to
a great extent upon sone sort of risk assessnent--is only part of
the classification picture, it is also inportant to recogni ze that
considerable attention and resources are typically directed toward
this type of «classification wthin institutions. Hence, it
deserves careful consideration in this discussion.

There has been much progress on the risk assessnent front in
corrections in recent years. There is a greater recognition of the
val ue of objective and research-based tools to assess risk, and a
trend anay from the purely subjective risk assessnment prac- tices

of the past. General principles and technical standards are
emerging that allow jurisdictions to examne their own practices to
identify areas for refinenent and inprovenent. Because security

i ssues are such an influential aspect of classification and because
the "state of the art" has advanced, the topic warrants an in-depth
assessnment. Wrksheet A-14 is a guide for exam ning your current
policies and practices in security/custody classification.

O fender/System d assification Profile

In an earlier part of this section, the reader was asked to
conpile statistical information about wonen offenders in the
system Now that the classification system has been exam ned, the
next step is to use it as an overlay to re-examne the wonen's
popul ati on. What is the distribution of wonen by classification
category? What percentage of the population falls into the general
classification categories (mninum nedium naxi num close, etc.)?

What is the breakout of population anong those categories by
insti- tution? Are there any other categories (special needs,
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mental health, nedical status, etc.) for which data on the
popul ati on should be assenbled? The purpose of this step is to
understand just how your current classification system "organizes"
wonen offenders in terns of nunbers, [location, housing, |obs,
needs, etc. This wll lay the groundwork to exam ne whether this
organi zation of offenders supports your system and institutional
obj ecti ves.

Wr ksheet A-15 arrays the questions you will need to answer in
order to conpile an overview of both your offenders and re- sources
as they are organized by the classification system You need
respond only to those questions that are relevant and useful to
your own system
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ASSESSI NG AND SELECTI NG TARGETS FOR CHANGE

The crux of work to be done in this part of the devel opnental
nmodel is to identify the match or m smatch between current practice
and desired goal s. If there is a close match, the classification
systemis probably functioning well as a managenent tool. However,
m smat ches between goals and actual functioning flag areas for
i nprovenent that can be addressed in an inplenentation phase of the
devel opnent al nodel

Also in this task, your current practice will be examned to
see if it matches technical standards, particularly in the devel op-
ment of enpirically based risk assessnent tools. Wiere no such

tools exist, you will exam ne whether the jurisdiction has the need
for and the necessary prerequisites to undertake the devel opnent of
such tool s.

LI KELY TARGETS FOR CHANGE AND | MPROVEMENT

A D fferent Enphasis--Security vs. Habilitation

For wonen of fenders, a common m smatch between goals and cl as-
sification practice was identified in a nunber of jurisdictions.
Typically, statewde classification systens are geared toward
security and safety concerns. At the sane tine, the profile of
wonen offenders is often a lowsecurity one with a significantly
| esser incidence of violence and predatory behavi or than anong nen.

Wth greater enphasis on habilitative concerns, wonmen's institu-
tions may not find statew de security classification systens very
hel pful in organizing resources within their institutions. One
potential target for inprovenent would be the developnent of
institutional -1evel classification approaches geared specifically
to the goals of wonen's institutions.

R sk Assessnent --Techni cal Waknesses

The assessnment of risk--or estimating future behavior--is
inplicit in nost security classification systens. Unfortunately,
many of the classification instrunents in use within correctiona
systens (both within institutions and within community corrections
agencies) do not nmeet mninum technical standards. The nost
obvious limtation is that many of the instrunents in use were not
devel oped on, nor have they been validated for, the popul ations for
which they are being used. Because of wonen offenders' relatively
small nunbers in the correctional population, even those instru-
ments that do have sone enpirical base may not have been designed
in such a way as to ensure their validity for wonmen as well as nen

In other instances, separate instrunents have been devel oped for
men and wonen in an attenpt to assure predictive validity. Unfor-
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tunately, while this approach avoids sone technical problens, it
rai ses potential |egal questions of gender discrimnation and equa
protection that could give rise to inequities and/or litigation.

To assure both technical soundness and gender equity, any
enpirically based instrunent nust be designed to be gender neu-
tral in every regard. However, this does not nean that gender as a
variable should be elimnated from the data base. Gender nust be
included in the analysis wth provisions nade to elimnate itens
that discrimnate on the basis of gender. Provi sion nust also be
made for over-sanpling wonen offenders in order to assure the
instrument will be valid for both men and wonen.

It is inportant to enphasi ze, however, that despite the rel a-
tively small nunber of wonmen within correctional populations, it is
possible to design and validate risk assessnent instrunments that
have predictive validity for both nen and wonen inmates. It is
possible to renove from a scale itens that discrimnate on the
basis of gender (as is the case with race as well) w thout sacri-
ficing the predictive power of the instrunent.

Following is a series of steps to be taken in conducting a
critical analysis of wonen's classification.

UNDERSTAND THE | MPETUS FOR CHANGE

Who in the organization is initiating the assessnent of clas-
sification? Are all the people largely responsible for prison
classification willing to support and participate in this assess-
ment ?

What is the inpetus for naking changes to the current systen?
Is there dissatisfaction with how things are currently operating?
What exanpl es can be cited? Be specific.

See Wrksheet B-1. Interview key officials to orient them
elicit their support, and seek their ideas about what kind of
changes in classification nay be needed.

In thinking about targets for change, re-look at the litera-
ture assenbled as part of your assessment of current practice.

ANALYSI S OF ASSESSMENT RESULTS

Now t hat the information gathering regarding classification is
conplete, a conprehensive and valuable information base has been
assenbl ed. The next step is an analytic one--while review ng al
the descriptive information about how the current prison classi-
fication systemfor wonmen of fenders now operates, ask: "How well is
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it operating? Were are the gaps and shortfalls?"

At least two dinensions will be of interest. First, is the
system desi gned to achi eve the objectives identified? A system may
be technically sound, but ained at achieving sone objective other
than the one or ones wanted. This is the case where a systemis
designed primarily around security concerns when the overriding
concerns for wonen offenders are habilitative ones. On the other
hand, the system nmay be designed to achi eve the desired objectives,
but have technical flaws. One may be interested in predicting rule
breaki ng anong wonen offenders, but have an instrunment that does
not predict rule breaking very well because the data it is based on
did not include wonen offenders. These are two very different
kinds of problens and would suggest different inplenentation
strategi es as renedi es.

In this section, the devel opnental nodel's guidance wll be
sonmewhat general. As each jurisdiction noves along to assess its
own performance, the specific issues and actions will grow out of

the individual situation. See Wrksheet B-2 for assistance in com
pl eting an anal ysis of the various aspects of the design and opera-
tion of a wormen offender prison classification system

| DENTI FYI NG AND DEFI NI NG CLASSI FI CATI ON DEVELCPVENT CHANGE

After conpleting a descriptive assessnent and analysis, you
shoul d have a clear picture of how your systemworks and an initia
notion of where any problens areas are. Because of limted re-
sources, tine constraints, and other conpeting demands, it may not
be feasible to do all that could or need be done in ternms of
inmproving the existing system or designing new elenents of the
system Wrksheet B-3 helps to array the various targets of change

and to assess how feasible it will be to undertake system revi-
si ons. This worksheet will walk you through the process of
anticipating what will be required to undertake a specific change,

barriers and facilitating factors, timng, relationships to other
activities, and so forth.
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PRACTI CAL GUJI DES FOR SELECTED CHANGE

As each jurisdiction conpletes an assessnent of its own cl as-
sification practice and identifies targets for change, it wll
begi n devel opi ng an agenda for change. It is not possible for the
authors of this docunent to anticipate how that agenda will unfold
in each case. However, based upon a review of practice nationw de,
it is possible to identify a nunber of common problens that practi-
tioners may wish to address as they develop their own agenda for
change. These i ncl ude:

B Understanding the process of developing a classification
system

m Jarifying the purposes of crimnal sanctions;

m darifying the purposes of <classification of wonen
of f enders;

B Developing or refining an enpirically-based risk as-
sessnent tool; and

B Understanding the policy context of classification.

This section provides sone practical guidance and suggestions
about how to performeach of these tasks.

UNDERSTANDI NG THE PROCESS OF DEVELOPI NG A CLASSI FI CATI ON SYSTEM

It is unlikely that any jurisdiction would find it feasible or
even prudent to abandon current classification practices entirely
because of difficulties they generate for wonen offenders.
However, in this section of the devel opnental nodel, such a process

is described, not because anyone will actually follow it, but be-
cause it is helpful to viewit as a whole, selecting those el enents
that are relevant to an individual jurisdiction. Wr ksheet G 1

outlines such a process.

CLAR FI CATION OF CRIM NAL JUSTI CE SANCTI ONI NG PURPCSES AND OTHER
GOALS/ CONCERNS

In an earlier section of the nodel, worksheets were included
to assist the reader in identifying current sanctioning purposes.
It may be that during the course of identifying current sanctioning
purposes, a certain lack of clarity about purposes energed. This
is a very comon situation, and one of the nost helpful ac-
tivities that can be undertaken to lay the groundwork for greater
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clarity about classification is to focus on clarifying sanction-
i Nng purposes.

Because this activity is so critical to classification design,
it is recoomended that key executive-level staff be involved in the
process of considering and clarifying sanctioning purposes. At
| east one full day or two half-day workshops should be schedul ed
where the entire agenda is devoted to a consideration of sanction-
i ng purposes and other crimnal justice goals.

The agenda itens for such a workshop mght include: a) estab-
lishing common term nology, b) reviewing najor theories, c) asses-
sing sanctioning purposes throughout the jurisdiction's crimnal
justice process, d) considering existing prison correctiona
m ssion statenents, e) draw ng consensus about sanctioni ng purposes
and priorities in the prison system f) producing a docunent that
articul ates the consensus reached by the group, and g) devel oping a
work plan that describes how to dissemnate the work of the group
(in the context of the entire crimnal justice system

The information collected during the assessnent of current

practices should support the discussion at this workshop. The
wor ksheets on definitions and on sanctioning purposes should be
particularly helpful. A publication referenced earlier, The Goals

of Community Sanctions by M Kay Harris, has been used extensively
in training semnars and workshops as a basic prinmer regarding
sanctioni ng purposes/ phil osophi es. This material is currently
undergoing revision, but <copies of the original edition are
available on a limted basis through the NIC Information Center.

CLAR FYING THE OBJECTIVES O PR SON CLASSI FI CATION FOR WOMVEN
OFFENDERS

Once the broader sanctioning purposes have been exam ned for
the crimnal justice system as a whole, and nore specifically for
the prison system in general, objectives for «classification of
wonen offenders can be clarified. This exercise is particularly
critical where wonen's institutions are part of a larger state
correctional systemthat may have cl assification objectives for the
popul ation at large which are different from those relevant to
i ndividual institutions.

In recent years a great deal of effort has been invested in
creating standards for correctional systens based upon the inpor-
tant concepts of fairness, evenhandedness, and accountability. In
at least sonme of the states visited in the course of this study,
concentrated effort has been placed on devel opi ng standard secur-
ity/custody designations for institutions. St andardi zation is
important for ensuring the safety and fair treatnent of offenders,
and many of those interviewed voiced the position that they would
not be in favor of different standards of classification for men
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and wonen offenders. The authors of this docunent agree w th that
position and are not advocating such a dual -track system

It is clear, however, that within specific institutions the

profile of offenders differs. It may be because of physical
structure, location, access to services, size, or sinply history,
but populations within institutions vary. VWnen's institutions

typically have populations that as a whole are |ess prone to vio-
|l ence and |l ess predatory than many institutions housing nmen. This
handbook is suggesting that classification wthin institutions be
designed to accommbdate those differences and to serve the objec-
tives paranount within that institution. For wonen's facilities
and for sonme nen's facilities, this may well nean a greater
enphasi s upon habilitation.

In this task, each jurisdiction should revisit the data
arrayed on Wrksheets A-5 and A-15 that provide information on
classification objectives and the profile of its offenders. Re-
visit the reasons for classifying wonen and the broad objectives of
the classification system If there is a msmatch, begin to
expl ore why and what other approach mght be available that would
bring the two into closer agreenent. You will want to know the
"profile"” along all dinensions you intend to classify (risk, nedi-
cal, nental health, programm ng/treatnment) and the perfornmance of
popul ati ons bei ng served.

For exanple, with regard to risk (for this purpose we shall
define risk as the potential of being violent/assaultive in the
prison environnent), you may find that you do have wonen offend-
ers who fall in a high risk category, but that they represent only
a small percentage of the population. dearly this is a dinmension
you wish to include in the classification design, but you probably
do not want to divert all of your staff resources into risk control
activities because the extent of the potential for this risk is
[imted.

Bring together key adm nistrators, nanagers, and staff in a
wor kshop setting to consider information about wonen offender
popul ation profiles and performance regarding the various dinen-

sions of interest in structuring prison classification. |If you are
concerned about risk, be sure you are clear about which risk --
rul e breaking, violence, escape, etc. If you are interested in

habilitation concerns, explore what types of information would be
hel pful about offenders, and how that information m ght be used to
sort offenders to better utilize program and other resources on
t hi s di nension

42



DEFI NE THE ROLE OF JUST DESERTS OR RETRI BUTI VE | NTERESTS | N PRI SON
SENTENCES FOR WOVEN OFFENDERS

A common issue that clouds thinking about classification in
the prison context is the role of a desert or retributive interest.
One finds an indication of these interests whenever factors such
as severity of offense, length of sentence, or anticipated tine to
rel ease are found as elenents in a classification system

It is possible that these factors are included partially to
assist in resource allocation. Wth scarce program and other
resources, it may nake sense to ration resources on the basis of
time to serve, so that offenders with |longer anticipated stays in
the institution delay participation or access until they are closer
to the tine of release. In sone instances, severity of offense,
I ength of sentence, or tine to serve are included as an el enent of
risk assessnent. The assunption here is that nore serious offend-
ers are risky in terns of violence, escape, or rule breaking.
Unless this is enpirically tested, however, it is inpossible to
know whet her this assunption is accurate for a particular jurisdic-
tion or population. Mich research on risk prediction indicates
that severity of offense is not highly correlated with risk of
vi ol ence, escape, or rule breaking. In fact, escape is such a
relatively rare event that even the jurisdictions in our study
which had researched the topic of escape risk were unable to
devel op an enpirical tool that was hel pful in predicting escape.

Beyond these two exanples of the use of offense severity,
sentence length, or tine to serve, there are two conmbn ways in
whi ch the desert interest is enbedded into the prison classifica-
tion design.

The nost common evidence of a desert interest in custody/
security classification is the practice of including current of-
fense seriousness as an item on a scaling device (apart fromits
role in an enpirically based risk instrunment). Usually this re-
sults in a higher classification for the nore serious offender.
Another way that the desert interest is acknow edged in prison
classification is with certain policy directives--either an over-
ride that excludes offenders with certain offenses (or sentence
| engths) from designated classification categories, or a policy
directive to require offenders to spend a certain anount of tine in
hi gher custody categories depending on the varying prison terns.

Anot her way, albeit less directly, that the desert interest
overlays prison classification, is in the tine limts that are
pl aced on access to certain prograns, placenents, and classifica-
tion levels. An exanple would be the case of an offender who is
not eligible for pre-release until she or he has served XX anount
of time or is within XX nonths of rel ease.

The reason it is so inportant to assess and deliberately
define the relationship between desert and the other purposes which
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undergird the classification design is because of the potential for
the desert interest to interfere with other interests. Usi ng of -
fense seriousness as a standard risk classification factor (apart
from what ever predictive value you can establish through enpirica
testing) can obviate the value of the risk informati on and commonly
results in over-classifying sone offenders. The practice of
requiring an offender to spend l|larger anmounts of tine in a higher
risk classification based on desert interest jeopardizes the integ-
rity of the risk conponent. See Worksheet G2 for a suggested
guide for considering the relationship of desert to prison classi-
fication design

Rl SK COVPONENT DEVELCPMVENT

Probably the nost common conponent of prison classification
across jurisdictions is what has been l|labeled as the "risk com
ponent" (security/custody classification as it is sonetine called).

This risk conponent is at once a chall enging, promsing, and prob-

| emati c conponent of classification. It is challenging because the
devel opnment and validation of a sound risk scale is technically
conplex. It is promsing because, w th advances in data processing

and statistical techniques, these instrunents can increase the
ability of decisionmakers to predict future behavior of groups of
of f enders. It is problematic because many instrunents now in use
are neither technically sound nor supported with clear thinking
about purpose or an adequate policy context.

This is one conmponent of classification that has engendered
many questions with regard to differences between classification
designs for wonen and nen prisoners. In the follow ng paragraphs,
t hese questions will be addressed.

Can a risk instrunent developed for a population of men
of fenders be used effectively for a population of wonen offenders?
The answer to this question is that it is inpossible to know
whet her any enpirically-based risk assessnment instrunment is valid
for use on any population (other than the one for which it was
devel oped and originally validated) without testing it. You sinply
do not know if an instrunment is valid for a population of wonen
offenders if it was not devel oped based on a conparabl e popul ati on.
Therefore, jurisdictions using such an instrunment for wonen cannot
be sure it is sorting effectively on the basis of risk. There is
no assurance that such an instrunment is providing decisionnmakers
with the desired information, and it is certainly possible that
such an instrunent is grouping wonmen into categories that do not
have the expected levels and differences in anticipated ri sk.

Should separate risk instrunents be developed for nen and
wonen of f ender popul ations? From a technical point of view, separ-
ate risk assessnent instrunents for nmen and wonen, provided that
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they neet all technical standards for such tools, could provide
deci sionmakers with valid and reliable predictions about the anti-
cipated failure rates of groups of wonen and nen offenders. |[If the
enpirical base for wonen offenders has adequate sanple size, separ-
ate instrunents could be technically superior to a single instru-
ment devel oped solely on data about nmen and used on both nen and
wonen. The sane could be said, however, of separate risk assess-
ment instrunents developed for different racial or ethnic groups;
or groups fromvarious parts of a state; or different age groups.
However, the use of status variables (race, gender, ethnicity,
etc.) for purposes of <classification raises legal and ethical
I Ssues. A nore preferable strategy is to use a risk assessnent
instrunent that has been developed on an offender popul ation
i ncluding both nmen and wonen where adequate design steps have been
taken to ensure validity for both w thout sacrificing predictive
power. And in this case, the potential legal and equity issues of
basing a classification instrunment on gender can be avoi ded.

Can an enpirically based risk assessnent instrunent devel oped
in one jurisdiction be successfully "exported” for use in another
jurisdiction (i.e., retaining its validity)? The answer to this
guestion is much the sanme as to the first. It is inpossible to
know whet her the inported instrunent will work for your popul ation
unl ess you test your assunption. You nust do the enpirical re-
search in order to validate such an instrunent. If you are going
to the effort and expense of conducting your own research, you
mght not want to limt yourself to testing only the variables
already included in the inported instrunent, but also include
additional potentially predictive variables designed to reflect
speci fic aspects of your jurisdiction.

Because of these concerns, this handbook recommends strongly
agai nst adopting an instrunent from another jurisdiction wthout
adequate efforts to validate the instrunment for your own popul a-
tion.

Thi s gui dance nmay seem counter-intuitive. One mght ask just
how di fferent offenses or offenders can be fromone jurisdiction to
t he next. In fact, they can be quite different. Patterns of
of fenses, wurban/rural mx, and the l|evels of heterogeneity or
honogeneity in the population are only a few of the factors that
may cause wide variations from one state to the next anong both
of fenses and of f enders. However, another dinension that is often
overlooked in this picture is the differences in the crimnal
justice system itself. Crimnal codes, definitions of offenses,
sentencing patterns, standards for revocation of community super-
vision, practices regarding juvenile records, and record Kkeeping
systens generally are a few of the differences that can make
transferability from one jurisdiction to the next wvirtually
i mpossible. Despite the fact that a harried correctional admnis-
trator may find it sensible to sinply borrow an instrunent devel -
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oped el sewhere, current standards governing the devel opnent and use
of such instrunents would argue strongly agai nst such a practi ce.

How i nportant is the devel opnent of an enpirically based risk
assessnent tool for classification of wonen offenders? To answer
this question, you nust first answer the question of how inportant
risk assessnment is in your overall <classification strategy for

wonen of f enders. If it is inportant, given your objectives for
wonen offenders, to have a valid assessnment of risk, then it is
inmportant to develop an instrunent that wll assist you in doing
t hat . Adopting an unvalidated instrunment, or one that has been
devel oped for nen, wll not help you do good risk assessnent for
wonen.

At the sane tine, if your major concern in classifying wonen
offenders has to do with habilitation, then the devel opnent of a
valid risk assessnent instrunment nmay not be a high priority, pro-
vided that what risk assessnent is done for wonen offenders is
appropriately qualified.

How |large a population of wonen offenders is needed to de-
velop an enpirically based risk assessnent device? A sanple of at
least 1,000 cases is required in order to do the kind of analysis
requi r ed. Those 1,000 cases may be collected over a period of
time, although the time period should not be l|onger than five
years. (Refer to Wrksheet CG3 for nore specificity and detail on
designing an instrunent.) Any jurisdiction wthout a sufficient
popul ati on of wonen offenders to allow data collection on at | east
1,000 wonen over a five-year period wll find it technically
infeasible to develop a risk assessnent instrunment for its total
popul ation that will be valid for both wonmen and nen.

A final word about risk assessnment is warranted. The dil ema
surroundi ng classification of wonmen offenders is very often articu-
|lated as a need for better, nore valid, and nore wonen-oriented
ri sk assessnent instrunments. It is true that there is a dearth of
risk assessnent instrunments that are valid for wonen that do not
raise equity or legal issues. The problem however, is not how to
do better risk assessnent. W already know that the wonen of f ender
population is in general less risky than its nmale counterpart.

What is needed is an approach to classification that wll assist
wonen's institutions in better carrying out their habilitative ms-
sions, and will do so within the franework of state prison systens

where the profile of the overwhelmngly nale population renders
concerns for security and safety paranount.

THE POLI CY CONTEXT OF CLASSI FI CATI ON SYSTEMS

Classification systenms are key managenment tools within cor-
rectional institutions. However, they do not and cannot reflect
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al | managenent concerns. A good exanple of such an issue is over-
crowdi ng. Indeed, in the press of day to day operations of
correctional systens visited in the course of this research, over-
crowding was a force that seened to work at cross purposes wth
classification, and in sone instances alnost to subsune it. In one
jurisdiction, the organizational unit responsible for classifica-
tion was titled "Ofice of Inmate Transfer" because the najor
responsibility of the office was noving inmates quickly enough to
t ake advantage of bed space as it opened in institutions at various
security levels.

G her overarching policy concerns are also relevant to clas-
sification. These include population nmanagenent, such as the
separation of gang nenbers, co-defendants, and famly nenbers, etc.

Where these issues are relevant and used to override classifica-
tion, it is inportant that overrides be (a) guided by explicit
policy, and (b) docunented in an objective and consi stent manner so
as not to undermne the clarity of classification. In this way it
will be possible to track and nonitor such overrides so that any
nodi fications required in the system itself can be identified
Al so, overrides may indicate the need for bed space at different
security levels, program resources for particular types of inmate
needs, etc.
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| MPLEMENTATI ON AND THE MANAGEMENT OF CHANGE

Based on this developnental nodel, it is hoped that each
jurisdiction will evolve its own approach to understanding and
inmproving its classification of wonen offenders. What ever change
is anticipated wll require attention to the practical issues of
i npl enmentati on and managi ng change. Through this effort and other
studies of classification for corrections, a nunber of general
principles emerged that will facilitate inplenentation.

Wiet her nmanagers are planning new facilities, noving toward
automated information systens, or--as in this case--refining clas-
sification practices, they are in the business of bringing about
change. Even as the process of assessing classification practice
begins, steps can be taken to prepare for change in a nunber of
ways.

ANTI C PATI NG AND M NI M ZI NG RESI STANCE TO CHANGE

As an assessnent of current practice is begun, the individuals
and organizational elenents involved in classification wll be
clearly identified. These are the individuals and organizationa
units that should be brought into the process early. As the anal-
ysis unfolds and target areas for change energe, these individuals
wi Il understand the issues and hopefully begin to take ownership of
both the need for and the energi ng approaches to change.

BU LDl NG SUPPORT FOR CHANGE

It is critical that the staff to be affected by change under-
stand and be involved in its design. Early in the process of
assessnment and devel opi ng new approaches to classification, staff
who will be affected should be involved and inforned. The need for
bui I di ng support does not end at the tine that decisions are nade
to nmove forward with inplenentation. Training of key staff in the
need for and the use of new approaches to classification will also
be critical.

EARLY PAY- OFFS

Change in organizations is often a painful and disruptive
process. However, there are usually benefits to be gained. One of
the nost effective ways of garnering support for change is to
identify those aspects of change that will provide visible benefits
to staff and nove quickly to those aspects of inplenmentation. For
instance, if new approaches to classification are going to elim -
nate sone paperwork for staff, shorten processing tinme, provide a
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tool for staff that clarifies their responsibilities, etc., plan to
nmove that aspect of change into place as quickly as possible. This
will help to avoid sone resistance to change.

| DENTI FYI NG AND MCBI LI ZI NG CHANGE AGENTS

Leader shi p, human resources, and technical conpetence are the
three nmajor agents of change within any organi zation. Top nanage-
ment of the agency nust clearly accept and support change. It is
inmportant to involve this | evel of agency |eadership in the process
of identifying the need for change and supporting the change stra-
tegy that energes. Wat nmay be |less clear, however, is the inpor-
tance of involving mddle mnanagenent in the inplenentation of
change. These are the individuals to whomline staff will |ook for
gui dance and support. I ndividuals at the m ddl e nanagenent | evel
must understand the need for change and be included in any training
strategy to help in inplenmentation. In the classification process,
this clearly nmeans the nanagers of those individuals who wll
conpl ete classification I nstrunents, conduct classification
interviews, and be involved in preparing information for any aspect
of the process.

Hurmman resources refers to the need to identify individuals who

will be involved in the devel opnental process from beginning to
end. Devel opment of a new approach to wonen's classification
should not be the sole province of a research staff or a centra
office staff. The effort should be undertaken by a team of indi-

vidual s who can stay with the effort from beginning to end and who
represent all aspects of classification and managenent of wonen
of f enders.

Techni cal conpetence is, of course, key in any endeavor. In
the area of classification, however, we have discussed the devel -
opnent of enpirically-based risk assessnent tools at great |ength.

It is inportant, if an agency chooses to undertake such devel op-
ment, that it secure the services of an experienced and qualified
individual to design the data collection effort, conduct the anal -
ysis, and fashion a scale that will be helpful in the classifica-
tion process. Rely for references upon the experiences of your
peers in other jurisdictions who have had positive experiences with
outside consultants if you do not have the in-house expertise
Rermenber that over half of the choices to be nmade in the devel op-
ment of such a tool are non-technical. They require policy judg-
nments that only policy nakers can engage. This suggests that you
nmust have a cl ose working relationship with the technicians assi st-
ing in the devel opnent of the instrunent.

ENVI RONVENTAL CONSI DERATI ONS

49



In this day of prison crowding and fiscal retrenchnent, no
corrections departnment exists in a vacuum Public opinion, |egis-
| ative scrutiny, and nedia attention can all have an inpact on how
corrections agencies operate. These factors can be sources of sup-
port or hindrances to change. One inportant elenent of an inple-
mentation strategy will be the identification of elenments in the
external environment that mght be tapped to encourage change
Legi slatures are becomng nore and nore interested in the grow ng
popul ati on of wonen of fenders and approaches to progranm ng or per-
haps even to classification that mght have desired fiscal bene-
fits. A classification system that is geared toward recogni zing
the inportance of |ower security and community related settings for
wonen offenders mght be of great interest to legislative funding
bodi es. Al of these issues should be considered in the
i npl enent ati on of change.

TIM NG

As agency admnistrators undertake inplenentation of changes
in classification, it is inportant to be aware of two timng is-
sues. First, change in organizations is a slow process. Suf fi-
cient tinme should be allowed for an inplenentation process to take
hol d. Your inplenentation plan should include detailed steps to be
followed, along with realistic estimtes of how much tine each wll
take. Do not forget to include tinme at critical decision junctions
to schedul e neetings--renenbering that calendars do not always
coincide and neetings nmay take some tine to occur. Al ow review
and approval time where they are required, and prepare for
unanti ci pat ed del ays.

Second, the timng of a new "special project” such as refining
a classification system should be scheduled so as not to conpete
with other change efforts. It is generally accepted that any
organi zation can withstand only so nuch change at any one tine.
Change takes energy, tinme, attention from nmanagenent, and patience
from those affected. The decision about when to undertake this
devel oprmental process will be a critical elenent of its success.

| MPLEMENTATI ON PLANNI NG

To institute change in an organization requires thorough
preparation. An inplenentation plan should be as conplete and wel |
t hought out as possible. Sonme conmponents of an inplenmentation plan
that you should consider including are: (a) a list of the actua
changes by major categories that are to be inplemented; (b) the
specific tasks which nust be conpleted to achi eve each change; (c)
realistic and coordinated due dates for each item (d) individ-
ual (s) responsible for inplenentation of each task; (e) other
i ndividuals who are critical to each task--giving approval, provid-
ing information, etc.; and (f) any special circunstances that may
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affect your ability to begin work on any individual task (waiting
for funding, |egislative approval, etc.)

Be sure to involve front line staff in planning and i npl enent -
ing the change. They w Il wunderstand what it takes to nake a
change work. Also, by involving nore people, you will be assuring
a greater level of "buy in" fromthose who will eventually nake the
change a reality.

Make provisions for nonitoring and updating the plan. For it
to be a useful tool it should be treated as a "working" tool. You
will have to change course, nake adjustnents, and gather nore
information as you go al ong.

Your inplenentation plan should include attention to resour-
ces. What people, dollars, tine, and authority will you need to
conpl ete your tasks? Because nost budget approval processes (even
energency funds or budget nodifications) involve lengthy |ead tine,
it will be inportant to anticipate funds that may not be needed for
several nonths or even until the next year

Do not forget to include training as a specific plan conpo-
nent. As changes are inplenmented, staff involved will need to be
i nfornmed and prepared to use new policies, procedures, and tools.

See Wrksheet D1 for assistance in fornulating a work plan
for the specified devel opnents/change you have deci ded to engage.
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The O assification of Whnen O fenders in Georgia:
A Vignette

Cont ext

The GCeorgia Board of Corrections, conposed of 15 nenbers
appointed by the Governor, is responsible for the state correc-
tional system and sets policies regarding both probation and cor-
rections functions for the state. The Departnent of Corrections
(DOC) is headed by a Comm ssioner, who al so serves as the executive
of ficer of Georgia Correctional Industries. The Conm ssioner over-
sees six mjor divisions: Facilities, Probation, Prograns and
Conpl i ance, Human Services, Admnistration, and Industry. Respon-
sibility for the devel opnent and nonitoring of classification rests
with the Facilities D vision.

The mssion of the CGeorgia DOC is to protect the public;
provide a safe working environnent for staff; and provide secure
living conditions, supervision, and program resources to its nore
than 22,000 innmates. This is done through the 25 correctional
facilities, 27 county correctional facilities, 5 transitional
centers, and 19 diversion centers |ocated throughout the state.

Winen in the System

As is the case in many other states, the Georgia DOC has
experienced tremendous growh in inmate popul ation in recent years,
roughly a 60 percent increase from 1980 to 1989 (from 13,011 to
20,840). During approximately the sane tinme period, female prison
adm ssions nore than doubled (from 737 in 1982 to 1847 in 1990).
At the current rate of growh, the DOC projects that by the year

2000 the prison population will exceed 59,900 and that fenale
offenders will conprise nore than 4,500 or 7.5 percent of this
total .

Facilities

Femal e offenders are housed at two facilities: the GCeorgia
Wnen's Correctional Institution (GAMI) in Hardwick and the MIan

Wnen's Center. As of February 1990, 922 wonen were housed at
OGN, with a backlog of 215 wonen in county jails. MIlan housed 45
wonen. In addition, another 190 wonen were housed at two tran-

sitional community centers--Macon (64) and Metro (147). The GAC
conplex is divided into three separate facilities. The main facil-
ity is the original wonen's institution for the state, which serves

as an intake and diagnostic facility. It is the only facility in
Ceorgia geared to maxi num and close security inmates, although it
does house nedium and mninum inmates as well. Colony Farm a

medi um security facility adjacent to GAMJ and included in its
adm ni stration, houses wonen in what were intended to be tenporary
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trailer-like units. In addition, a new "fast track” unit is also
part of GA. (The term fast track reflects the speed at which
this new facility was constructed rather than the novenent of
of fenders through it.) It houses nedium mninmum and a few close
security inmates in four dormtory units, each acconmmodating 50
wonen. |Its physical security is quite extensive, and while new and
wel | -mai ntained, no area is provided for progranm ng. VWoren from
the fast track unit are bused to GMI for program and work
assi gnnent s.

To accommobdate the rapidly growing fenmal e popul ation, the DOC
plans to construct additional fast track facilities and was plan-
ning to open the New Horizon Transitional GCenter to house 120
wonen. Fast track facilities are also planned for mal e of fenders.

dassification

At adm ssion, each wonman receives a conplete physical, neets
with a diagnostic counselor for orientation, receives a parole
interview to set a tentative parole nonth, has a formal group
orientation, and goes through a battery of psychol ogi cal, academ c,
mental ability, and vocational testing. A personality inventory is
conpl eted on i nmates whose sentences are five years or nore.

Security classification is part of this process. This proc-
ess, which has been in place in the Departnent for a nunber of
years, incorporates an objective offender assessnent instrunent
that was devel oped in 1982 based upon the input of staff involved
in classification. Revisions to the instrument were nmade in 1986
based on recommendations frominstitutional diagnostic and centra
office staff. The classification instrunent in use today was
adopted in 1987. The reclassification instrunent was devel oped in
a simlar manner, using the input and reconmendations from Deputy
Wardens as well as central office staff.

Cassification is wused for placenent within a particular
institution and for security purposes within that institution.
Both mal e and fermal e i nmates receive a security designation through
the use of a standard Security dassification Form | nmat es are
classified into five security designations: trusty, mnimm
nmedi um close, and maxi mum  This designation drives institutiona
pl acenent as well as housing assignnents for male inmates. For
worren, however, since nost inmates are placed at GACl, security
designation has little effect in terns of assignment to an insti-
tution. At Colony Farm the fast track unit, Mlan, and at the
transitional facilities, inmates nust have the appropriate desig-
nation to be placed. However, within the main facility at GAX--
with the exception of new adm ssions, those designhated as naximum
security, and those who will go off the grounds on their work de-
tails--wonmen are housed, assigned to prograns, and placed in jobs
wi thout regard to security classification.
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The initial security classification considers pending charge,
severity of offense, projected length of incarceration, prior
conmtnents, history of escapes, and history of violence. The
first four of these six itens are directly related to the nature of
the current and past offenses. As a result, the heaviest weight in
establishing security classification is determned by offense,

rather than by violence and escape potential. In addition, at
classification nedical needs, notoriety of the offense, sex of-
fenses, psychiatric needs, assaultive tendencies, institutiona

adj ustnent, honosexual tendencies, and nultiple escapes are con-
sidered and noted, although they do not contribute to the security
poi nt total.

Inmates are also classified using a Correctional d assifica-
tion Profile which focuses on the needs of the offender. The eight
areas included in this profile are: nedical needs, public risk
institutional risk as both a victim and a predator, treatnent
needs, educational needs, vocational needs, work needs, and drug/
al cohol problens and needs. It is noteworthy that exceptions can
be nade to the Initial Security dassification instrunent when war-
ranted, both to increase and decrease the security rating.

Recl assi fication

A reclassification conmttee neets weekly and is responsible
for the scheduled reclassification of all offenders and for re-
classification done on an as-needed basis. By Departnental policy,
security reclassification occurs after 12 nonths for inmates cl as-
sified as close; after 6 nonths for inmates classified as nedi um
and after 6 nonths with an optional 3 nonth reclassification for
inmates classified as mninum Innmates are al so reclassified each
time there i s novenent between buildings or facilities.

| ssues

The classification system used by the CGeorgia DOC is a good
illustration of a full-blown, objective classification process. It
seeks to address desert, risk, and need concerns through objec-
tive instrunmentation in an established set of procedures. The sane
process and instrunents are applied, wthout exception, to nen and
wonen i nmat es.

The systemrai ses a nunber of issues:

m Wile the instrunents used to assess risk are objective
they are based upon the collective judgment of experienced
staff rather than on enpirical research. This raises the
question of whether such a research-based approach m ght
increase the classification systems ability to identify
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groups of offenders with denonstrably different rates of
rule breaking or violence. This question is equally
appli- cable to nmen and wonen i nmat es.

The Superintendent of GAMJ notes that with regard to the
managenent of institutional behavior, there are nmajor
di fferences between wonen and nen offenders that he feels
may not be accommodated within the present classification
system (One exanple has to do with access to work assign-
ment s. Only those in lower security classifications are
permtted to go off the institution's grounds for work
assignnents. In the judgnment of the Superintendent, there
are wonen who do not pose significant risks for escape or
viol ence, but, because of their formal classification
designation, are ineligible for such work assi gnnents.

Once within the walls of GAMI, the current classification
systemhas little inpact upon a wonan's day to day routine
--job assignment, housing assignnment, involvenent in pro-
grans. One may ask whether the current classification
system-with its clear enphasis upon security concerns--is
adequately neeting the systems needs to classify and
design differential responses to wonen of fenders.

The Departnent is planning an evaluation of its classification

system which wi |l address such issues as distinguishing anong sub-
groups wthin the offender population. A dassification Commttee

W | |

al so focus on the issue of public risk and how it differs from

institutional risk for femal e of f enders.
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The C assification of Wonen Ofenders in Illinois:
A Vignette

Cont ext

The Illinois Departnent of Corrections (DOC) houses nore than
27,400 adult offenders and supervises nore than 14,200 parolees
through 21 institutions, 6 work canps, and 11 comunity corrections
centers |ocated throughout the state. The prison population in
I[Ilinois, as in nmany other states, has been rapidly increasing in
recent years. Between the beginning of fiscal year 1978 and Novem
ber 1990, the prison popul ation had grown by al nost 16,500 i nnates.

The Departnent is projecting that there will be sone 8,939 nore
inmates than its ideal capacity by fiscal year 1993, even given
extensive construction plans currently in place.

Winen in the System

In 1990, approximately 1,182 wonen were under the DOC juris-
diction on any given day. That nunber has been grow ng dramati cal -
ly in recent years, even nore dramatically than the nale popul a-
tion. 1In fact, the popul ation of wonen of fenders has tripled since
1978. During 1990, adm ssions of wonen appear to have |evel ed off
sonmewhat, although the reasons for this change are as yet unclear.

The increase in the wonen's popul ati on has pronpted the Depart nent
to adjust and expand the housing assigned to wonen offenders.
Doubl e celling is now common practice, housing units at two fornmer-
ly all-male institutions have been converted for the use of wonen
of fenders, and comunity placenent options have been expanded for
wonen. In addition, the Departnent plans to purchase and renovate
an existing site for a 250-bed m ninum security facility for wonen
by the end of fiscal year 1992.

Facilities

Wnen offenders are currently housed in three correctional

facilities in Illinois: Dwi ght Correctional Center, Logan Correc-
tional Center, and D xon Correctional Center. Dwi ght opened in
1930 as the first female institution in Illinois, and in 1981

becane the first female correctional facility in the nation to be
accredited. Since Dmght was for many years the only facility to
whi ch wonen offenders were assigned, it has developed a full range
of services and functions. It serves as the wonen's reception and
classification center and includes housing units designated as
maxi num nedium and m ni num custody, as well as an honor cottage.

It also has the capacity to handl e of fenders w th special physical
and nental health needs and includes a residential drug treatnent
program |Its current population is 705 i nmates.

Logan Correctional Facility opened in 1978 as a nedi um secu-
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rity nmen's facility. 1In 1987, two living units were converted for
the use of wonen offenders and Logan now houses 901 nen and 89
wonen. Dixon Correctional Facility, originally opened in 1983 as a
men's mnimum and nmedi um security facility, has also recently been
converted to house sone of the growng population of wonen
of fenders. In 1990, D xon housed 1,090 inmates, 250 of them wonen.

dassification

Cassification in the Illinois DOC occurs at two |evel s--both
statewide and within individual institutions--and serves a variety
of purposes. Initial and reclassification are conducted at the

various reception centers and institutions using standardi zed pro-

cedur es. Once the classification recommendati on has been nade at

the institutional |evel, however, the Transfer Coordinator at the
departnental |evel reviews the designation, considers other factors
(availability of beds, recent escape history, gang nenbershinp,

length of tine to release, etc.), and nakes a final security desig-

nation and institutional placenent. Once in an institution, the
institutional procedures regarding supervision |evel, program
pl acenent, and job assignnment cone into play.

Statewide, initial and reclassification of both wonen and nen
of fenders is conducted using a set of scales to determ ne an ad-
justnent score, a dangerousness score, and an escape risk. The
first two of these are enpirically based and have been vali dated/
reval i dated over the years they have been in use. The third scale,
escape risk, is constructed wth factors based upon the judgnent of
practitioners regarding indicators of escape risk. The three
assessnment scales together yield a security classification--naxi-
mum nmedi um or m ni mum This initial classification, and sub-
sequent reclassification, is used to determ ne housing assignnent.
For nen, this equates to assignnent to a particular institution,
as each institution has its security designation. For wonen, this
classification has traditionally determ ned which cottage they wll
be assigned to within Dwight. However, with the opening of nedium
and m ni num housing units at Logan and D xon, security classifica-
tion alone does not dictate a housing assignnent for wonen. The
Departnent currently assigns women to Logan or Dixon fromlists of
volunteers at the appropriate security |evel. However, when suf-
ficient nunbers of volunteers are unavailable, the Drector of
Program Services nust determne by other neans which inmates will
be transferred. 1In addition to housing status, classification my
result in the requirenent to wear a certain col or badge identifying

the inmate as a high escape risk individual.

Al so operating state wide is a system of "Gades.” Al in-
mates begin at a Gade A level and are eligible for all institu-
tional privileges. Inmates nmay be denoted to Gade B or Cif they

are found guilty of certain types of disciplinary infractions.
Upon grade denotion, offenders lose eligibility for privileges:
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transfer to comunity facilities and anenities such as attendance
at special events, tel ephone privileges, etc. Innmates are autonat-
ically pronoted back up to the next higher level after a specific
period of tine.

The Departnent al so has directed each institution to develop a
supervision classification systemto determ ne what |evel of staff
supervision is warranted wthin the confines of a single
institution. Levels indicated by the Departnent include: staff
escort, close, internediate, limted, and external. The act ual
admnistration of that system and the criteria used to assign of-
fenders to different levels are, at this point, left to the discre-
tion of the institution itself.

Basically the sane classification systemis utilized for both
men and wonen inmates in Illinois. However, different instrunents
to assess adjustnent and dangerousness have been devel oped for nale
and feral e popul ati ons. In fact, the Illinois DOC conpleted sone
of the earliest devel opnental work in the nation of gender-specific
risk assessnent. |In 1981 the Departnent perfornmed its first enpir-
ical work to develop risk assessnment instrunents for both wonen and
nmen of fenders. As a result, separate objective scoring instrunents
were designed and validated for these offender popul ations. In
1988, further work was done to revalidate classification instru-
nments for nen. The Departnent is in the process of revalidating
the male reclassification instrument and is currently conducting
research on the female initial classification instrunent. Essen-
tially the sanme classification process is enployed for nen and
worren, the sanme |levels are designated, and the sane invol venent of
the Ofice of Inmate Transfer takes places. The classification
differences are primarily in the formof different instrunents.

| ssues

The classification systemcurrently in use within the Illinois
DOC i s an exanple of an objective classification approach which has
been adapted to identify differences in risk of rule violations
between nmen and wonen inmates through the devel opnent of separate
ri sk assessnent instrunents. Wiile the classification systemit-
self is the sane, the specific instrunments have been tailored for
men and wonen. The instruments are research-based, and consider-
able effort has been devoted to ensuring their continuing validity
t hr ough peri odi c research.

The systemrai ses a nunber of issues:

B Population growh and crowding is perhaps the preem nent

issue now facing the 1Illinois DCC Because of this
growh, all of its resources and systens are being taxed
to their limts, including the classification system
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Under these conditions, the ability of a classification
system to identify and facilitate the transfer of
offenders in order to utilize bed space nost efficiently
takes on great inportance, perhaps at the expense of other
functions.

As the Illinois system has grown it has beconme necessary
to nmake decisions about assigning wonen to nore than one
facility. Departnent staff are raising the issue of

whether the current classification system is geared to
assist in that kind of decision.

A major focus of activity within the wonen's facility at
Dnght is the preparation of wonen for their release and
an attenpt to address the factors that brought them to be
i ncar cer at ed. The statew de classification system wth
its heavy enphasis upon security and risk assessnent, is
geared to security concerns and was never intended to
assist in assignnent to prograns or in developing a plan
for a woman while she is incarcerated. This raises the
gquestion of whether classification could be conceived as
nmore directly supportive of the programmatic orientations
found within sone institutions--whether those institutions
house wonen or nen.
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The d assification of Winen O fenders in New York:
A Vignette

Cont ext

The New York State Departnent of Correctional Services (DOCS)
is responsible for the secure confinenent of offenders in the
state's nore than 60 institutions. The mssion of the Departnent
is to make habilitation services available to offenders, maintain
security, address the nental health and nedical needs of the in-
mates, and prepare inmates for reintegration into the comunity
upon release. The DOCS Comm ssi oner oversees the operation of the
agency and its alnost $2 billion annual budget.

Approxi mately 23,000 inmates were admtted to the Departnent
in 1989. At its then current growh rate, it was anticipated that
the prison population in New York State woul d reach 54, 700 by March
1990. From 1987 to 1989, the nmale inmate popul ation grew at a rate
of alnost 24 percent. At the sane tinme, the female inmate popul a-

tion increased at a rate of alnbost 65 percent. This dramatic
growh is attributed in large part to the increase in drug rel ated
arrests and parole violations. In addition, recent revisions to

the Penal Law nake it nmandatory for judges to sentence second tine
felons to state institutions, regardless of the severity of the
crime or any other circunstance surrounding the incident. To
accomodate this growh, the state was planning to rmake 3,400 new
beds available at the tine of this study.

Wrnen in the System

As in other states, new commtnents of wonen have grown in
recent years. Between 1976 and 1987 the nunber of new commtnents
of wonen alnost tripled--from283 to 802. A study perforned by the
DOCS Division of Program Pl anning, Research and Eval uation in 1988
showed that the average age at first adm ssion for wonen rose from
28.3 in 1976 to 30.1 in 1987. |In 1987, an average of 42 percent of
the femal e conmtnents had no previous crimnal convictions. Wile
there was a decline in the percentage of adm ssions for vio-I|ent
felonies anong fenmale offenders from 1976 to 1987, commtnents for
drug offenses rose substantially during that sane tine period,
accounting for 26 percent of the admssions in 1985, 29 percent in
1986, and 42 percent in 1987.

Facilities

In New York, the DOCS currently adm nisters eight institutions
with approximately 2,909 beds for wonen prisoners. These institu-
tions are: Bayview, which houses 191 m ni num security and 75 tenpo-
rary release inmates; Goveland, a nedium (303 beds) and m ni num
(156) security facility; Al bion, which houses 543 nedi um and mni -
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mum security inmates; Bedford Hlls, a maxi rum nedium and m ni num
security facility with a capacity of 793; Taconic, which houses up
to 416 mnimum and nedium security innmates; Canp Beacon, which
houses 222 mnimum security inmates; Parkside, a 60 bed tenporary
rel ease facility; and Summt Shock, which houses 150 m ni num secur -
ity inmates.

dassification

New York's long established prison classification system for
worren and nen is conducted as a centralized function in DOCS as
well as at the institutional |evel. O fenders are commtted to
DOCS by the courts and are received at designated reception facili-
ties where orientation and initial classification recomrendations
are conpl et ed.

Wnen offenders are received at Bedford HIls Correctional
Facility. The standard 5-7 day orientation period is, in ener-
genci es, sonetinmes conpressed to 3 days. Prison staff conplete a
standardi zed security classification and nedical/nmental health
needs assessnent. Inmates are classified for security, nedical,
and nental health. Prisons are classified by their security,
medi cal, and nental health capabilities. Wen space opens, Central
Ofice Oassification and Mvenent notifies Bedford HIls Recep-
tion, and a conputer program selects inmates who match the charac-
teristics of the available space. In addition, nmuch information is
collected at dassification that is used when the inmate is placed
in her general confinenent facilities (for instance, educa- tional
and substance abuse testing and personal characteristics such as
marital status and names and addresses of relatives). These cases
are not reviewed by Central Ofice dassification and Mvenent.
Centr al Ofice nonitors the performance of Bedford Hlls
Cassification through nmonitoring reports and case sanpling. Cer-
tain inmtes (nentally retarded, nentally ill, physically handi-
capped, victimprone) are pulled out of the regular flow and given
Extended d assification. A variety of special tests are used, a
recommendation is made for placenent in a specific prison, and the
case is sent to Central Ofice Cassification and Mnitoring for
review and final decision. Aso, certain cases are identified as
possi bl e Central Mnitoring Cases, then classified and forwarded to
Central O fice for review and final decision.

Informally, the classification process works in such a way
that nost wonen with lengthy sentences will spend a portion of
their sentences in central or western facilities and "earn their
way" into facilities closer to their hones. The mgjority of wonen
conmtted to DOCS cone from NYC and the few other |arger urban
counti es. The facilities in closest geographic proximty to the
| arger urban areas are crowded.

The initial classification decisions that are forwarded to
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Central Ofice are derived from assessnents conducted by insti-
tutional staff at the reception facilities. Staff utilize assess-
ment tools including interviews, tests, and narrative assessnent
reports to conplete the security, nedical, and nental health recom
mendations. One of the tools used to assign a security designation
is a risk assessnent instrunent. The risk assessnment instrunents
and acconpanying security classification policy are different for
wonen and men prisoners.

The risk instrunent for wonmen prisoners in New York has been
in use since 1988. It was devel oped fromresearch on a popul ation
of New York State wonen inmates. This research indicated that the
i nci dence of escape and institutional violence anong wonen i nnmates
was so limted that the nost effective policy was to predict that
all female inmates would adjust well. Thus, the decision was nade
to assess the risk that wonen would engage in repeat crimnal Dbe-
havior in the community should the wonman escape or be rel eased.
This contrasts with the risk assessnent conducted on nen of f enders.

In the case of nmen inmates, the risk of institutional violence and
rule breaking behavior is assessed. In addition, there are a
greater nunber of risk levels designated for nen than for wonen
The risk assessnment scale used for wonmen has not yet been vali-
dated, nor is there yet a security reclassification instrument for
wonen. However, the Central Ofice research staff has set wonen
of fender security/risk classification as a research and policy
devel oprent priority for the near future.

For wonen offenders, classification activity extends beyond
the initial reception classification and institutional assignment.
Upon admi ssion to her assigned institution, a wonman innate under-
goes still further classification assessnent and assignnent.
Though procedures and policy nmay vary somewhat from one wonen's
facility to the next, generally this institutional |evel classifi-
cation is directed at making program and housi ng designations. At
each facility there is sone type of program review commttee which
makes these initial assignments. Established policy and procedures
require regular program and classification reviews. Such a peri-
odic review may lead to changes in work, progranms, or housing
assignments within the institutions; changes in security desig-
nation; and/or recomrendations for transfer to another facility.

In the wonen's facilities in New York there are no formal or
st andar di zed behavi or nodification system privileges (though each
institution has broad discretion for structuring institutional
life). The institutional conduct rules and penalties are indepen-
dent of the classification process, though certain rule infractions
can precipitate a re-evaluation of a woman's security classifica-
tion designation.

| ssues
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The classification systemin use within the New York DOCS is
an exanple of an objective system of classification for both nen
and wonen of fenders. The instrunments, as well as the levels to

which an offender nmay be designated, are different for wonen and
nen.

The system raises a central issue regarding the role that
classification plays for wonen offenders. Once an initial security
classification and placenent decision is nmade, other interests take
precedence for wonen offenders. Wthin an institution, security
level has Iimted inpact on day-to-day |life except at the extrenes
of the scale. (Exceptions include the fact that an inmate nust be
on mnimum security status to qualify for certain housing and work
assignnents. Likew se, certain provisions/restrictions may be im
posed on the high-risk, maxi num security designated wonen.) For
the vast majority of wonen, security designation has little effect
on the kinds of prograns in which they are involved or where they
will be housed within a facility. One mght reasonably ask, then,
how classification mght be adapted to support nore directly the
programatic efforts that clearly carry so nuch weight within in-
stitutions housing wonmen in New York State.
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The d assification of Whnen O fenders in Wom ng:
A Vignette

Cont ext

Hstorically, no centralized state |evel agency had been
responsi ble for corrections in Womng. Al state institutions--
i ncluding those for the nentally retarded, juveniles, veterans, the
elderly, etc.--were directly supervised by a Board of Charities and
Reformat the tinme of this study. This Board is nade up of the top
five elected officials in the state, including the governor, and
serves in a general oversight capacity with very little organ-
i zational infrastructure. At present, the Board has five staff
menbers. Essentially, individual institutions operated indepen-
dently under the direction of this Board. A proposal to form a
Departnent of Adult Corrections was passed in the 1991 |egislative
session, creating a statew de agency.

There are four adult correctional institutions in Wom ng--the
Womng State Penitentiary, with an average daily population in
1988 of 741 nen; an Honor Farm for male inmates which houses about
100 mnimum security inmates; the Wom ng Honor Conservation Canp
that houses 60 nen; and the Womng Wnen's Center (W), with a
capacity of 90.

Winen in the System

The popul ati on of wonmen of fenders has traditionally been quite
small. In 1977, the 7 wonen then under sentence were housed at the
State Hospital. In recognition of grow ng popul ations, however,
the state authorized funding and construction of the WA which
opened in 1984. At the tinme of the project teams visit, 83 wonen
were housed at the Center, 13 of whom were from Col orado. The 1989
Annual Report of the Board of Charities and Reform indicates that
t he average yearly popul ation of the Center stood at 65. Gven the
current popul ation of 83, this would indicate a trend in popul ation
growh. The Warden of the Center reports that adm ssions are in-
creasing, and construction of a new unit has been planned in anti-
cipation of growi ng populations and a continued relationship with
Col or ado.

Facility
The WAC is located in Lusk, a small town in the eastern part
of the state. It is a nodern facility with an infirmary, a maxi num

security/intake wunit, nmedium and mninmum units, program areas,
gymasium visiting and library facilities, training/staff space,
as well as an independent living unit with four apartnents | ocated
just outside the perineter of the facility. These units are for
the use of pre-release inmates who are within a year of release or
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possi ble parole date. The inmates housed in the Pre-Rel ease area
have a greater opportunity to interact with the local community. A
portion of these inmates are in the Wrk Rel ease program and have
enpl oynment outside the facility.

dassification

Because the WM has devel oped as an independent institution,
its classification system was al so devel oped specifically for the
Center and the offenders typically found there, all of whom are
wonen. It would be somewhat msleading to report that Wom ng de-
|iberately developed different classification systens for nen and
wonen. Rather, because nen and wonen are housed in separate insti-
tutions, and those institutions operate autononously, the result
was the devel oprment of different approaches to classification.

All wonen who are admtted to the Center spend an initia
period of tine in the intake and diagnostic unit within the nmaxi num
security wunit. However, wonen who are new adm ssions are kept
separate fromthose who are classified at a nmaxi num security | evel

Since many wonen are commtted directly fromthe court and arrive
at the Center with no information save the sentence, the choice has
been made to house all incomng wonen in the nost secure and iso-
| ated setting.

Housing units within the Center are designated as mnaxi num
medi um and mni num security. Each woman "earns"” her way from
maxi mum to mninum |evels based upon perfornmance in prograns,
general adherence to the rules of the institution, and denonstra-
tion of personal responsibility. A program is designed for each
worman to address particul ar needs so that program participation and
successful achievenent are closely linked to the novenent through
security |evels.

The institution has four security/custody |evels: maxi num
close, nedium and mninum and pre-release. These levels are
defined by the housing unit in which a wonan nay reside, the |evel
of staff supervision, and access to or restrictions on novenent
outside the institution. Al though the security/custody |evels have
been in place since the WAC opened in 1984, since April of 1989 a
new system of objective reclassification has been introduced to
nove wonmen systematically through the levels in such a way as to
reinforce the behavior and program goals held for them by the
managenent of the Center.

Movenment through custody levels is based upon an extensive
Behavi oral Assessnent Instrunent, work reports, educational re-
ports, progress in special prograns, |legal status (detainers,
etc.), and institutional adjustnment. The nost distinctive el ement
of the systemis its Behavioral Assessnent which relies upon rating
of inmates by correctional officers. Rati ngs are conducted using
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an objective instrument which is applied on randomy sel ected days

during the nonth. Inmates are not aware of which particular day
they may be rated, hence the system operates to encourage accept-
able behavior at all tines. The assessnent includes control,

attitude, social, and personal responsibility dinensions which are
each scored on a five-point scale.

The staff of the Center has been fully involved in the devel -
opnent of the system and finds various aspects of it particularly
hel pf ul . This includes the fact that it does not require staff
with advanced degrees to utilize the system it integrates the
correctional officer staff wth counseling and admnistrative
staff, and it is supported by a PC based data capability. The
system al so encourages acceptable behavior and progress toward
goal s, is understandable and involves the inmates, lends itself to
frequent reclassification, and potentially links all aspects of
i nmat e managenent from adm ssion to rel ease

QG her elenents of the classification system (work, education,
special prograns, etc.) are also rated on an objective scale. In
order to reinforce positive inmate behavior, a woman is required to
neet acceptabl e behavior perfornmance at a custody/security |evel
bef ore she is approved to nove to the next less restrictive/greater
privilege |evel. At present the system operates primarily as a
reclassification system although devel opnent of an initial classi-
fication conponent is underway. Eventually the Center anticipates
conpleting the systemwith a standard nethod of profiling offender
needs as well as a release preparation conponent added to the in-
take and recl assification functions.

| ssues

A assification at the WAC is based on denonstrated offender
behavi or and i ndividual progress. In this way, it is in stark
contrast to nmuch classification practice in the nation which seeks
to anticipate or predict behavior based upon either clinical judg-
ment or enpirically derived risk assessnent instrunents. The WAC
handl es risk managenent through the physical environnent which
control s novenent and assures close staff observation. Once within
that environnment, risk is nmanaged by gradually granting greater
| evel s of novenent and independence with a carefully constructed
set of incentives to encourage acceptable behavior. Violence is
rare and the atnosphere within the facility is relaxed and suppor-
tive.

It is difficult to assess Wom ng's approach to classification
of wonen offenders w thout considering the potential inplications
of its extrenely snmall popul ation. It may be that Wom ng hol ds
| essons for other states with populations of simlar size. At the
sane tine, nothing about the classification approach per se would
seemto limt its use to an extrenely small institution. Hence
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there may be | essons here for larger jurisdictions as well.
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APPENDI X |1
CONTACT LI ST

STATE CORRECTI ON AGENCY - LI ST OF PERSONS CONTACTED

Al abama Departnent of Corrections
101 South Union Street
Mont gonmery, Al abama 36130

M. Hale, Public Information O ficer - 205/834-1227
Debbi e Herbert, Public Infornmation O ficer - 205/834-1227
Dr. Marian Shinbaum C assification Manager - 205/261-2967

Al aska Departnment of Corrections
P.O Box T
Juneau, Al aska 99811-2000

Jana Varatti, Special Assistant to the Conm ssioner -
907/ 561- 4426

Arizona Departnent of Corrections
1601 West Jefferson
Phoeni x, Arizona 85007

Craig Phillips, Cassification Manager - 602/ 542- 3896

Arkansas Departnent of Corrections
P. 0. Box 8707
Pine Bluff, Arkansas 71611

CGeorge Brewer, Cassification Manager - 501/247-1800
Ms. Bateman, Classification Oficer - 501/247-3600

California Departrment of Corrections
630 K Street

P. O. Box 942883

Sacranento, California 94283

Norm Holt, C assification Systens Manager - 916/ 445-5691

Col orado Departnment of Corrections
Springs Ofice Park

2862 South Circle Drive

Suite 400

Col orado Springs, Colorado 80906-4122

Carlos Baca, Director, Unit 1 - 719/579-9580
Richard G MIls, Superintendent - 719/426-4704
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Connecti cut Departnent of Corrections
340 Capitol Avenue
Hartford, Connecticut 06106-1494

Todd Fi ske, C assification Manager - 203/566-5249
Kelly Smayda, Assistant to Cassification Manager -
203/ 566- 5249

Del awar e Departnent of Corrections
80 Monrovi a Avenue
Snyrna, Delaware 19977-1597

Tom Carroll, Manager of Wnen's C assification -
302/ 429-7712
Howar d Young, O assification Adm nistrator - 302/ 736-5601

Fl ori da Departnent of Corrections
1311 W newood Boul evard
Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-2500

Ken MIler, Cassification Superintendent - 904/622-5151

Ceorgi a Departnent of Corrections
Fl oyd Bui |l di ng, Twi n Towers East
Room 756

2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive, SE
Atl anta, CGeorgia 30334

Ray Roberson, C assification Manager - 912/ 453-5218

Hawai i Departnent of Corrections
P. O Box 339
Honol ul u, Hawaii 96809

Did not participate

| daho Departnment of Corrections
1075 Park Boul evard

St at ehouse Mai

Boi se, |daho 83720

KimBatt Lincoln, Wnen's C assification Coordi nator -
208/ 334- 2318

I1linois Departnent of Corrections
1301 Concordia Court

P. O Box 19277

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9277

Nol a Joyce, Research Unit - 217/552-6550

70



| ndi ana Departnment of Corrections
804 State O fice Building
| ndi anapolis, Indiana 46204

Norman Omens, Director of Cassification - 317/232-5768

Kansas Departnment of Corrections
Landon State O fice Building

4t h Fl oor

900 Jackson

Topeka, Kansas 66612

Bill Cumm ngs, Cassification Coordinator - 913/296-6264

Kent ucky Departnent of Adult Correctional Institutions
State O fice Building
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Steve Berry, Cassification Manager - 502/ 564-2220

Loui si ana Departnment of Public Safety and Corrections
Corrections Services

P. O, Box 94303

Capitol Station

Bat on Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9304

Gary Gemon, Cassification Manager - 504/ 342- 6656
Ceor gi ana Johnson, C assification Manager, Wnen's Institu-
tion - 504/ 342-6298

Mai ne Departrnent of Corrections
State House Station #111
Augusta, Maine 04333

Frank Westrack, Director of Classification - 207/289-2711

Maryl and Departnent of Public Safety and Correctional Services
Di vi sion of Correction

6776 Reisterstown Road

Suite 309

Baltimore, Maryland 21215-2341

Warren Sparrow, C assification Manager - 410/ 764-4100
Sally Davis, Cassification Supervisor - 410/799-5550

Massachusetts Departnent of Correction
Saltonstall Ofice Building Governnent Center
100 Canbri dge Street

Bost on, Massachusetts 02202

Dan LeClaire, Director of Research - 617/727-3312
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George Ragussa, Cassification Manager - 617/727-5056
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M chi gan Departnment of Corrections
Stevens T. Mason Buil di ng

P. O Box 30003

Lansi ng, M chigan 48909

Dennis Dyke, C assification Director - 517/373-0287

M nnesota Departnment of Corrections
300 Bi gel ow Bui | di ng

450 North Syndi cate Street

St. Paul, M nnesota 55104

D. Jacquel ine Fl em ng, Superintendent - 612/ 496-4440
Conni e Roehrich, Assistant Superintendent - 612/ 496-4440

M ssi ssi ppi Departnent of Corrections
628 North President Street
Jackson, M ssissippi 39202

Jacki e Parker, Assistant Director of O fender Services -
601/ 932-2880

M ssouri Departnent of Corrections and Human Services
Di vision of Adult Institutions

2729 Pl aza Drive

P.O. Box 236

Jefferson City, Mssouri 65102

Ni ki a Schulte - 314/642-1707

Mont ana Department of Corrections Division
1539 11th Avenue
Hel ena, Montana 59629

Ri ch Petaya, Research Specialist - 406/ 444-4914

Nebr aska Departnent of Correctional Services
P. OO Box 94661
Li ncol n, Nebraska 68509

Mary McNeil, Assistant Superintendent for Prograns -

402/ 362- 3317

Larry Tewes, Assistant Director, Cassification and Prograns
- 402/ 471- 2654

Nevada Departnent of Prisons
P.O Box 7011
Carson City, Nevada 89702

A en Whorton, Cassification and Pl anni ng Specialist -
702/ 887- 3285
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New Hanpshire Departnment of Corrections
P. O Box 769
Concord, New Hanpshire 03301

Edda Cantor, Female Unit Manager - 603/627-5620

New Jer sey Departnent of Corrections
CN363

Whittl esl ey Road

Trenton, New Jersey 08809

Did not participate

New Mexi co Corrections Departnent
1422 Paseo de Prealta
Sante Fe, New Mexico 87503

Don Hoover, Classification Bureau Chief - 505/827-8711
Shar on Johnson, \Warden - 505/287-2941

New Yor k Departnent of Correctional Services
State O fice Building Canmpus
Al bany, New York 12226

Jack Al exander, Manager, C assification and Mvenent -
518/ 457- 6022

North Carolina Departnment of Correction
840 West Morgan Street
Ral ei gh, North Carolina 27603
Jenni e Lancaster, Fermal e Command Manager - 919/ 733- 9267
Nort h Dakota Department of Institutions
State Capitol
Bi smark, North Dakota 58505
Dan Wol stad, C assification and Education - 701/221-6100
Ohi 0 Departnent of Rehabilitation and Correction
1050 Freeway Drive North, Suite 111
Col unbus, Onhio 43229

Roger T. Overberg, Chief, Bureau of Cassification and
Reception - 614/ 431-2806

Okl ahoma Departnent of Corrections
3400 Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue
Ol ahoma City, Oklahoma 73111

Linda Al'len - 405/ 425-2616
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Oregon Departnent of Corrections
2575 Center Street, N E
Salem Oregon 97310

Al Chandl er, Manager of C assification - 503/ 378-2470

Pennsyl vani a Departnment of Corrections
Box 598
Canmp Hill, Pennsylvania 17011

David Gearhart, Director of Cassification - 717/ 975-4860

Rhode | sl and Departnment of Corrections
75 Howard Avenue
Cranston, Rhode Island 02920

doria McDonal d, Associate Director, Wnen's D vision -
401/ 464- 2361
Paul Shul ver, Intake Service Center - 401/ 464-2342

Sout h Carolina Department of Corrections
4444 Broad Ri ver Road

P.O. Box 21787

Col unmbi a, South Carolina 29221

Sanmi e Brown, Director, Division of Classification -
803/ 737- 8551

Sout h Dakota Board of Charities and Corrections
523 East Capitol Avenue

Suite 405

Pi erre, South Dakota 57501

Don Irish, Assistant Superintendent - 605/369-2201
Ed Li ghtenberg, Associate Warden - 605/ 339-6768

Tennessee Departnment of Corrections
Rachel Jackson State O fice Buil ding
320 Si xth Avenue North

Nashvill e, Tennessee 37219-5252

Howard Cook, Director, Cassification Prograns/Adult -
615/ 741- 5754

Texas Departnent of Corrections
815 11th Street

Box 99

Huntsville, Texas 77340

Cathy McFee, C assification and Treatnment - 409/ 295-6371

75



Ut ah Departnent of Corrections
6100 South 300 East
Salt Lake City, Uah 84107

Cl audi a Brown, d assification Coordi nator - 801/ 265-5500
Bl ake Nel son, Classification Review Oficer - 801/571-2300

Ver nont Agency of Hunman Services
Departnent of Corrections

103 South Main Street

Wat er bury, Vernont 05676

Her bert Si nkinson, O assification Specialist - 802/ 863-7356

Virginia Departnment of Corrections
P. O. Box 26963

4615 West Broad Street

Ri chnmond, Virginia 23261

Terry Marshall, Cdassification Specialist - 804/784-3582

Washi ngt on Departnent of Corrections
P. O, Box 9699
A ynpi a, Washi ngton, 98504

Janes Thatcher, Cd assification and Treat ment - 206/ 753-1598

West Virginia Departnment of Corrections
112 California Avenue, Building 4
Charl eston, West Virginia 25305

M chael G lnore, Cassification Specialist - 304/ 265-1500

W sconsin Departnment of Health and Social Services
Di vi sion of Corrections

1 West W son Street

P. 0. Box 7923

Madi son, Wsconsin 53707

Panel a Brandon, Adm nistrator, Departnent of Corrections -
608/ 266- 2471

Bill Puckett, Ofice of Policy, Planning, and Budget -
608/ 266- 2395

Wom ng Board of Charities and Reform
Her schl er Bui | di ng
Cheyenne, Wonmi ng 82002

Donal d Boyer, Corrections Adm nistrator - 307/777-7405
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WORKSHEET A-1. SCANNI NG CLASSI FI CATI ON PRACTI CE

As a first step in addressing classification of wonen offenders, it is
important to identify any analytic, policy devel opment, legislative, litiga-
tive, programmatic, or advocacy activities or initiatives that would help to
define the issues and identify areas for refinement in the practice of clas-
sification. Belowlist activities in any of these categories and assenbl e any
witten materials generated by themfor review

Organi zati on I ndi vi dual
Activity I nvol ved Cont act Dat es
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WORKSHEET A-2. KEY ACTORS

Here list any individuals who have a responsibility or interest in the

devel opnent or adm nistration of classification systens for wonen or nen in
the state. List their organizational affiliation, title, and function, along
wi th tel ephone and other identifying information. Suggested topics to cover
ininterviews foll ow

Nane/ Ti tl e/ Organi zati on/ Functi on Tel ephone
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WORKSHEET A- 3. TOPI CS FOR KEY ACTOR | NTERVI EV6

Thi s sheet suggests topics to be covered in interviews with key actors in the
classification process. It may also be used for note taking.

1. Does the current classification systemraise any issues with respect to
worren of fenders? Does it group wonen into groups that are useful for
pur poses of security/custody, program assignnent, housing, etc.?

2. \Wat problens do you see with the current classification systemfor wonen?

3. \What changes do you think woul d be appropriate in the classification
system for wonen?
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WORKSHEET A-4. CATALOG OF DOCUMENTS RELATED TO
CLASSI FI CATI ON OF WOVEN OFFENDERS

Rel evant Docunent Ref erence No. Dat e

Statutory Provisions

Policy Statenents

Pr ocedur es

O fender Assessnent | nstrunents

Initial dassification Forns

Progress Report Formats

Recl assi ficati on Deci sion Forns

Forns for Transmttal of Information to
Central Ofice

Informati on System Cl assification Screens
(or file structures/data el enents)

G her Materials

WORKSHEET A-5. WOMVEN OFFENDER POPULATI ON PROFI LE

Thi s worksheet includes suggestions about the type of information regarding
worren of fenders in the systemas well as changes over time. The goal is to
build a detailed profile of the wonen of fender popul ation in your prison sys-
tem Use aggregate data fromthe nost recent past year (compare to previous
three years, if available) to conpile a statistical profile to include:
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1. Nunber of adm ssions (broken out by nonth) which are new commtnents and
whi ch are parole revocation/returns; conpare to previous years.

2. Admissions by major (nost serious) offense categories; conpare to previous
years.

3. Admi ssions by average sentences inposed for major offense categories; com
pare to previous years.

4. Average length of stay in the prison (in pre-release, in wrk rel ease, or
hal fway house) prior to discharge or rel ease on parole or post-prison
supervi sion by major offense categories; conpare to previous years.

5. Profile of current popul ation (take nost recent avail able information)--
average daily population in different facilities for wonmen including pre-
rel ease, canps, work rel ease centers, and hal fway houses; conpare to
average daily popul ation for previous years.

6. Current popul ation by major offense categories as conpared to previous
years.

WORKSHEET A-6. MAJOR CLASSI FI CATI ON ACTI VI TI ES

Thi s worksheet contains suggestions for tracking the novenment of an individua
of fender through assessnment and classification steps and their outcones. An
exanple is already entered which illustrates howthis listing of activities
shoul d be compl eted. Please use as many sheets as necessary to capture al
steps in the classification and reclassification process.

Activity Ti m ng Pot ent i al Perti nent
Qut comres I nstrunent ;
Pol i cy
Directive
Medi cal Wthin Pl acenment in DD #4
Assessnent 24 hrs. Medi cal Forns 54 & 56
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WORKSHEET A-7. CLASSI FI CATI ON PROCESS FLOW CHART

An abbrevi ated exanple of such a flow chart follows as an illustration of how
you mght chart your system Use as many sheets as necessary to conplete a
detailed flow chart. Indicate to the degree possible how long (on the aver-
age) each activity takes. Refer to the narrative description of steps you
have assenbl ed on Wrksheet A-6 preceding. Identify decision points and
speci fy deci sion options. What policy guides these decisions? You wll

al ready have referenced witten material and assenbled forms, instrunents,
etc. Once you have conpleted these exercises you will be able to note any

di screpancy between policy and practice. Are there key decisions typically
made that are not guided by policy? Wiere is discretion being exercised? Is
this guided by official policy? Wo are the key decisi onmakers? Does this
process support your objectives with wonen of fenders?
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WORKSHEET A-7. CLASSI FI CATI ON PROCESS FLOW CHART
( CONTI NUED)
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WORKSHEET A-8. | NTERVI EW QUESTI ONS TO SUPPORT
"CHARTI NG' YOUR SYSTEM

The followi ng questions are offered as a guide for gathering information to
informthe step-by-step flow chart and, in particular, the type of notes you
m ght add to acconpany the diagramitself. This list is not intended to be

al l

1

10.

11.

i nclusive but only to suggest the topics you will want to include.

Is a woman conmitted to the departnent of corrections or to an
institution?

Is she admitted into a specially designated intake area? 1s this separ-
ate fromother inmtes? How long will she reside here?

VWere, when, how is the actual "classification" process initiated? Does
it begin while she is in intake?

VWhat ki nd of screening does she go through? Medical? Mental Health?
Ri sk/ custody screening? Needs assessment?

Are there any groups of wonen that are separated out for a different
classification process--for exanple, parole violators, especially
notorious inmates, offenders from another jurisdiction, or federa

i nmat es?

VWho prepares the initial classification assessnment report? To whom
is the report sent and who nmakes the final decision on custody
desi gnati on?

How | ong does the initial classification take on the average? Do
you nodify this and if so, in what way, due to institutiona
crowdi ng?

VWho nmekes the final decision on institutional placenment? Do you
have nore than one facility for wonen? |If not, are there varying
custody/security units in the single prison?

Once a wonen has conpleted initial classification that designates
security/classification |level (how nmany |levels are there?) and is
assigned an institution or housing within a unit, is there further
classification activity such as needs/ program assessment and assi gn-
ment? Are there any additional in-resident custody/novenent |evels
or privilege levels she will be assigned? How are these designated
and by whonf?

In the prison environnent, what distinguishes the daily functioning of a
worren at one security/custody |evel fromanther? What are the opera-
tional distinctions between your security |evels?

VWhat can precipitate a re-classification or a transfer to another
institution/housing unit (if housing is designated by security |level)?
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WORKSHEET A-9. SANCTI ONI NG PHI LOSCPHI ES, PURPOSES
AND GUI DI NG PRI NCI PLES- - A POCKET GUI DE

SANCTI ONI NG PHI LOSOPHI ES/ PURPOSES
Just Deserts

Proponents of desert (or just deserts) as the appropriate purpose of crimna
sanctions hold that puni shment shoul d be proportionate to the harm done by the
crime and to the bl aneworthi ness of the offender. The purpose of puni shnent
is to right the inbal ance or advantage which the crimnal has seized by re-
fusing to live by the aws of society. This orientation is rooted in the
t hi nki ng of I mmanuel Kant and his contenporaries of the 18th century
Enlightenment. Radical for its time, this thinking was based on the concept
that all individuals should be treated equally under the |law w thout regard
for rank or station. This thinking was a strong influence upon the drafters
of our own United States constitution. Under such an orientation, information
regarding the risk of future crimnality, behavior while incarcerated, or
pl ans for post-release activities are irrelevant to the choice of punishment.
Desert was the phil osophical orientation which gave rise to so much change
and rethinking of crimnal justice during the 1970s. Pure desert has been
chal | enged by those who find it fool hardy to conpletely ignore issues of risk
or individual circunstances in making sanctioning deci sions.

CGeneral Deterrence

Ceneral deterrence is based upon the assunption that, in order to maintain
respect for law, those who break the | aw nust be punished as a warning to
other potential crimnals. 1t is not concerned with redressing the inbal ance
of past crimnality, but |ooks to prevent crimnality anmong others in the
future. The ability of the crimnal justice systemto effect general deter-
rence is often questioned, however. As the system now operates, the likeli-
hood of apprehension, conviction, and punishnent for crinme is so | ow that many
guestion how realistic a goal of general deterrence can hope to be.

| ncapacitation

I ncapacitation as a goal for crimnal sanctions seeks to "incapacitate"

i ndi viduals for sone period of tinme in order to prevent themfromconmtting

further crimnal acts. It is forward-Iooking and woul d benefit greatly from

reliable predictions about future crimnality. Proponents of incapacitation

are often challenged as to the fairness of punishing someone for crimes which
m ght be committed in the future.

Rehabilitation

The goal of rehabilitation is a child of the great reform novenment of the
early 20th century and of a then-grow ng body of thought in the socia
sciences. It sees the causes of crinme within the environnment of the offender

WORKSHEET A-9. SANCTI ONI NG PHI LOSCPHI ES, PURPOSES
AND GUI DI NG PRI NCI PLES- - A POCKET GUI DE ( CONTI NUED)

and seeks to bring about changes in the individual which will render his or
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her future choi ces about behavior less crimnal in nature. Wile it shares
some of the objectives of incapacitation, it would strive for reduced crimna
behavi or through a changed m nd-set of the offender rather than through
external controls. Although rehabilitation |ost much of its prom nence in
correctional thinking in the 1970s, it continues to be a concern of the
public, those working in the correctional system and researchers.

GUI DI NG PRI NCI PLES/ PRAGVATI C CONCERNS

Even within the context of certain sanctioning phil osophies, correctiona
officials are operating with other constraining or guiding issues. They

i ncl ude our nornmative values, a need for accountability as stewards of the
public trust, and a requirenment to be efficient and effective in our use of
public funds.

Normati ve Val ues

VWhat ever sanctioni ng phil osophy we ascribe to, we are bound by certain
constitutional and humanitarian values. These include fairness, humaneness,
honesty, integrity, individual constitutional rights, and the | east
restrictive doctrine.

Accountability/Visibility

As corrections beconmes a nore visible public function and as resources becone
nmore constrained, it is particularly inportant that all correctional policies
are devel oped with a sense of accountability to the executive branch authority
under which they operate and to the public and funding bodies. dassification
systens are only one elenent of corrections responsibilities that operate
under this charter

Best Use of Public Funds

Regardl ess, again, of sanctioning phil osophy, we are charged with using public
funds in cost-effective ways. Cearly, one elenent of classification that

wi Il come under scrutiny is the degree to which it assists admnistrators in
achieving cost-effective use of resources. Gven the relatively cost-

i ntensive nature of higher custody settings, it will be inportant to exam ne
how well a classification systemhelps in the managenent of wonen of f enders
who have traditionally presented a profile with | ower risks of violence and
predat ory behavi or than have mal e popul ati ons.
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WORKSHEET A-10. ASSESSI NG SANCTI ONI NG PURPOSES/ GOALS

The followi ng questions are intended to guide you as you assess existing
sanctioni ng purposes and other crimnal justice goals/concerns in your juris-
dictions. Refer to Wrksheet A-9 and Goals of Community Sanctions for defini-
tions and concepts to support this assessment. Because sanctioni ng purposes
are so fundanental to the entire design and operation of our crimnal justice
system and corrections, we suggest that you seek the opinions of both high
ranking officials (at policy making levels) as well as the individuals in your
system who are responsible for policy inplenentation

1. VWhat is the |language in your state constitution and/or your statutes
whi ch underwrites crimnal codes and penalties? Does it use words
like retribution, just deserts, or deserved punishments?

2. How clearly does it speak to public safety? 1Is it explicit about
ri sk assessment and control/incapacitation?

3. Do words like reform reintegration, rehabilitation, or even treat-
ment appear in statutory |anguage?

4. In general discussion in your jurisdiction (in the print nedia,
during legislative debate, anong correctional professionals, in
educational settings), what do people talk about with regard to
sanctioni ng purposes? |s the word rehabilitation out of favor now?

How popul ar is the vernacul ar--ri sk nmanagemnent ?

5. Do you have a determ nate or indeterm nate sentencing structure?
Sentencing or rel ease guidelines? Do these guidelines establish one
sanctioni ng purpose over another as the basis for case decision

maki ng?

6. Overall in the crimnal justice system on a scale of 1-10, how
cl ear do you think the purposes of sanctioning are in witing? In
practice?

7. Is there a witten mssion statenment for the prison system (departnent or

division of corrections)? |If so, what sanctioning purposes are stated?
Is there a specific mssion statenent (different than that for the rest
of the prison system) for the wonen's prison(s)? |If so, what sanctioning
pur poses are stated? How do these differ from other departnental m ssion
statements? How much clarity do you feel there is about the purpose/

m ssion of corrections? Does this reach all |evels of the organization?

WORKSHEET A-10. ASSESSI NG SANCTI ONI NG PURPOSES/ GOALS
( CONTI NUED)

8. VWhen you go to the legislature with your budget or to get funding for a
new prison program on what basis do you approach the |egislature and the
public regarding what this programis supposed to acconplish?

9. In terms of what you present to the legislature/public, is there a dif-
ference between wonen's and men's prison popul ations? What is the nature
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10.

of this difference?

In your prison system to what extent are you experiencing crowding? |If
crowming is significant, what inpact does this have on your sanctioning
pur poses? Do you feel you have to "sacrifice" other interests because of
crowmdi ng? To what extent does this happen? Are there differences in the
degree of crowding in nen's and wonen's prisons in your state?
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WORKSHEET A-11. ASSESSI NG PRI SON CLASSI FI CATI ON OBJECTI VES

If one views classification as a managenent tool, it is inportant to clarify
the objectives. Wiat is classification specifically established to do? The
foll ow ng questions serve to guide a review of classification objectives and
their relationship to sanctioning purposes/the departnental m ssion statenent.

1. Do you have witten objectives for your security/custody (prison)
classification? |f so, assenble and review them Are these
different for wonen than for nen?

2. Pl ease indicate if and how any or all of the follow ng objectives
may pertain to the woman of fender prison classification systemin
your jurisdiction.

Does This Apply? Is the bjective
(Y / N/ Mybe) Witten or Unwitten?

a. To sort wonen who are
nor e dangerous from one
another in order to place
themin security levels
(i nstitutions/housing
units) where they can
be managed in a different
way from ot hers.

b. To sort women who are
likely to try to escape
in order to restrict their
nmovenent to saf eguard
agai nst escape.

C. To sort ol der "hardened"
of fenders from young
first-time offenders.

d. To separate co-defendants.

e. To separate gang nenbers.
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WORKSHEET A-11. ASSESSI NG PRI SON CLASSI FI CATI ON OBJECTI VES
( CONTI NUED)

I's
W

t
t

he njective

ten or

Unwritten?

To identify critical
speci al needs in the

nedi cal area so offenders
can be placed where they
can receive those services.

To identify critical

speci al needs in the nenta
health area so that womnen
can be placed in a facility
where those needs can

be met.

To identify program needs
so that each woman has a
program pl an

To place a woman in an
instituti on where she has
no famlial ties.

To fill enpty bed space in
an expedi ent and orderly
fashi on.

To identify those in need
of protective custody and
pl ace them accordi ngly.

To facilitate the novenent
of a woman t hrough the
prison system

To assure that wonen with
| onger prison sentences
serve a | arger percentage
of their time at higher
custody | evels.
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WORKSHEET A-11. ASSESSI NG PRI SON CLASSI FI CATI ON OBJECTI VES

( CONTI NUED)
Does This Apply? Is the bjective
(Y / N/ Mybe) Witten or Unwitten?

To establish a basis for
access to prison prograns/
j ob assi gnnents.

To provide a basis for
al l ocating scarce security
resour ces.

To establish a mechani sm by
whi ch wonen can "earn" their
way to greater privileges
and hi gher |evels of
responsibility.

To establish a mechani sm by
whi ch wonen can earn their
way to prison placenents
closer to their homes.

To sort women by serious-
ness of offense.

Pl ease |ist and describe any other objectives of your classification for
wonen.

How clearly do you feel the objectives of prison classification for wonen
of fenders are stated? How clearly are the objectives inplenented in your
current classification design?

G ven current practice, how effectively do you feel classification
objectives are net? Cite reasons/exanpl es supporting your assessmnent.

Overall, do you feel the specific objectives for wonman of fender classifi-
cation are suitable to your departnmental m ssion?
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WORKSHEET A-12. DI STI NGUI SHI NG CLASSI FI CATI ON FROM
OTHER MANAGEMENT | NTERESTS I N THE PRI SON | NFRASTRUCTURE

The followi ng sets of questions are intended to guide the user through an
assessnment of other offender behavi or managenment structures in women's prisons
and show how they mght be related to traditional prison classification

desi gn.

Di sciplinary
1. In the prisons where you house your womnen offenders, do you have a

di sci plinary conduct systen? Does it establish a detailed set of rules
for inmate conduct? |Is there an established range of penalties for
breaki ng these rules? Do you have adm nistrative regul ations that define
and govern this entire activity? Are these departnental regulations? O
do they differ fromone institution to the next? Are there differences
bet ween the wonen's and men's prisons regarding disciplinary conduct

systens?

2. How do disciplinary violations affect a woman's cl assification status?
Does an inmate violation automatically trigger a reclassification? How
so?

3. Do you have a disciplinary action conmttee? |Is this separate from your
classification review commttee? Programreview conmttee?

Privil eges

4. Do you have sone type of provision in your institutions for wonen to earn

privileges (exanpl es--additional canteen hours, visits, extended phone
calls)? Describe howit works--the various privil eges, how they are
awarded, etc. Wat body has authority to grant and renove privil eges?

On what basis are these case decisions made? Are there departnenta

regul ations to govern this activity? Are the policies and procedures the
sane for nen and wonen?

5. Is the granting of privileges in any way connected to the classification
| evel a worman hol ds? Describe. Do the levels that define classification
categories (for exanple, m nimum nedi um maxi mun) al so define | evels of
privil ege?

| nmat e Accountability Levels

6. In the institutions housi ng wonmen offenders, do you structure the daily
prison environment in such a way that a wonmen "earns" her way through
various levels of responsibility and rewards? This type of approach
typically covers a wi der range of aspects of inmate prison life to
i ncl ude assessnent of her performance in housing, program participation
work responsibilities, increasing nobility and liberty, treatment, etc.

WORKSHEET A-12. DI STI NGUI SHI NG CLASSI FI CATI ON FROM OTHER
MANAGEMENT | NTERESTS | N THE PRI SON | NFRASTRUCTURE
( CONTI NUED)
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10.

If you have such a structure, describe howit works. Do you have
different levels? Howis a wonan first assigned to a | evel? Does every
i ncomi ng woman start at the same |evel ? How does novenent through the
levels relate to the I ength of her inposed prison tern? How does nove-
ment through the levels relate to parole (or other types of rel ease)
consi deration?

Is there a conmttee that reviews, nmonitors, and places inmates at
different levels? Are there departnental adm nistrative regul ations that
govern this process? Do you use assessnent tools and performance rating
scales to "rate" each offender? W nonitors her perfornmance?

Does this inmate accountability performance systemrepl ace a custody
classification designation? Are they one and the sanme process or do they
oper at e i ndependent|y?

If the accountability |l evels are one and the sane with custody classifi-
cation levels, are there distinctions between |evels as to the degree of
"risk control" inposed? For exanple, differences in nmobility through the
institutions, supervision level, time out of cell, access to certain

assi gnment s/ pr ogr ans?
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WORKSHEET A-13. ASSESSI NG THE COVPONENTS OF CLASSI FI CATI ON

Use the foll owing worksheet to |ist the various conmponents of classification
and identify any assessnent tools (checklists, scales, fornms, reports)
associ ated with each component (in both initial and reclassification
activities).

I nst rument / For s/ Et c. Li st of
Conponent Yes/ No I nstrument s

Medi cal

Mental Health

Cust ody/ Security (R sk)

Escape Ri sk

Program Partici pation

Servi ce Needs

Vocat i onal

Educat i onal

Life Skills

Fam |y Support

Par enti ng

O her

97



WORKSHEET A-14. RI SK COVPONENT ASSESSMENT

The followi ng questions are offered as a guide for conpleting an in-depth as-
sessnment of the risk component of classification

1

VWhat do you call this conponent of classification? Is it referred to as
security, custody, or classification designation?

Do you use any type of witten assessnent tool to do of fender assessnent?

If not, is there a list of factors that you commonly consi der when trying
to make a designation? Wat are they?

If you do use an assessnent tool, are the factors contained on the form
subj ective (involves clinical judgment or definition) or objective
(observabl e or neasurable factor) or a conbination?

Does this formserve as the entire classification sunmary or decision
formor is it solely a risk assessnent scal e?

How were the factors devel oped? Staff opinion? Enpirical research?
Borrowed from anot her jurisdiction or national research?

VWhat risk are you assessing? Ri sk of escape? Risk of rule breaking
behavior? Ri sk of violence in the institution? Risk of repeat crimna
behavior in the community?

If you have an enpirically derived risk scale, who conducted the
research? Wen? On what population? 1s there a published report that
describes the data base and the analysis? Since its initial devel opment,
has this scale been re-researched or validated?

WORKSHEET A-14. RI SK COVPONENT ASSESSMENT ( CONTI NUED)

How were the cut-off scores for the various categories set? Wen and how
are these scores and subsequent category desi gnati ons changed?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Do you have provisions to "override" the security/risk classification
score? The category? O the placenent decision? Wat is this rate?
VWhat are the override factors? Wo has the authority to override (and
whi ch kind of override)?

VWho fills out the risk assessnent form (or portion of an instrunent)? Do
you have a nechanismfor quality control ?

Is there a nonitoring mechanismin place to nonitor the entire risk
classification conponent? Has the data base on which research is
conduct ed been updated? Wen?

Do you have provisions for a reclassification? Do you use an objective
assessnment tool to reclassify based on risk? How was it devel oped? Has
it been researched? Validated?

Do any factors change on the reclassification risk assessnent tool? How
do you nake provisions to take into account a woman's performance since
initial classification with regard to "risk" behaviors (whatever it is
you are defining as risk)?
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WORKSHEET A-15. OFFENDER/ SYSTEM CLASSI FI CATI ON PROFI LE

Conpile the followi ng information about wonmen offenders as it relates to clas-
sification--institutional assignnent, custody/security designations, needs
assessnent, novenment and transfer

B Adm ssions and current popul ation--program needs profile by basic need
category (education, vocation, nedical, mental health, drug dependency,
al cohol dependency, etc.).

B Adm ssions and current popul ation--risk (security/custody/escape,
what ever that consists of) profile; nunber and percentage in the
various categories.

Conpile a "system' profile.

B List rated capacity of all wonen's facilities/housing units by security
classification.

m List all wonen's facilities/units by nedical/nental health (and any
ot her service |evels).

m List all programs and program capacities (nunber of slots avail able) by
institutions/housing units for wonen.

Conpare of fender classification designation by facility or housing unit
assignment. Do a cross tabul ati on between the of fender classification
designation and the facility/housing unit designation for risk/security,
medi cal /mental health, and treatment/service level if applicable.
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WORKSHEET B-1. ASSESSI NG | MPETUS FOR CHANGE

Havi ng interviewed key officials in the classification process during your
assessnment of current practice, you will now want to test the wllingness of
selected individuals to participate in the process of change. List the nanes
of key individuals whose approval, cooperation, skills, information, and

participation will be inportant. Seek support and willingness to participate

fromeach identified official. Interview questions:

1. G ven our assessnent of current practice and targets for change, would
you be willing to participate in an effort to inprove classification
practice for wonen of fenders?

2. VWhat woul d your |evel of involvenment be?

3. If this person may be a working nenber of a task team how much tine or

time of his/her staff could be nmade avail abl e?

RESPONSI Bl LI TY
NAVE RE: CLASS| FI CATI ON Q1 Q2 Q3

[ Exanples....]

Deputy Director of Corrections
for O assification?
for Treatnent/Prograns?
for Operations?

G her Central Ofice Staff
Classification Unit?
Transfer and Movenent ?
Research and Pl anni ng?

VWwnen's Institutional Staff
Director of |Intake?
Director of Cassification?
Director of Treatment/Prograns?
Classification Comm ttee?
Chi ef of Security?
Housi ng Pl acenent O ficer?
Program Assi gnnment Conmmittee?
Cl assification Casewor kers/ Counsel ors?

VWwnen O fenders

In initial classification
After reclassification
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WORKSHEET B-2. ANALYSI S OF TARGETS FOR CHANGE

Upon review ng your entire assessnent |ooking for targets for change, use this
code to rate each of the possible targets for change.

0 = no assessed need for change at this tine

1 = needs nodification, but not a priority

2 requi res devel opment/change on priority basis
--- Carification of crimnal justice sanctioning purposes.

--- Clarification of correctional objectives at the facilities housing
womren prisoners.

--- Clarification of prison classification objectives.
--- Changes in medi cal screening, designations, and service delivery.

--- Changes in nmental health needs screening, designations, or service
delivery.

--- Redef i ni ng the conmponents of classifications (on what basis are
you sorting wonmen of fenders)?

--- Devel opnent of an objective initial classification risk assessnent
scal e.

--- Devel opnent of a predictive tool for use in initial
classification.

--- Devel opnent of an objective reclassification risk assessnent
scal e.

---Change in the practices utilizing the offender assessnent
security/custody tools (overrides).

--- Change in the policy that governs how institutional and transfer
assignnents are made

--- Change in the security designation of different facilities or
units within facilities for wonen.

--- Redesign institution-based custody classification policy and
practi ces.

WORKSHEET B-2. ANALYSI S OF TARGETS FOR CHANGE
( CONTI NUED)

--- Redesign the institutional programdelivery structure.
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Modi fy the mechani sm by which initial classification is done.
Modi fy the mechani sm by which reclassification is done.
Training for staff regarding use of the instrunments.

| mprove information system support.

Est abl i sh ongoi ng nechani smto do assessnent/eval uati on and
devel opnent of wonen of fender prison classification
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WORKSHEET B-3. DETERM NI NG CLASSI FI CATI ON DEVELOPMENT
EFFORTS: FEASI Bl LI TY CONSI DERATI ONS

Candi dat e Devel opnent Efforts

Feasibility Questions A B C
1. VWhat level of effort will be

required?
2. VWhat resources are needed to engage

this work?

3. Wo will be invol ved?
Avai | abl e?

4. Estimate maj or tasks and tine
frane.

5. VWhat resources will be required?

6. Are there external forces for or

against this activity?

7. VWhat are the greatest barriers to
doi ng this work?

8. Is this work connected technically
to any ot her major devel opnent
t asks?

COWVENTS:
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WORKSHEET C-1. STEPS I N CLASSI FI CATI ON DEVELOPMENT
PROCESS

Clarify overall crimnal justice sanctioning purposes and ot her
goal s/ concerns.

Carify wonmen offender prison classification objectives. darify the
rel ati onship the wonen of fender classification has to any overal
departmental classification scheme. On a formal or informal basis, is
there any refinenent of a departnental classification at the |ocal |eve
(at worren's facilities)?

Di stingui sh and define the role of just deserts (or retributive sanction-
ing interests) in a woman's termin prison. Does the desert purpose
primarily establish the duration of the prison terns or is it in any way
tied to the level of security, institutional assignnment, or other
restrictions/opportunities? Does the desert policy overlay prison clas-
sification purposes? 1s this by statute or by admnistrative rule or

i nformal practice?

Define the major conmponents of initial classification and designate the
| evel of authority at which these conponents are assessed and i npl enent ed
(departnental and/or local/institutional).

Defi ne other "overarching" systeminterests that nmay affect how classifi-
cation is inplemented. These are interests that go beyond the individua
characteristics of wonmen offenders and conponents of classification to
interests that are generalized to the entire wonmen of fender prison
popul ati on and/ or total prison popul ation

FOR EACH COVMPONENT, conplete the foll ow ng:
] State the objectives specific to this conponent.

] Formul at e of fender assessnent tools (initial and
recl assification) and protocol

] Speci fy the offender categories and docurment the nethod of
determ nation. (Based upon the offender assessment, what
type of categories do you sort offenders into? How were
t hese categories detern ned?)

] Specify the classification inplenmentation (system
response, popul ati on behavi oral managenent)--bot h program
and policy--which responds to each of the offender
categories (w thin each conmponent).
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

WORKSHEET C-1. STEPS | N CLASSI FI CATI ON DEVELOPMENT
PROCESS ( CONTI NUED)

] Define the policies and procedures required to inplenent
each conponent of prison classification, making certain to
di stinguish the levels of authority (departnental and
local/institutional); information system support; and al
forns and staff procedures.

Integrate all conponents into an overall (perhaps nulti-I|ayered)
classification system Conplete an initial and reclassification
deci si onmaki ng i nstrument and protocol.

Define overall classification policy, procedures, and nechani sns by which
of fender classification is put into operation in the corrections depart -
ment and in the institutions for wonen. Cd arify how cl assification
aligns with other prison nmanagenent sub-systens. Conplete a classifica-
tion operations manual (departnmental and/or local/institutional).

Explicate departnmental systeminterests and how they shall "overlay”
defined classification policy, procedures, and practices (for exanple,
prison crowdi ng) .

Draft essential policy and procedural statenments and take through ad-
mnistrative rul es adopti on process.

Conpl ete an "inventory," assessment, and design of classification manage-
ment program and policy responses (utilizing information fromthe broader
current classification assessnent).

Desi gn and i npl ement information system support for wonen of fender prison
classification. (This design should include the ability to nmonitor case
deci si on nmaki ng, offender classification profile, and a managenent sup-
port capability.)

Conpl ete a trai ning needs assessnment. Develop an inplementation training
plan. Conplete training curriculumand materials. Schedul e and conduct
traini ng.

Conpl ete a detail ed phase-by-phase i nplenmentation plan for putting above
design into operation.

Engage actual inplenmentation, with nonitoring and pl anni ng feedback
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WORKSHEET C-2. JUST DESERTS AND PRI SON CLASSI FI CATI ON

The foll owi ng questions nmay serve as a guide for a group discussion ainmed at
i dentifying, considering, and, eventually, defining the relationship of the
desert sanctioning purpose in the prison environment and its relation to
prison classification.

1

Is the current offense of comm tnent included as a factor in your initia
or reclassification instrument? Are the offenses ranked into sone type
of seriousness scale? |If yes, by what authority and by whomwas this

of fense seriousness scal ed established?

Do you use an objective risk factor scale to assess offender risk (and
subsequent security/custody classification levels)? |Is offense serious-
ness one of the factors in this scale? Ws this scale enpirically
derived? |If yes, what aspect of an offender’'s current offense serious-
ness has proven predictive val ue?

Do you have policy directives which require differential handling of a
pri soner based solely on current offense seriousness? How does this
affect the risk control measures you take (as a result of an offender's
ri sk assessment)?

Does a prisoner's offense seriousness (in and of itself) limt her access
to progranms, privileges, any inmate honor status, work assignnents, etc.?

If the answer to either Q3 or Q4 was yes, indicate whether the
authority for such policy directives comes fromstatute or admnistrative
aut hority?

If any of your desert-related policy directives are by way of adm nistra-
tive rather than statutory rule, what is the rationale or basis for

i mposi ng such adm nistrative policy? What is such a policy intended to
achieve? Do you feel you are indeed achieving that purpose? How nmuch
and in what ways do you feel such a desert-aimed policy nmay be
interfering with your prison classification functions?

Are there other ways to inplenent either statutory or adm nistrative
desert-based policy without interfering with your prison classification
function? Define and propose alternative desert objectives and/or

nmet hods for reaching those objectives.
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WORKSHEET C-3. RI SK FACTOR DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSI S

Defining risk. The first task in developing a risk instrument is to

det erm ne what behaviors you wish to predict. This is partially a policy
choi ce--what do managers need/want to know -and partially a technica

choi ce--what do you have or can you get information. You will want to
ask yourself how and for what is this information to be used. |In prison
classification, common factors for predictive assessnment are: (a) risk of
escape; (b) risk of violent behavior in the institution (to others or
self); and (c) risk of non-violent, but rule-breaki ng behavior

There are two rel evant dimensions in defining the risk behavior you are
interested in as you design a risk instrunent. First is the nature and
severity of the risk to be predicted. Escape is a very serious risk,
particularly if sonme harmto the comunity would result. On the other
hand, mnor rule violations nmay not be terribly serious in and of
thensel ves. The other dinension is the likelihood of certain events
happeni ng. While escape may be a very serious event, the frequency of
its occurrence may be so low as to tenper your concern over it. On the
other hand, rule violations may be very frequent and thus may have
serious consequences for the overall atnosphere in the institution. Your
ri sk assessnent, then, nust bal ance these two di nensions of risk--
seriousness or stakes involved, along with predicted frequency. The
choi ce of what you will attenpt to assess or predict is a policy choice
t hat policynmakers nmust resolve with the assistance of technical staff
regarding the feasibility of assessing such risk.

Not only must you sel ect the behavior you wish to predict, but you nust
"operationalize" your definition. This nmeans defining violent behavior
rul e breaking, or escape in precise terns so that data can be coll ected
and the incidence of that behavior can be studied. You may want to

i ncl ude sone notes on your discussions on this topic here.

Selecting the independent variables for analysis. Once you have defined
the of fender risk you wish to predict (the dependent variable or outcomne
criterion), you will want to identify the factors you would like to study
as possibly related to that risk (independent variables). They wll
probably include specific variables in crimnal history (nunbers, rates,
and types fromadult offense records, adult institutionalization records,
juvenile offense records, juvenile institutionalization records),
institutional behavior factors (disciplinary infractions major and m nor
di sci pli nary housi ng/ keep-1ock history, transfers to higher security,
escape/ abscond history, prior probation/parole revocations), denographic
factors (age, sex, enploynent, education, marital status/dependents,

resi dence), psycho-social factors (scores on standard tests, 1Q clinica
eval uations, drug/al cohol history, etc.). Wen exam ning potenti al
variables for inclusion in the analysis you will want to consider
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WORKSHEET C-3. Rl SK FACTOR DEVELOPMVENT AND ANALYSI S
( CONTI NUED)

constraints on the use of certain factors (legal, data unavailability,
cost). You will also need to determ ne specific definitions for each
fromwhat time period you will collect the data, and the use of rates as
wel|l as totals for variables.

At this point you may well be considering borrowing an instrument from
anot her jurisdiction and studying those variables and itens included on
that instrunent. As you can see, by taking that course you limt
yourself to testing only those variables which have proven relevant in
another jurisdiction. |If you are going to go to the expense and effort
of research, it is strongly advised that you assenble data on all of the
variables at interest to determ ne what conbinati on of factors may prove
nmost powerful in terns of predictive validity for your own popul ati on.

Not e here the variables you are considering along with notations regard-
ing availability, source, definitions, etc.

The actual list of independent variables will be much refined fromthis
early "wish list" as you determ ne what information is avail able and
reliable. Many questions apply. On what can | get information? Wat is
currently collected? Is there data available on-line at the institutions
(or centrally) or will this require a special data collection? Wat are
sources for information? How long a history of data recording do these
sources of information have? You may wi sh to construct a data worksheet
on which you list for each proposed independent variable the follow ng:
(a) source of information; (b) how long a history of information is

avail able; (c) quality of data; (d) extent of m ssing data; (e)

consi stency of data; and (f) can this variable change over tine.

Specifying the sanple. The follow ng are sone of the considerations in
drawi ng a sanpl e upon which to conduct your analysis and devel opnent of a
ri sk assessnent tool

Sanpling procedure--definition. You will want to select a sanple of

of fenders representative of the population found in your correctiona
institutions. You will want to over-sanple wonen in order to generate a
popul ati on of at least 1,000. As you conplete your analysis, you wll
have to adjust for the fact that this over-sanpling has taken pl ace.

Tinme periods. Over what tine period shall you draw the sanple?
Selection of time frame shoul d bal ance the need for ensuring a | arge
enough sanple for your analysis with the need to ensure sone com
parability in the data. |If mmajor changes have been put in place in how
data is collected or how certain behaviors are defined and categori zed,

WORKSHEET C-3. RI SK FACTOR DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSI S
( CONTI NUED)
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then you will want to try to avoid a tinme frane that would require data
fromboth time periods.

Sanpl e size and stratified sanpling. Sanple size is framed by the
specified time period (see directly above) and the nunbers of data
categories you are analyzing rather than a set percentage of the tota

uni verse of cases available. Risk factor developnent is a relatively
hi gh demand anal ysis. A sanple size of 1,000 is workable with the nunber
of categories that are conmmonly used in risk factor devel opnent. This
type of analysis al so suggests that stratified sanmpling is warranted. |If
you are planning a mal e-fenale sanple, you will, no doubt, have to "over
sanmpl e” wonen in order to bring their nunbers in the sanple up to what
the analysis requires. Further, there may be ot her di mensions on which
researchers will stratify (for exanple, institutional com tnent/assign-
ment or particular aspects of crimnal offense) in order to exam ne al
possi bl e applications. This will not skew the results because in the
anal ysis, researchers will "back out" the relative proportions.

Construction and validation sanples. There are two major analytic ef-
forts involved--one is to construct a risk assessnent tool, the second is
to validate that tool.

The sanpl e of cases should be split into two groups with roughly two
thirds of the cases in the construction sanple and one third in the
val i dation sanple. The construction sanple is to be used for nost
aspects of the risk factor analysis. It will also be used to do a tria
verification and to make final adjustnents to the risk factors. The
val i dation sanple should be set entirely aside and treated as an

i ndependent sanple for the sole purpose of validation. See below for a
nore detailed reference on validation

Here record notes or questions on the sanple selection issue.

Data collection. Build in a pilot phase for data collection where you
can test (on roughly 100 cases) how well your data collection instrunent
and procedures are working. Revise your data definitions and vari abl es
as needed. For some questionable variables, you may want to construct
di fferent methods of measurenent. Also, revise your methods and
procedures for data collection as necessary. Build in a nechanismfor
quality control on the data collection and data entry.

Anal ysis. There will be several analytic tasks researchers will engage.
They are briefly outlined bel ow to include:
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Pruning the Iist of independent variables. Researchers wll undertake
anal ysis to assess the relationship of independent variables to dependent
variables. They will also ook at the inter-rel ationship of the indepen-
dent variables. Techniques for conducting these kinds of anal yses

i nclude bi-variate correlation analysis, cross-tabulation (chi-squared,
etc.), trend analysis, and other techniques as deened productive and
possi ble. The actual techniques to be used will depend upon the
characteristics of the data base as it is assenbl ed.

Constructing risk factor nodels. The actual construction of the
"optimal" set of risk factors involves analysis which goes well beyond
the relatively straightforward techni ques for "pruning"” the independent
variables. It is one thing to establish that a particul ar i ndependent
variabl e has a particular strength of association with a dependent
variable, but it is a challenge of a higher level to construct a risk
factor nodel which represents the strongest possible predictive val ue
wi t hout bias or extraneous factors.

Met hodol ogi cal tools conmon to this risk factor nodel -buil ding task
include multiple regression (nodels in ternms of |inear equations),
logistic regression (nodifies regression to nodel risk probabilities

bet ween zero and one), Cox nodeling (mathematical nodel of time to
failure), discrimnant analysis (clusters in terns of |inear boundaries),
recursive partitioning (builds a tree-structure), and Entropy M ni max
(clusters in ternms of sinple decision rules).

In risk factor nodel building there are many considerations to nake that

shoul d not be left to researchers alone. |In trying to determne the
"final" list of indicators to be incorporated into a risk factor nodel,
policy makers and researchers will consider: (a) the trade off between

the strength of a predictor versus its significance; (b) the "manipul -
ability" of the factor; (c) the routine availability of each proposed
factor and its conpl eteness and quality, and what it will cost to get
this information; (d) the desirability of having "back up" variabl es--
construct variables in pairs so if one is not avail able you can add
wei ght to the other; and (e) feasibility issues--legal, political, and
practical inpedinments to inplenentation

Validation. The validation sanple is now used to conduct a study where
the final proposed risk factor nodel (offender risk assessnent tool) is
applied. Does the assessnent tool sort cases into categories that are
meani ngful ? Do a cross-tabul ati on between instrunent scores and risk
behavi or outconme. Did those who rated a higher risk score also engage in
the defined risk behavior? How well does this set of predictive risk
factors sort?

WORKSHEET C-3. RI SK FACTOR DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSI S
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VWhat constitutes a "good" sorting capability? It is a product of two
factors--spread and distribution. The strongest sort is where as nany
cases as possible are spread into the top and bottom categories (rather
than the mddle) and with as high a percentage of the popul ation as
possible falling into those end categories. Only administrators/practi-
tioners can judge what is an adequate and acceptable sorting capability
of a risk assessnment tool given the "costs" of devel opi ng and

i npl enenting it.

Using offender risk information and classification evaluation. Sorting
of fenders upon assessment into working risk categories is presumably done
in order to take a differential response to nmanagi ng the risk behavi or
that is assunmed to exist. To conplete the risk classification design
this policy (procedure and program mnust be specified. An evaluation of
the risk classification would include an exam nation not just of how well
the assessnment tool is working but al so of how consistently the tool is
used. Another inportant area for evaluation is the effectiveness of the
differential response by the systemto managing the identified risk
behaviors in the prison
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WORKSHEET D-1. CLASSI FI CATI ON DEVELOPMENT: WORK PLAN

Describe and list specific tasks, tine
[ To avoid confusion, date each edi
update it.]
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