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| NTRODUCTI ON

The National Council on Crinme and Delingquency (NCCD) was
requested by the New Jersey Department of Corrections (NJDOC) to
assist with the devel opnent of an objective inmate classification
system As of 1994, the NJDOC did not have an objective inmate
classification system Instead, the Departnent has relied upon a
subjective classification systemthat has never been validated for
its inmate population. Under this subjective classification
process, the primary factors that have determned the custody |eve
of NJDOC i nmates have been length of tine to be served, current
conviction offense(s), presence of a detainer, and prior
correctional experience.

The need to develop and inplement a structured risk assessment
process to objectively classify the inmates has been apparent for
sone tine. This need has been fostered by an ever increasing
prison population and the inportance of matching inmates to custody
| evel s and prograns based upon factors that have been denonstrated
to be correlated with institutional adjustment. In recognition of
the constitutional issues of equal protection and fundanental
fairness, the Department also sought to mnimze the potential for
litigious actions against the State. The overall goal of this
project was to develop a classification systemfor NJDOC nal e that
was valid, reliable, facilitated the operation of a safe, cost-

effective prison system and ensured public safety.



The specific objectives for the prisoner classification system

were as follows:

1. Devel op classification criteria that are objective,
measur abl e, and consistent with existing |egal standards;

2. Devel op classification criteria that are predictive of
i nmat e behavi or;

3. Ensure that classification decisions are reliable so that-
like inmates are simlarly classified and that inter-
staff decisions are consistent;

4, Ensure that the systemis fair and elimnates bias
according to race, sex, ethnic identity, etc.; and

5. Devel op a systemthat assigns the |east restrictive

security level to prisoners comrensurate with their risk
to the public, NIJDOC staff, and other prisoners.

In February of 1993, in order to acconplish these goals and
objectives, the Departnent established the O assification Task
Force (Task Force) consisting of five high level institutional
adm nistrators, three Deputy Division Directors, and the Assistant
Bureau Chief of CICS (Correctional Information Cassification
Services). .. The Task Force was to be supported a Project Team
consi sting of NJDOC m ddl e managenent and technical staff (see
Appendix A for a listing of the (assification Task Force nenbers).

Because NCCD had provided technical assistance to the
G assification Task Force during the early planning stages of the
classification systenms, NIDOC subnmitted a proposal to National
Institute of Corrections (NIC) requesting that NCCD be retained to
provide technical assistance and national expertise on the

validation of the initial classification instrunment.



. WORKPLAN FOR THE OBJECTI VE CLASSI FI CATI ON SYSTEM
In order to devel op an objective classification systemthat
woul d address the specific organizational needs and popul ation of

the NJDOC System a work plan was devel oped by the Department. The

initial phases of activities are described bel ow

A.  Developnent of a Prelimnary Cassification System

This phase incorporated the activities of the NJDOC Task Force
and technical /support staff in preparation for the devel opnent and
i npl ementation of an objective classification system During the

first eight nonths of 1993, the Project Team conpleted six major

activities:

L Devel oped an objective initial classification instrunment;

2. ldentified specific reasons for over-riding the
classification instrunment and their corresponding
statutory and administrative citations;

3. Devel oped draft definitions of security and custody
| evel s;

4, Devel oped a four-phase project plan with mlestones and

del i ver abl es;

5. Devel oped and inplenented a plan to validate the proposed
classification instrunment; and

6. Acquired short-term technical assistance from the
National Institute of Corrections (NIC) in the formof a
contract with NCCD to assist in the design, devel opnent,
val i dati on, and inplenentation of the objective
classification system

Provided in Appendix B are the proto-type initial

classification instrument, the security designation |evels, and the

custody designations that were developed as a result of these



activities. These instrunents were based upon a careful review of
other classification' systems that are operational in other
correctional systens, as Wwell as the expertise of t he

O assification Task Force nembers.

B. Pre-Classification System |nplenentation
This phase was | aunched with the NIC contract with NCCD. It

was envisioned that it would require four nonths to conplete the

follow ng tasks:

L Analyze the data from the pilot project and make

reconmendations for final revisions to the instrunments
for the Task Force's Consideration;

2. Devel OP policy alternatives on issues such as,
classitication over-rides, over-ride criteria, work flow
processes, approval authority, etc.;

3. Develop witten policies, procedures, and training
materi al s;

4, Devel op an inplenentation plan for the |1 CC process;

5. Develop training materials for 11CC nodul e;

6. Revi ew conputerization options for the integration of the
[1CC. and 1CC nodules in to the Departnent's existing MS
system and

1. Devel op pl ans for t he ICC  system for al |

reclassifications throughout the NJDOC penal system

C Impl erentation of the Initial dassification Instrunent
This phase was expected to require five to twelve nmonths to

conpl et e. The final outcone of this phase would be the

I npl enentation of the objective initial classification instrunent.

Once inplemented, all new commitnents and parole violators with new



sentences would be classified and housed according to the objective
classification process. Al technical parole violators would be
classified wth the proposed re-classification instrunent. In
order to acconplish this goal, the follow ng tasks needed to be
conpl et ed:

1. Devel op and inplement an on-going nonitoring and over-
sight system for the initial classification process;

2. Design and i npl ement an on-goi ng eval uati on process to
ensure that the I1CC process neets the goals for which it
was devel oped;

3. | npl ement a feedback/troubl e shooting process within the
NJDCC to identify and nmonitor 11CC probl em cases;

4, Design and inplement a nethodol ogy for devel opment of the
| CC modul e;

5. Autonmate and integrate the classification systeminto the

NJDOC M S system and

6. Develop a plan for utilizing the I1CC system data for
annual reports, budgets, population forecasting, and
public education efforts.

This report docunents the work by the dassification Project
Team NJDOC staff, and NCCD during the devel opment of an objective
classification systemthat addressed the specific organizational
needs and popul ation of the NIJDOC System Two additional phases of
work renai n: “Inplenentation of the Institutional Cassification
Committee (I CC or the Reclassification) Mdule" and "Automation of
the bjective Cassification System™ These phases are not
expected to be conpleted until 1995 and is beyond the scope of the

NIC contract. However, the end of the report describes in greater

detail how that work is now progressing.



1. METHODOLOGY

A Prelimnary Design of the Cassification System

During the first phase of the project, the Project Team net
twice with the Task Force to review a prototype inmate initial
classification instrument. Through-consensus building, the group
first identified factors that were associated with institutional
m sconduct and custody concerns within the NJDOC. To ensure that
the system woul d be objective and equitable, the discussion then
focused on those factors that could be explicitly defined and
evaluated by the line staff using information that are reliable and
readi |y available during the intake process. ldentified for the
initial classification process were; 1) the format, 2) the item
criteria, 3) itemweights, 4) cut-off points for risk scale; and 5)
over-ride factors and their corresponding statutory and

adm ni strative citations.

B. Validation Study Methodol ogy

A key task in the devel opment of an objective classification
systemis a scientific pilot test. Qur pilot test entailed the
col l ection of basic denographic, Sentencing, classification, and
disciplinary data for all male inmates admtted to the prison
systemfor a 'new crimnal offense(s) during July and August of
1992."

' Parolees returned to prison for a technical violation of the
conditions of parole were not included in the sanple because these

cases are processed by the I11CC s as reclassifications rather than
as initial classifications,
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Data were collected and conpiled from approximately 1,296
of fender case records. These data were forwarded to NCCD for
anal yses. Elimnated fromthis sanple were 61 femal es and 125
cases with faulty and/or inconplete data. The final sanple used
for the anal yses contained 1110 cases. These data are presented

and discussed in the follow ng section of this report.

V. INITIAL CLASSI FI CATI ON VALI DATI ON RESULTS

NoCD prepared a series of three analytic reports based upon
the pilot test data. The NJDOC Policy and Pl anning D vision and
technical staff reviewed these prelimnary reports and verified
that the data were representative of the 1992 adm ssions to the
NJ-DOC. Provided in Appendix C are selected characteristics of 1992
adult male adm ssions to the New Jersey Department of Corrections.

Table 1 provides the nost serious current offense for which
the 1992 adm ssions had been incarcerated. These data indicate
that 47.1 percent of the nmales admtted to the NJDOC during July
and August, 1992 were for sal e/ possession of drugs. Person crines
represented 28.3 percent of the new adnissions;® the ngjority of
the person crimes were robberies (11.3 percent).

The first three itens of Table 2 provide a brief |ook at the
denogr aphi ¢ characteristics of the sanple. W found that nost were

either Black (61.4 percent) or Hspanic (21.0 percent), with an

° For the purposes of this analyses, person crimes included
murder, nmanslaughter, assault, kidnap, sexual assault, robbery,
threats, arson, and domestic viol ence.
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TABLE 1

NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
PRISON CLASSIFICATION STUDY
MOST SERIOUS CURRENT OFFENSE OF INMATES

OFFENSE CATEGORIES N=1,054 %
Person Crimes 298 28.3
Murder 12 11
Manslaughter 25 2.4
Assault 77 7.3
Kidnap 5 0.5
Sexual Assault 44 4.2
Robbery 119 11.3
Threats 7 0.7
Arson 2 0.2
Domestic Violence 7 0.7
Property Crimes 209 19.8
Burglary 121 11.5
Theft 55 5.2
Stolen Property 26 2.5
Forgery 7 0.7
Drug Crimes 496 47.1
Trafficking/Manufacture 416 39.5
Possession 80 7.5
Other 51 4.8
Weapons 25 2.4
Driving Offenses 10 0.9
Obstructing Law Enforcement 14 1.3

or Public Order
Other 2 0.2




average age of 28.9 years. By design, the sanple contained only

mal es. ®

A Frequency Scores on the Initial dassification |tens

Presented in Table 2 are the frequencies for each of the itens
on the Initial Cassification Instrunent. These data indicated
that the severity of the nobst serious conviction for nore than half
of the inmates was of |ow noderate severity (54.0 percent).
(Appendi x D contains the offense severity rankings.) Equal
percentages of the inmates were incarcerated for noderate, high
and hi ghest severity offenses (13 percent, respectively). Thi s
distribution of offenses was expected from the offense data
presented in Table 1 -- 47.1 percent of the inmates were
incarcerated for sal e/ possession of drugs and 19.8 percent, for
property crimes. Both of these offenses are ranked as |ow noderate
severity.

The prior crimnal record itens, "Prior Assaultive Ofense
H story" and "Nunber of Prior Felony Convictions" indicated that
the magjority of the new adm ssions had no or only a mnor crimnal
record. Less than 10 percent (9.0 percent) of the inmates, for
exanpl e, had previously been convicted of a high/highest severity
of fense. The over-whel ning majority on the inmates (87.1 percent)

either had "none, low, or |ow noderate" severity prior convictions.

° Devel opnent and validation of the objective classification

instrunents for the NJDOC female inmates will be conducted through
a separate research effort.



TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF NEW JERSEY
CLASSIFICATION SCORES

Race  White
Black
Hispanic
Asian

Sex Male

Average Age (yrs)
1. Severity of Current Offense
Low
Low Moderate
Moderate
High
Highest
2. Prior Assaultive Offense History
None, Low or Low Moderate
Moderate
High
Highest
3. Escape History
No escapes or attempts

An escape or attempt from
Minimum or Community/Non-
violent

Over one year ago
Within last year

An escape or attempt from
Medium or Above Custody with
Violence

Over one year ago
Within last year
4. History of Institutional
Violence
None
Violence/No weapon or injury
Violence/with weapon or injury

Maximum Custody Score (ltems 1-
4)

Under 10 points
10 points or above

N %
191 17.2
681 61.4
233 21.0

5 0.5
1,110 100.0
28.9

75 6.8
598 54.0
143 12.9
138 12.5
154 13.9
938 87.1

42 3.9

30 2.8

67 6.2

1,049 98.1
0.7

0.7

3 0.3

2 0.2
1023 95.7
38 3.6

8 0.7
1071 96.6
38 3.4

5. Balance of Term to be Served
Less than 10 years
10 to 20 years
Greater than 20 years
6. Alcohol/Drug Abuse
None
Moderate
Serious
7. Current Detainer/Open Charges
None
Misd. Detainer/Open Charge
IAD Initiated-Misd.
Felony Detainer/Open Charge
IAD Initiated - Felony
8. Prior Felony Convictions
None
One
Two or more
9. Stability Factors
Under Age 26

Age 26 or over
High School Diploma/GED
High School not completed

Employed or attending school

Unemployed and not
interested

Computed Scored Custody Level

Maximum
Medium
Minimum

Final Custody Level

Maximum
Medium
Minimum

1,017 93.9

52 4.8
14 13

358
149
598

32.4
13.5
54.1

597 54.9
191 17.6

286 26.3
11 1.0

451 41.2
230 210
414 37.8

508 46.4

587
405
678

53.6
37.4
62.6

201 185
883 81.5

61 55
404 36.4
645 58.1

63 5.0
491 44.0
556 50.0




Nearly half, 41.2 percent, had no prior felony convictions.
Anot her 21.0 percent had only one prior felony conviction. The

"Escape History" (ItemNo. 3) did not provide nuch insight
into the potential institutional adjustment of the newWy admtted
inmates -- less than two percent (1.9 percent) had escaped or
attenpted to escape froma secure facility. Only five inmtes (.5
percent) had previously escaped or attenpted to escape froma
Medi um or Above Custody facility by use of force or violence. Upon
adm ssion, nost of the inmates (95.7 percent) did not have any
history of institutional violence on which to base a classification
deci sion.

Gven the low severity of their current offense(s) and m nor
crimnal and institutional records, it was nhot surprising to
observe that only about three percent (3.4 percent) of the inmates
scored 10 or nore points on the "Mxi mum Custody” itens. (A score
of ten or nore points on the first four items of the initial
classification instrunent, automatically classified the inmates
into Maxi num custody wi thout consideration for the remaining five
items on the instrument.)

ltem No. 5, "Balance of Tinme to Serve, indicated that 94
percent of the innmates had |ess than ten years to serve. Less than
five percent (4.8 percent) had between 10 and 20 years to serve.
This skewed distribution of sentences follows fromthe | ow | ow
moderate severity of their current offenses and the insignificance

of their prior crimnal records.
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Soci o-denographic items on the instrument (for exanple, ltens
6 and 9) reflected the dom nance of drug offenders anong the new
adm ssions. The mgjority (67.6 percent) had a noderate or serious
substance abuse problem The Stability Factors indicated that they
were young (54 percent |ess than 26 years of age), uneducated (63
percent did not conplete high school) and unenployed (82 percent).

Provided in Table 3 are the nedian and nmean nunber of points
scored for each of the classification items. The mean Total Score
was 6.4 points; the nedian, 6 points. Table 4 provides the nunber
and percent of the inmates across the range of the Total Scores.
The nodal Total Scores were 4 (138, 12.4 percent) and 5 (106, 9.5

percent) .

B. Scored versus Final Custody Level

Table 5 exhibits the scored versus final custody decisions for
the total sanple. First, observe the distribution of innates
across the scored security levels. W found that based solely upon
the inmates' scores, nore than half (58.1 percent) could be safely
housed within a M ninum custody facility. Thirty-six percent (36.4
percent) of the inmates scored into Medium custody. Less than six
percent (5.5 percent) of the total sanple appeared to require
Maxi mum Cust ody housi ng.

After review of the administrative and progranmng over-ride
considerations, the distribution of inmtes across the final

custody |evels changed slightly. A few of the inmates who scored

12



TABLE 3

NUMERIC SCORES OF NEW JERSEY DOC
INITIAL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

SCORING ITEM MEAN MEDIAN
1. Severity of Current Offense 2.1 |
2. Prior Assaultive Offense 0.6 0
History
3. History of Escape 0.1 0
4, History of Institutional 0.2 0
Violence
5. Balance of Time to Serve 0.2 0
6: Alcohol/Drug Abuse 1.8 3
7. Current Detainer 1.3 0
8. Prior Felony Convictions 1.9 2
9. Age -1.1 -2
10. High School Diploma -0.4 0
11. Employment -0.2 0

Total Score 6.4 6




TABLE 4

COMPUTED CLASSIFICATION TOTAL SCORES

TOTAL SCORE N %
-3 1 0.1
-2 4 0.4
-1 6 0.5
0 70 6.3
1 44 4.0
2 69 6.2
3 82 7.4
4 138 12.4
5 106 9.5
6 99 8.9
7 90 8.1
8 91 8.2
9 72 6.5
10 65 5.9
11 54 4.9
12 24 2.2
13 28 2.5
14 20 1.8
15 13 1.2
16 11 1.0
17 5 0.5
18 7 0.6
19 6 0.5

21 2 0.2
26 2 0.2
28 1 0.1




TABLE 5

COMPARISON OF SCORED CUSTODY LEVEL
AND FINAL CUSTODY LEVEL

FINAL CUSTODY LEVEL

MINIMUM MEDIUM MAXIMUM

MINIMUM 556 89 0 645 (58.1%)
COMPUTED
SCORED
CUSTODY MEDIUM 0 402 2 404 (36.4%)
LEVEL
MAXIMUM 0 0 61 61 (5.5%)
556 491

(50.1%) (44.2%) 63 (5.7%) 1,110(100.0%)



m ni mum cust ody were shifted to nedium custody. An unique finding
was that only two cases were over-ridden to maxi mum custody. This
point illustrates the staff's confidence in the instrunent.

The final distribution was: Mninmum 50.1 percent; Medium
44.2 percent, and Maxinmum 5.7 percent. (See Table 5.) These
figures reflect the initial custody |levels of new adm ssions to the
system they do not represent the average daily population of the
system W will estimate the inpact of this classification system
on the total prison population later in this report.

It was clear fromthese data that the classification staff was
confortable with the custody |evels based upon the Total Scores.
An over-ride was used for only 91 cases or 8.2 percent of the
saml e. The bulk of the over-rides were cases that scored as
M ni mum who were recommended for Medium custody (89).

This over-ride rate of 8.2 percent is within the optinal range
of 5-15 percent over-rides expected for an objective classification
system The observed rate of 8 percent is particularly good given
t hat nost departnents over-ride 30 to 35 percent of the cases
during the pilot test.

The data were exam ned to determ ne when and for whomthe
over-rides were recommended. Table 6 provides the staff's reasons
for over-riding the scored custody level. The staff's confidence
in the classification instrument was illustrated by their selection
of over-ride reasons. Nearly eighty percent of the over-rides (72,
79.1 percent) were generated by NJDOC adm nistrative regul ations

and st at ut es.
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TABLE 6

OVERRIDE REASONS

OVERRIDE REASON N %
Administrative/Statutory
Code 1. Maximum Custody - mandatory 22 24.2
minimum or
length of term
Code 2. Maximum Custody - pending 34 37.4
dispositions of
non-permissible
detainer or
open charge
Code 5. Permanent custody stop for Sex or
Arson
A. Max Only 5 5.5
Code 6. Max Custody, pending USNIS 11 12.1
response for interest
Subtotal 72 79.1
Discretionary
Code 9. Requires specialized treatment, 3 3.3
medical/psychological
Code 11. Classification Committee decision 14 15.4
against lower custody level
Code 12. Classification Committee decision 2 2.2
that inmate would be successful in
lower custody level
Subtotal 19 20.9
Total 91 100.0




C. Relationship between the Initial Cassification Itens and
Institutional M sconduct

At this point, the focus of the analysis shifted to how well
the instrument identified inmates that posed a risk to the safety
and security of the institutions. A prelimnary step of this
anal ysis was to exanine the types of institutional infractions
committed by the inmates. Listed in Table 7 are the types of
infractions commtted by our sanple of 1,110 innmates during the
first year of their incarceration. This list of 836 infractions
however, was generated by just a snmall percentage of the inmates
Only 326 cases or 29.4 percent of the total sanple had one or nore
institutional m sconduct report.

The majority of the infractions were nuisance or disruptive
behaviors rather than violence/threats to the safety and security
of the institutions. Di sruptive Behaviors -- drugs, weapons,
possessi on unauthorized itens, refuse order, and refuse to work --
constituted nearly half of the infractions (42.8 percent). The
most common infractions were "Refuse Order" (19.5 percent) and
"Refuse to Wrk" (13.0 percent). Violent/Aggressive infractions

constituted 24.3 percent of the infractions.*

D. Institutional Infractions by dassification Scoring Itens
To determine how well the respective itens and their

categories differentiated the inmates with no infractions from

% Violent/Aggressive infractions included: killing, assault,
gyghtlng, threats, sexual msconduct, riot/denmonstration, and set
ire.
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TABLE 7
NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
PRISON CLASSIFICATION STUDY
INSTITUTIONAL INFRACTIONS

TYPES OF INFRACTIONS N=836 %

Violent/Aggressive Behavior

Killing 1 0.1
Assault 55 6.6
Fighting 73 8.7
Threats 49 5.9
Sexual Misconduct 12 1.4
Riot/Demonstration 7 0.8
Set Fire 6 0.7
Subtotal 203 24.3

Disruptive Behavior

Drugs (Possession/Use) 20 2.4
Weapons 12 1.4
Possession of Unauthorized Items 54 6.5
Refuse Order 163 19.5
Refuse to Work 109 13.0
Subtotal 358 42.8

Nuisance Behavior

Obscene Language 30 3.6
Fail to Follow Rules 73 8.7
Being in Unauthorized Area 43 5.1
Disruptive Conduct 32 3.8
Theft/Fraud/Lie 26 3.1
Destroy Property 30 3.6
Community Release Violations 8 1.0
Other 33 3.9
Subtotal 275 32.9
TOTAL 836 100.0

4

Number and Percentage of Sample
with no infractions: 783 70.6

with at least one infraction: 326 29.4




those with one or nore infraction during this incarceration, we
conputed the percentage of inmates wth no institutional
infractions for each of the categories WwWthin the nine
classification items. These data are presented in Table 8.

Overall, the Custody Scale did an excellent job of identifying
the high risk/problematic inmates. Mre than eighty percent (81.1
percent) of the inmates classified as Mninmm custody did not have
any institutional infractions conpared to 62 percent of the Medium
Custody and 44 percent of the Maxi mum custody innates.

The "Severity of the Current Offense” (ltem No. 1) best
differentiated among the innates because the percentage of innates

without an infraction decreased as the severity of the current

convi ction increased. For exanple, 93 percent (93.3 percent) of
the inmates incarcerated for a Low Severity offense did not have
any institutional infractions; while did only 73.4 percent of those
incarcerated for a Low Mdderate offense and 70.6 percent, for -a
Mbderate of fense, etc.

|t appeared that a few of the categories wthin some of the
itens do not follow this expected pattern. Item No. 2, "Prior
Assaultive O fense H story," for exanple, suggested that inmates
with Hgh Severity prior offenses were less likely to be involved
in institutional msconduct than inmates with prior convictions of
Mbderate severity. These fluctuations are generally a function of
the small nunbers of inmates within some of the categories. For
exanple, only 30 inmates had a "Prior Assaultive O fense Hstory"

of moderate severity. The percentages of inmates with no

20



TABLE B

NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
PRISON CLASSIFICATION STUDY
INSTITUTIONAL INFRACTIONS BY CLASSIFICATION SCORING ITEMS

% WITH NO % WITH NO
SCORING ITEMS NA  INFRACTION SCORING ITEMS NA  INFRACTION
1. Severity of Current Offense’ 7. Current Detainer/open
Low 75 93.3 Charges
Low Moderate 598 73.4 None 597 73.2
Moderate 143 70.6 Misdemeanor 191 72.3
High 138 63.8 IAD - Misdemeanor 3 100.0
Highest 154  54.6 Felony 286 64.0
IAD - Felony 11 63.6
2. Prior Assaultive Offense 8. Prior Felony Convictions
History 938 71.5 None 451 72.3
None, Low, Low Moderate 42 59.5 One 230 71.3
Moderate 30 70.0 Two or More 414 68.4
High 67 61.2
Highest
3. Escape History+ 9. Stability Factors
No Escape or Attempts 1,049 70.8 Age .
Escape From Min. Over 1 Yr 8 100.0 Under 26 465 59.4
Escape From Min. Last Yr 7 28.6 26 to 38 444 74.6
Escape From Med./Violence 3 333 39 or older 200 88.0
Over 1 Yr
Escape From Med./Violence 2 50.0
Last Yr.
4. History of Institutional Education
Violence* 1,023 73.6 Finished High School or 405 72.3
None 38 5.3 GED 678 69.8
Violence, No Weapon or 8 0.0 Below High School
Injury
Violence, w/Weapon or
Injury
5. Balance of Term to Be Served’ Employment
Less Than 10 Yrs 1,017 71.2 Employed or Attend 201 73.1
10 to 20Yrs 52 71.1 School 883 70.2
More Than 20 Yrs 14 28.6 Unemployed
6. Alcohol/Drug Abuse Final Custody Level
None 358 71.5 Maximum 63 44.4
Moderate 149 60.4 Medium 491 62.1
Serious 598 72.4 Minimum 555 81.1

. p for Chi Square < 0.05

+ Escape is a rare occurrence, percentages displayed should be interpreted with caution.
AN This column represents the number of cases (N) within the respective categories. For example, the
current offense was of “Low Severity” for 75 inmates. (See Table 2.)



infractions may shift according to the behavior of one or two
i nmat es. Simlarly," "Escape Hstory," (ItemNo. 3) was a rare
event: these percentages should be interpreted with caution

Qur anal ysis suggested that the Stability Factor, "Current

Age" should be revised to better account for the behavior of
i nmat es between the ages of 26 and 38 years. Sixty-three percent
(63 percent) of the inmates age 26 or plus years did not have any
institutional 'infractions; Wwhile 77.1 percent of the inmates |ess
than 26 years had at l|least one institutional infraction. By
splitting the inmates over age 26 years into two categories, the
predictive power of the item increases. I'f the age groups are
redefined as 25 years or less, 26 to 38 years, and 39+ years, the
percentage of inmates with no infractions within the respective
categories are 59.4, 74.6, and 88.0, respectively.

ltemNo. 6, "Alcohol/Drug Abuse" did not differentiate the
i nmates who were involved in institutional msconduct fromthose
who were not. The data suggested that 72 percent of the innates
wi t hout a substance abuse problemas well as 72 percent of the
inmates with a "serious" substance abuse problem were not involved
in institutional m sconduct. In contrast, only 60 percent of the
inmates with "noderate" substance abuse problenms did not have any
institutional. msconduct reports. The failure of this itemto
differentiate anong the inmates was probably due to the quality of
the information used to score this item Inplied is the need for
a standardi zed instrunent for assessing the severity of the inmates

subst ance abuse probl em
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A second type of analysis examned the nean nunber of
infractions anong the inmates within the respective custody |evels.
This indicated that the average nunber of infractions anong innates
that scored minimum custody was .47, anong nedium 1.02; and anong
maxi mum cust ody inmates, 1.48 infractions. These differences were
statistically significant at the p ¢ .05 level. A conparison of
the nean nunber of infractions for the final custody levels, i.e.,
after consideration of the over-ride factors, revealed that the
staff's use of over-rides inproved the predictive ability of the
initial classification instrunent. As shown in Table 9, the
average nunber of infractions anong inmates with a Final Custody

| evel of mninmumwas .45; anong nmedium .94; and anong maxi mum

custody inmates, 1.43 infractions.

E. Step-wise Regression of the Initial Cassification Itens

The second step of the analysis to ascertain the predictive
power of the. initial classification instrument was a step-w se
regression of the initial classification itens to identify the
contribution of the individual itens to the total score. As shown
in Table 10, the nost inportant items were Current Detainer, Prior
Assaultive Offense History, Mst Serious Current Charge, and Nunber
of Prior Felony Convictions. Al items made statistically
significant contributions to the overall score. These results
indicated that the inmate's prior crimnal record and current
charge were the nost proninent factors determning the inmate's

initial classification score. The final score/classification |eve
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TABLE 9

DISCIPLINARY RATES
BY
CLASSIFICATION CUSTODY LEVELS

CLASSIFICATION LEVEL SCORED FINAL
% %-NONE % %-NONE
Maximum 1.48 42.6% 1.43 44.4%
Medium 1.02 60.4% .94 62.1%
Minimum 47 79.7% .45 81.1%




MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

TABLE 10

INDIVIDUAL SCORING ITEMS ON TOTAL SCORE

SCORING ITEMS R-SQUARE CUMULATIVE R-SQUARE
1. Current Detainer 272 272
2. Prior Assaultive Offense History .204 476
3. Current Offense .164 .640
4. Prior Felony Convictions 091 731
5. Alcohol/Drug Abuse .062 793
6. Age 26 and Above .056 .849
7. Balance of Time to Serve .039 .888
8. History of Institutional Violence .032 .920
9. High School Degree .014 .934
10. Escape History .011 .945
11. Employment .008 .953




was not determned by any one or two itens, but was the product of

several strong factors.

V. I NSTRUMENT  MODI FI CATI ON RECOVMVENDATI ONS

The results from the pilot test suggested just five
nodi fications to the prelininary initial classification process.

These recommendations are subject to the review and acceptance/

rejection by the NJDOC administration and d assification Task

Force. Listed below the recommendati ons made by NCCD

1. Revise the Current Age ofthe Stability Factors to have
three rather than two age groups.

This recomrendation is based on the statistical analyses
that indicated the original age groups did not have
significantly different rates of disciplinary reports.
Qur analyses indicated that the predictive power of the
iteminproved if the Current Age categories was redefined

as.
Current Age = Under 26, Points =0
Current Age = 26 - 38, Points = -2
Current Age = 39+, Points = -4
2. Identify standardized definitions or an instrument for
assessing the severity of the inmates' substance abuse
pr obl ens.

This recomendation is based upon the observation that
the "Al cohol /Drug Abuse" itemdid not differentiate the

inmates who were involved in institutional m sconduct
from those who were not. Previous institutional risk

assessnment studies have indicated that substance abuse is
a reliable predictor of institutional msconduct. ThUS,
the failure of these data to correlate wth ni sconduct
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suggested that the information used to score this item
was invalid and/or unreliable.

Increase the score from five to seven points for the
category, "Geater than 20 years to Serve" within Item
No. 5 -- "Balance of Termto be Served."

Because the cut-point between mninum and nedi um cust ody
is six points, a score of seven points on this category
wll ensure that inmates with very |long sentences will
not go inmmediately to mni num custody.

Carify the list of approved over-ride reasons and the
criteria required for use of an over-ride.

The O assification Commttee should be required to
specify why it believes an inmate will be nore successfu
at a higher or |ower custody |evel.

Significantly enhance the Departnment's conputer systemto

-capture the information needed for the classification
i nstruments.

The data collection process for the pilot test

illustrated a need for quality control checks to ensure
that the forms are conplete and correct. In addition,
prograns that capture the data and score the

classification itens would dramatically decrease the
wor kl oad of the classification staff.
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vi. IMPACT OF THE RECOVMENDED MODI FI CATIONS ON THE I NI TI AL
CLASSI FI CATI ON | NSTRUMENT.

Using the nodifications to the instrunents recomended above,
a series of analyses were conpleted in order to estimate the
inpacts of this initial classification instrument on the NJDOC
penal popul ation. Provided in Appendix E are the nodified Initia
Inmate Custody Cassification instrunent and sunmaries of the
anal yses of the revised instrunent. The findings indicate, for
exanple, that the nmean total score will not significantly change.
Wiile the nean total score fromthe original instrument was 6.4
points, the mean fromthe nodified instrument will be 6.2 points.

A second step-w se regression analyses indicated that the
modi fications' inmproved the over-all predictive power and bal ance
between the individual items of the instrument. If the results
from regression analysis in Appendix E are conpared with shown in
Table 10, we see that the contributions of both itenms, "Age" and

"Bal ance-of Tinme to Sense," increased.

VI1. PRQIECTED LENGIHS OF STAY AND THE AVERAGE DAILY POPULATI ON
The final issue addressed by the pilot test was the inpact of
the use of this instrument on the overall distribution of inmates
within the New Jersey penal facilities. Provided in Table 11 are
the estimates of the nunber of mninmum medium and nmaxi num cust ody
inmates that would make up the average daily popul ation (ADP). By
multiplying the estimated average |ength of stay (ALOS in nonths)

for each of the custody levels by the nunber of adm ssions per
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PROJECTED LENGTHS OF STAY AND ADP

SCORED AND FINAL CLASSIFICATION LEVELS

TABLE 11

BY

COMPUTED CLASSIFICATION LEVEL

CLASS LEVEL ADMISSIONS LOS ADP %
Minimum 643 16.7 mos. 895 39.%
Medium 404 27.3 mos. 919 40.6
Maximum 61 88.3 mos. 448 19.8
Total 1,108 24.5 mos. 2,263 100.0

FINAL CLASSIFICATION LEVEL

CLASS LEVEL ADMISSIONS LOS ADP %
Minimum 555 15.5 mos. 716 31.1
Medium 491 27.7 mos. 1,133 49.2
Maximum 63 86.4 mos. 454 19.7
Total 1,108 24.5 mos. 2,303 100.0




custody level, and then dividing by 12 nmonths, we arrived at the
estimated number of inmates within each of the custody |evels. For
exanpl e, among the 643 mninum custody inmates, the ALOS was 16.7
mont hs. This translated into 895 mini num custody inmates
(643*16.7/12 = 895 inmates/year). This calculation was repeated
for the medium and maxi num custody inmates. The distribution of
i nmates across the custody | evels based solely upon the scored
custody level was: mninmum 39.5 percent; nedium 40.6 percent; and
maxi num 19. 8 percent.

These cal cul ations were repeated using the final custody
|l evel s which included the staff's consideration of over-rides. The
results indicated that the percentage of m ni num custody inmates
decreased slightly (39.5 to 31.1 percent) while the percentage
medi um i ncreased from 40.6 percent to 49.2 percent. This estimate
is still unreliable because it does not take into consideration the
number of inmates in "special housing. "'

The last step in estimating the inpact of this classification
system on the NJDOC systemwas to conpare our estimates of the ADP
with the current ADP per custody level. This analysis requires
that we take into account the 11.3 percent of the ADP within
special housing. The results of these conputations are shown in
Table 12. The top portion of the table estimates the distribution
of inmates without consideration for over-rides and the bottom

half, custody levels after the use of over-rides. V& determned

> For the purposes of this report, .special  housing includes

inmtes assigned to disciplinary, admnistrative segregation,
protective custody, and pre-reception
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TABLE 12

CURRENT VS. PROJECTED
MALE INMATE CUSTODY LEVELS

PROJECTED
CUSTODY LEVEL CURRENT NO OVER-RIDES
N % N %
Maximum 10,210 56.4 3,188 17.6
Medium' NA NA 6,522 36.0
Minimum 5,856 323 6,341 35.1
Special Housing? 2,050 11.3 2,050 11.3
Totals 18,116 1000 | 18,118 100.0
PROJECTED
CUSTODY LEVEL CURRENT OVER-RIDES
N % N %
Maximum 10,210 56.4 3,170 17.5
Medium’ NA NA 7,899 43.6
Minimum 5,856 32.3 5,000 27.6
Special Housing® 2,050 11.3 2,050 11.3
Totals 18,116 100.0 18,119° 100.0

! The NJDOC does not separate medium from maximum custody inmates. Consequently, the
maximum custody population reflects both maximum and medium custody inmates.

? Reflects inmates assigned to disciplinary, administrative segregation, protective custody, and pre-
reception.

® The projected number of inmates (18,119) does not equal the current population because of
rounding.



that without consideration of overrides, that 35 percent of the ADP
woul d be minimum custody inmates. Consideration of the over-ride
factors woul d reduce the percentage of mnimm custody inmates to
28 percent.®

Across the United States, nmaxinmum security housing held 26
percent of all inmates; nedium security, 49 percent; and m ni num
security, 23 percent.” The final custody |evel distribution was
simlar to the national classification trends for nmedi um and
m ni num custody |evels. | f we conbined our estimates of the
percentage of inmates in maxi num custody (17.3 percent) and specia
housi ng (11. 3. percent), we would observe a "maxi mum custody | evel
of 28.6 percent which is very simlar to the national trend.

The results from these anal yses and our recommendations were
presented to the NJDOC and C assification Task Force. FEach of the
recommendations were approved. Wth the conpletion of this step
the NJDCC had conpleted the basis -- a credible, objective initia
classification instrument -- for a valid and reliable, and fair
classification system The next step was for the NIDOC to

i mpl ement the hew classification system

® The formula for calculating8these percentage was: 100% -

11. 3% special housi ng i nmates = 7% M ni num cust ody W out
overrides = 39.5% (from Tabl e 11)r . 88. W = 35, 1%7 Medi um cust ody
w out overrides = 40.6% (from Table 11 * % = 36.0% and
Maxi mum cust ody mlout overrldes = 19.8% (from Table 11) * 88.7% =
17.6% These cal cul ati ons were repeated using the percentages from
t he custody | evel s w over-rides.

" US Department of Justice. Bureau of Justice Statistics.
(1993). Survey of State Prison Inmates. 1991, Washington, D. C
U S. Governnent Printing O fice.
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VI1I. | MPLEMENTATI ON RESULTS

The New Jersey Departnment of Corrections inplenented the
(bj ective Gassification system on Tuesday, Decenber 6, 1994, with
the scoring and classification of all new offenders admtted to the
Departnent. For the first two weeks of Decenber, the initial
classification instrunent was used on all commtnents. Starting the
third week of Decenber, the reclassification instrument was
initiated for all technical parole violators. Through January 10,
1995, nore than 860 innmates have been classified with the initial
and reclassification instruments, including 704 initial decisions
and 158 reclassification decisions for parole violators. O the
total initial classification decisions, 215 or 31 percent were
assigned a custody level of mninum The override rate for the
initial classification instrument was 19 percent, with a total of
131 overrides. Mre than 82 percent of the overrides were non-
di scretionary' overrides due to Adnministrative Code (I
restrictions. The remaining 18 percent were due to discretionary
overrides of which nine percent were overrides upward (i.e., to a
hi gher custody |evel than scored) and nine percent were overrides
to a | ower custody |evel.

Wth regards to the reclassification instrument, 65 of the 158
cases were classified minimum (or 41 percent of the total). The
override rate for the reclassification instrunent was approxinately
23 percent of which two thirds (66 percent) were due to pending
char ges. Sunmary reports for the objective classification

assignnent and. tracking system (OCATS) are |ocated in Appendix F
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| X.  TRAI NI NG ORI ENTATI ON PROGRANMS

Prior to the inplementation of the objective classification
systemin Decenber, the Departnent initiated a conprehensive
orientation and training programto advise staff and inmates of the
system A departnent-wide orientation program was held at centra
office during the second week of Novenber for all Administrators,
Superintendents, and key classification personnel. An overview of
the objective. classification system was provided, and a training
manual and draft procedures were distributed and reviewed. During
the fourth week of Novenber, an orientation teamfrom centra
office visited each facility and held an additional one day
training program for all institutional departnent heads and
classification conmittee menbers. Training material, which was
distributed at the departnent-wide neeting, was xeroxed and
distributed to each person in attendance.

In addition to the department head orientation, classification
staff were required to attend a pre-inplenentation training and
orientation program Which was also held the fourth week of
Novenber .

The inmate population was advised of the objective
classification system through a directive signed by the
Conmmi ssioner (see Appendix Q. In addition, each superintendent has
been directed to advise the inmate popul ation through their
institutional orientation programand social work departnents of
the new objective classification system Lastly, arrangenents are

being made to incorporate the objective classification systeminto
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the institutional handbooks and the Departnent's Administrative

Code for official documentation of the system

X. NEXT STEPS

As of this time, the Departnent has successfully inplenented
the initial «classification system What follows are NCCD s
reconmmendations for continuing this work so that the entire system

becones operational and fully functional by the end of this year.

A, Conduct On-Site Audit of Initial Cassification System

In February, NCCD will conduct a two day on-site audit of the
initial classification system at the DOC reception center. This
audit wll consist of observing the classification process and
meeting with classification staff for purposes of identifying any
potential problens that need to be corrected. Dr. James Austin
wi |l conduct this audit and issue a brief report summarizing his

observations and any reconmmendati ons.

B. Inplenentation of the Reclassification |nstrunent

Once the initial classification has been successfully audited,
the DOC nust 'direct its full attention to inplenentation of the
recl assification conponent. A draft instrument has been devel oped
by the DOC (see Appendix H). However, that instrument should
undergo a linited pilot test at selected institutions to verify its

functionality with staff and the initial classification process.
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The DOC has devel oped the follow ng inplenmentation plan that should
be launched imediately:

During the first quarter of 1995, ~ the Department will
inpl ement the reclassification instrunent at the Albert C. \agner
YCF, which is a 1,400 bed medium security institution with nmultiple
security |evels. The field testing of the reclassification
instrument at that site will result in a conprehensive analysis for
i npl ementation systemwi de. The field test of the VWagner Facility
is expected to be conpleted by the end of March. After that date,
the Department W Il inplenment the reclassification instrunent at
the follow ng institutions:

Southern State Correctional Facility
Bayside State Prison

Mount ai nview Youth Correctional Facility

Garden State Reception and Youth Correctional
Facility

Md-State Correction Facility
Riverfront State Prison
Northern State Prison

East Jersey State Prison

Trenton State Prison

10. County Assistance Unit

The inpl enentation plan was based upon two prinmary factors,
including: 1). Prioritization of institutions which are nmedium
security with large mninum custody units assigned to them and 2).

Equi prent installation and tel e-comunication issues.
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At the present tine, the Department is anticipating a system
wi de conpl etion date of Decenber 1996, the date indicated in the
original grant application. However, every effort will be nade to

i npl enent the system as soon as possible.

C. Inplenentation of an (bjective dassification System for
Female | nmates.

Once the initial and reclassification instruments are
compl etely operational at all of the adult male facilities, the DOC
shoul d develop a plan to inplement the systemat the Edna Mahan
Correctional Facility for Wnen (EMCF). In as nuch as there is
only one institution for wonen in the state and it is primarily a
m ni mum security institution (Wth only a limted maxi mum medi um
security conmponent), the DOC should conplete the systemw de
inpl enentation for adult nmales in order to inprove the reception
classification, and assignment process, reduce the adult nale
backlog in the county jails and cut operating costs.

The DOC should field test both the initial and reclass
instruments at the EMCF in order to insure that there is no
disparity between the results of male and female versions of the
instruments, particularly in relation to disciplinary infractions.
Policy and Planning staff are cognizant of the need to field test
the instruments prior to inplenmentation of the systemfor female
comm tnents and NCCD has agreed to provide technical support to do

the statistical analysis.
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D. Integration of the Objective Cassification System into
the DOC's S/36 CM S

In preparation for the inplenentation of the objective
classification system the Ofice of Policy and Planning devel oped
an offender classification and assignnent tracking system ( OCATS)

The OCATS systemis a stand-al one PC based conputer system which

monitors the initial classification decisions of the Inter-

I nstitutional Cassification Conmttee. I ncluded in the
i nformation provided by the OCATS System are basic characteristics
of the offender, the scoring of each itemon the classification
instrument, the recomrended custody |evel, the final custody
decision, and any overrides utilized.

The systemwas field tested in Cctober and installed in
Novenber in preparation of the Decenber inplenentation. The
reports derived from the system include the results of custody
assignments, the extent and utilization of overrides, nmanagenent
reports for nonitoring staff caseload coding, and operational
reports to establish transfer and transportation schedul es. As
indicated previously, exanples of the OCATS nanagenent output
reports are provided in Appendix F.

The OCATS System will be installed in each of the Department's
10 major adult institutions in order to track reclassification
decisions as well. Personal Conputers have been purchased for the
OCATS System for each institution, and software nodifications have
been devel oped in order to process and monitor reclassification

decisions on the institutional |evel.
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Despite the developnent of the OCATS system to track
classification decisions, the Departnent has been unable to secure
funding or support for conplete integration of the objective
classification system into its S/ 36 Correctional Minagenment
I nformation System (CMS). Because of the inability to integrate
the objective classification systemwth CMS, there will be
extensive and redundant data entry effort on part of institutional
staff to maintain both the OCATS and the CM S Systens. Simlarly,
the Departnment wll not be able to easily audit the initia
classification and/or the reclassification decisions because the
OCATS System does not include inter and intra institutional housing
assi gnnents, transfers and discharges in its data base. As a
result, the long termnonitoring of the classification results can
now only be done on an on-line and random basis through S/ 36
i ndividual record inquiry access, rather than on a conprehensive
institution by institution or housing unit by housing unit basis.

It is critical that the Departnent receive additional funding
to replace the existing S/36 Systemwi th a new conputer system
which wll conpletely support the objective classification
appl i cation. Such automation would include creating separate
initial and reclassification nodul es or subsystems. Wthin these
modul es, all of the data elements contained on the classification
forms woul d be part of the data base and autonatically generated
fromexisting infornmation on file (whenever possible). Edits woul d
be programed to allow for as nuch conputerized scoring as

possible. Furthermore, there is the need to develop a series of
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managenent/nonitoring reports SO that the system can be eval uated
on a daily basis. For automation of classification to occur, the
current DOC information system needs to be conpletely upgraded in
terms of its hardware and software configurations.

Presently, the Ofice of Policy and Planning is in the process
of designing the user requirements for a new system and have
incorporated the objective classification application into its
design. Prelimnary cost estimates indicate that the repl acement
of the ten year old CMS will approximate $5-6 mllion (software
and hardware). NCCD strongly recommends that every effort be nade
by the Department, the Ofice of Managenent and Budget, and the

Legislature to support the devel opment of a new conputer system
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Task Force Members Charlotte Blackwell, Superintendent
Edna Mahan Correctional Facility for Women
Donald Zelinski, Deputy Director Clinton, NJ

Division of Operations
Voorhees Building ]
Project Team Members

Stan Repko. Director ) .

Office of Policy, and Planning Lisa Bisconte

Cubberly Building Bureau of CICS
Cubberly Building

William A. Cashel, Assistant Chief

Bureau of CICS Dave Levay

Cubberly Building Bureau of MIS
Cubberly Building

Donald Van Nostrand. Administrator

Policy Analysis & Planning Richard Caporusso
Cubberly Building GSR& YCF
Yardville
Jm Adkins. Chief
Bureau of MIS Cheryl Johnson
Cubberly Building A.C. Wagner YCF
Bordentown
Howard Beyer, Deputy Director .
Division of Operations Richard Salvatore
Voorhees Building Edna Mahan Correctional Facility
Clinton
Donald E. Lewis, Superintendent
Riverfront State Prison William A. Cashel, Assistant Chief
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Cubberly Building
Robert Edmiston, Superintendent
Southern State Correctional Facility
Delmont, NJ

Jeffery J. Bums, Administrator

Garden State Reception and Youth Correctional
Facility

Yardville. NJ

Lawrence Ashton. Sr., Associate Administrator
Bayside State Prison
Leesburg, NJ

Dr. Doug Gerardi. Assistant Superintendent
Garden State Reception and Youth Correctional
Facility

Yardville, NJ

Joseph Butler, Superintendent
Albert C. Wagner Youth Correctional Facility
Bordentown, NJ






APPENDI X B
Initial Cassification |Instrunent,
Security Designation Levels,

and Custody Designations






N.J. DEPARIMENI U CURREUIITUND
INITIAL INMATE CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION

DATE: October 5, 1993

NAME: NUMBER: AGE: RACE:
COMMITTEE: CHAIRMAN: INST: REVIEW {£:
SCORER: SIGNATURE: INST ASSIGNMT:

1. SEVERITY OF CURRENT OFFENSE
(Refer to the Severity of Offense Scale. Score the most serious
offense if there are multiple convictions.)

Low ......... tsevestasassscsceecsacstocss e cecesesenrreseana
Low Moderate ....ceecceee cessssecesscsssecns eeesecsrssetncs
MOGEYaAte «cvvccececessecososssonccsacccsasssssssssassnassosscsncs

High @ © 5 5 6 6 © 6 0 06 66060 8 C OO ST O B O T OGO SSRGS LSO OL P PES SO LN NS0

AN O

Highest © # 6 5 5 0608 85 06085006600 0 5 08P O 00080400 SC e s E Lol

Score
2. PRIOR ASSAULTIVE OFFENSE HISTORY
(Score the most severe in inmate's history. Refer to the Severity
of Offense Scale.)

None, Low, or Low Moderate ........ cesescans P ¢

Moderate ....... e csecenean . 2

High ......... ceseasen cesseacaccea ceassaa ceesasseneers vescea 4

Highest ....... ceeesrseae Ceesecesessessssancanna S -1 N
Score

3. ESCAPE HISTORY (Rate last 3 years of incarceration)
No escapes or attempts (or no prior incarcerations) ....... 0
An escape or attempt from minimum or community custody, no
actual or threatened violence:
OVer 1 Year AQO ..occeveessscsnccsscascsssscascses 1
Within the last year ............ tescsscscnns cess 3
An escape or attempt from medium or above custody, or an
escape from mininmum or community custody with actual or
threatened violence:
OVer 1 YEAr @GO ..ceececonsncsccasasascsasssssnsse O
Within the last Year ....c.ccccceecsvecosccocsces 7
Score
4. HISTORY OF INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE
(Jail or Prison, code most serious within last five
years of incarceration.)
NONE vt veveveecncscasacsossssccscscsnassosancscsososnsssnnsssscs O
Violence not involving use of a weapon or resulting in
serious iNJury ....c.cccceccecanes ceeesanns 'eeoesesescsncass 3
Violence involving use of a weapon and/or result in serious

injury © 6 06 0 8 8 8088 60086 00 50660 060608 @@ Ce0 6 0006050005060 0600500000000 7

Score
MAX CUSTODY SCORE (Add items 1 through 4)
(If score is 10 or above, inmate should be assigned to
MAX CUSTODY, complete items 5 through 9 for MIS purposes
only. 1If score is under 10, include'items S though 9 to
determine Total Custody Score.)
MAX CUSTODY

SCORE



NAME: NUMBER: DATE: October S, 1993

5. BALANCE OF TERM TO BE SERVED TO EXPIRATION OF SENTENCE

Less than 10 years ....cccecessscccsccscane tecsconecsaaaanse 0
10 tO 20 YEArS t.ciecsnccescasscacccosscncsssoacsccncsss eee 3
Greater than 20 YEArS ...c.ccceccncesccscccccancncncons ceeee 5
Score
6. ALCOHOL/DRUG ABUSE
None ....cceceee seeeecens B L R IR ceeeasecannn 0
Moderate ....... eesesaeceseaas cesenenen s e s esceaanseanosvas 1
SEriouUs ...cceeececnsas ctsecsssesecccsnase c ettt srccereeaeeanan 3
Score
7. CURRENT DETAINER/OPEN CHARGES
NONe ..cevevcnccensocas cesesecsccsssssasan ceeceecsenas ceeeen 0
Misdemeanor detainer/Open charge ......... Ciecesessennn cess 1
IAD initiated - misdemeanor ........... et eeasesesseseeann 3
Felony detainer/Open charge ........ccccoeeeccececccncconns 4
IAD initiated = felOonYy ...cieieeeenniecrecnonanscsacccsscnas 6
Score
8. PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS
NONEe ..cevveeecnnccecacns et e s easscacccs s s e asenas e ane 0
One ...ceeee e s es e s e s e s s s s s e ssesseas et ..........’...t--.-.LZ
TWO O MOre ..coeeees. ceescssscscssssesccecersasaneessr o .. 4
Score
9. STABILITY FACTORS
AE 26 OF OVEE .cccocccssesacscscncsasssncssossssccsascesces™
Scor
High school diploma or GED received ................. e !
' Score
Employed or attending school (full or part-time for six
months or longer at time of arrest ............cciiceeann .~1
Score
MAXIMUM/MEDIUM/MINIMUM CUSTODY SCORE (Items 5 through 9)
MAXIMUM/MEDIUM/MINIMUM SCALE: +
Maximum Custody ...cccccceces..... 15 and above MAX
Medium Custody ....cececcceecscess 7 to 14 CUSTODY SC(
Minimum Custody ...ccceccecoccccce 6 or less .
TOTAL
CUSTODY SC(
CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION OVERRIDE JUSTIFICATION
1. OVERRIDE CODE (See override reference index) [ ]

After entering override code, utilize comments section
to record all pertinent data relative to override.

COMMENTS:

2. Rule exemption requested: Yes No
Explain (include NJAC cite exempted from)

PSI Available PSI Not Available



SL-li
COMMUNITY

Community housing
Residential construction
No spaclat security festures
24 hour on-site staff

sL=i
MINIMUM

Individual rooms or dorms
Commerclal grade door
hacdware

Exterior wall construction

may be commarcial or residential
grade

Line of demarcation designating
unlt boundatiss fsss 00
Inmates)

24 hour on-site Corr. Officer
coverage

Housing may consist of single,
double or multiple occupancy
Centrally located officer watch
station/post in fiving area

Medium grade security hardware/
Goors coni,

Bolted from exterlor or from officer

Exterlor wall construction must

urhty reinforced

A vehicular sally port

Double fence with razor ribbon

In between and/or single fence

wilh Intrusion detection system with
Intermittent perimeter maobile patrol
Towers occupied intermitisntly

i avaiiavie

24 hour continuous on-slte Corr.

PAMinar an aana
vniLei coveiage

» 20 11 walls with many

NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
SECURITY DESIGNATION LEVELS (PROPOSED)

SL-Iv
MAXIMUM

Housing consisis of single, doubdle
ot mulliple occupancy cells or dorms
QOtticer watch station/post located

n the living area

High grade secutily hardwars and 80018,

coniroiied exiernaiiy {manuaiiy) or
electronically from Officer watch
sition

Exterior walls teinforced construction;
d gun towaers

24 hours per doy and razor riddon
omplacemenis or double fencing with
inrusion deviccs

A manned vehicular sally port

A metal detection system which an
ihmate muss pass 10 go from one pan
of the fucility 1o unother

24 hout continuous on-site Corr.

F o Y | TP O,
wvhicei CoOveiage

Housing consisis of singte ceils

A secure €onlral booth with manually
conuolled (ocking mechanism of
femote siactroncally coniolied sysism
Security hardware and cell doors must
be high grade with food passes ang
electronic locks
Exigiior walls reinloiced Constiuchan;
20 ft walls with manned gun towats
24 hours per day and 220t nbbon
omplacemenis or double 1entuiy wiih
Mhusion detechon devices

An ormed vehicular 9ally pot

24 howr coninuous on -sue Con
Qtlices covesags



NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
CUSTODY DESIGNATIONS (PROPOSED)

September 8, 1993

I COMMUNITY MINIMUM MEDIUM MAXIMUM CLOSE
DAY MOVEMENT Unrestricted except for Unrestricted except for Under staff observation All normal movemen! unescorted Escorted only; two-on-one
. job/program activites Job/program activities . but obsarved by staff In full restraints
Metal detector system utilized

NIGHT MOVEMENT  Unrestricted except for Unrestricted except for Under staff observation . Escorted or check—oulcheck-In Only on order of Watch

job/program activides Job/program ectivities basis Commander and on escorted

basis; two-on-onae in full

SUPERVISION Periodic as sppropriate Supenised in groups by an Frequent and direct Always observed and supervised restraints

to circumstances of work unamed officer or checked observation by staft .

or sctivities avery hour 4
LEAVE THE Daily and unescorted. Under supendsion. Under ammed supension Armmed two-on-one Armmed two-on-one
INSTITUTION Eligible for fuloughs Bligible for fudoughs escort, and In full restraints escort, and In full restraints.

Not eligitie for tudoughs Not eligitie for futoughs
ACCESS TO Unrestricted, including Inside unit perimeter All inside the perimeter Selected programs and Selected cell aclivity
PROGRAMS all community based and selecled community actvitios Inside the only of In Immodiale
’ programs/activites based programs and perimeter housing/celiblock area
activities
ACCESS TO JOBS  Unresticted Inside and outside the All Inside the perimeter Only day jobs inside the None
unit perimeter perimeter

MEAL MOVEMENT  Unrestricted Under staff observation Controlled and supervised Controlled and supervised Fed in cefl or on the cefl tlock

DEFINITIONS:;

CONTROLLED MOVEMENT: Performed under constant staff observation and direction, usually on a check—out/check -in basis.
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O fense Severity Scale






NEW JERSEY STATE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

BUREAU OF CORRECTIONAL INFORMATION AND CLASSIFICATION SERVICES

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SCALE

HIGHEST

Murder lst degree 2C:11-3

Aggravated Manslaughter lst degree 2C:11-4

Aggravated Assault 2nd degree 2C:12-1(b)

Kidnapping 2C:13

Aggravated Sexual Assault 1st degree 2C:14-2(a)

Escape 2nd degree 2C:29-5

Robbery 1st degree 2C:15-1

Leader of Narcotics Trafficking Network 2C:35-3
Persistent Offender/Professional Criminal 2C:44-3(a)(b)
Carjacking lst degree 2C:15-2

HIGH -

CDS Offenses lst degree 2C:35

Manslaughter 2nd degree 2C:11-4

Criminal Restraint 2C:13-2

Criminal Coercion 3rd degree 2C:13-5

Sexual Assault 2nd degree 2C:14-2(b)

Aggravated Criminal Sexual Contact 3rd degree 2C:14-3(A)

Aggravated Arson & Other Property Offenses lst & 2nd degree 2C:17
Escape 3rd degree 2C:29-5

Robbery 2nd degree 2C:15-1

Racketeering lst degree 2C:41

Offenses Against the Family, Children, & Incompetents 2nd degree 2C:24
Kidnapping 2nd degree/Endangering the Welfare of a Child 2nd degree 2C:13

MODERATE

Aggravated Assault, Reckless Endangerment; Terroristic Threats 3rd degree
2C:12-1 to 2C:12-3

Offenses Against Public Order, Health & Decency 3rd degree 2C:40

CDS Offenses 2nd degree 2C:35

Racketeering 2nd degree 2C:41

Burglary 2nd degree 2C:18-2

Theft Offense 2nd degree 2C:20

Forgery & Fraudulent Practices 2nd degree 2C:21

Offenses Against the FPamily, Children, & Incompetents 3rd degree 2C:24
Bribery & Corrupt Influences 2nd degree 2C:27

Perjury & Other Falsification in Official Matters 2nd degree 2C:28
Misconduct in Office 2nd degree 2C:30

Firearms & Weapons Offenses 2nd degree 2C:39

Interference with Castody 2nd degree 2C:13-4

Endangering the Welfare of a Child 3rd degree 2C:24-4

Revised 9/10/93



LOW MODERATE

Of f enses Against Public Oder, Health & Decency 4th degree 2C 40
CDS O fenses 3rd degree 2C: 35

Ai ding Suicide 2nd degree 2C|1-6

Aggravated Assault, Reckless Endangerment; Terroristic Threats 4th degree
2C. 12-1 to 2C 12-3

Criminal Sexual Contact 4th degree 2C 14-3

Arson & Other Property Offenses 3rd degree 2C. 17

Burglary 3rd degree 2C: 18-2

Theft Offense 3rd degree 2C: 20

Forgery & Fraudulent Practices 3rd degree 2C. 21

O fenses Against the Famly, Children, & Inconpetents 4th degree 2C 24
Bribery & Corrupt Influences 3rd degree 2c:27

Perjury & Other Falsification in Oficial Matters 3rd degree 2C 28
Gbstructing Governmental Cperations 3rd degree 2C: 29

M sconduct in Office 3rd degree 2C: 30

Public Indecency 3rd degree 2C: 34

Ganbling Offenses 3rd degree 2C: 37

Firearms & Weapons Offenses 3rd degree 2C: 39

Stal king 4th degree 2C 12-10

Crimnal Restraint 3rd degree 2C 13-2

Interference with Custody 4th degree 2C 13-4

Lewdness 4th degree & Disorderly Person 2C: 14-4

Death by Auto 3rd degree 2C.I1-5

Low

Crinminal Coercion 4th degree 2C 13-5

Aiding Suicide 4th degree 2C11-6

Arson & Other Property Ofenses 4th degree 2C. 17
Theft O fenses 4th degree 2C: 20

Forgery & Fraudulent Practices 4th degree 2C 21
Bribery & Corrupt Influences 4th degree 2C: 27
Perjury & OQther Falsification in Official Mitters 4th degree 2C. 28
Qbstructing Covernmental Operations 4th degree 2C. 29
Public Indecency 4th degree 2C 34

Ganbling O fenses 4th degree 2C: 37

Firearms & Wapons O fenses 4th degree 2C. 39

CDS O fenses 4th degree 2C: 35

O her Ofenses Relating to Public Safety 2C 40
Crinminal Trespassing 4th degree 2C 18-3

** Al disorderly persons offenses considered LOV

Revi sed 9/10/93



The New Jersey Administrative Code Title 10A:9 prohibits a reduction in custody at this
time based on:

Code 1.

Code 2.

Code 3.

Code 4.

Code 5A
or 5B.

- Code 6.

Code 7.

Code 8.

Code 9.

Code 10.

Code 11.

Code 12.

Maxi mum cust ody, due nmandatory mninmum or length of term
Authority: 10A:9-4.6(c) (e) (f) (g) (i)

Maxi mum cust ody pending disposition of non-perm ssible detainer or open charge
Aut hority: 10A:9-4.6 (k) (1)

Maxi mum Cust ody, escape history

Aut hority: | QA 9-4.6(m 3

Maxi mum cust ody, escape history, 2 yrs. or 5 yrs.

Authority 10A:9-4.6(m .l and .2

Permanent custody stop for Sex or Arson, A=Max Only - B=GM Only
Authority: 1OA'9-4.7 and 4.8

Maxi mum cust ody, pending USINS response for interest.

Refer to |1 CC for discussion (i.e., keep separates, notoriety of offense,
medi cal, psych., etc.)

Protective Custody, Voluntary or Admnistrative
Requires Specialized Treatnent, Medical/Psych
Has pending disciplinary infraction

The Cdassification Commttee has serious doubt that inmate will be successful
in lower custody at this tine for the follow ng reason(s):

Aut hority: 10A:9-4.5(a)

Field Account of the offense

Prior crimnal record

Previ ous incarcerations

Correctional facility adjustment

Reports from professional and custody staff

O any reason which in the opinion of the I.1.C C, Superintendent or |.CC.:
Rel ates to the best interests of the inmate

Rel ates to the safe orderly operation of the Department or correctional
facility

Rel ates to the safety of the comunity or public at large

Classification Commttee feels that this inmte would be successful in a |ower
than indicated custody level at this tine.

Revi sed 10/ 4/93



* b I * * *

. 001
. 003
. 151
. 201
. 251
. 252
. 202

. 002
. 005

. 155
. 004
. 050

Killing

VI OLENT DI SCI PLI NARY | NFRACTI ONS

Assaul ting any person with a weapon

Setting a fire
Possession or introduction of an explosive,

Ri oting

Encouraging others to Riot

Possess

ion or

I ntroduction of a QGun,

or unauthorized tool.
Assaul ting Any Person.
Threatening another with bodily harmor with any offense against his person or

his pro

perty.

Adul teration of any food or drink
Fi ghting with another person

Sexual

Assaul t

Fi rearm Weapon, Sharpened |nstrunent,

Revi sed 9/10/93

i ncendiary device or any ammunition.
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NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

1982 ADULT MALE ADMISSIONS BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
NEW COURT COMMITMENTS — TECHNICAL PAROLE VIOLATORS EXCLUDED

AT ADMISSION;]

L 4 % .
17 and under <) < 1% MINS: # %
18~-20 1.014 13% 18 mths or less 548 7%
21 -22 1,093 14% 18 mths 436 5%
R -24 950 12% 2yrs 467 6%
25 -27 1,150 14% 3yrs 603 8%
28 - 30 1,016 13% 4 yrs 282 4%
31 -33 760 10% Syrs 198 %
34-36 597 8% 6—9yrs 132 2%
37-39 a7 5% 10yrs 44 1%
40 — 44 458 6% 11— 14 yrs 19 < 1%
45 — 49 242 3% 1Syrs 18 < 1%
50 - 54 100 1% 16 — 19yrs 8 < 1%
§5 - 59 63 1% 20 — 24 yrs 13 < 1%
60 - 64 34 < 1% 25 — 29 yrs 6 < 1%
65+ 30 <1% 30 yrs 33 < 1%
TOTAL 7.955 100% 30+ yrs 24 <1%
N SUBTOTAL 2,841 86%
ACE/ETANICITYE
# %
Black 4,827 81% NO MINS:
While 1.587 -20% 1—-2yrs 296 4%
Hispanic 1,515 19% 3yrs 1,489 18%
Other 23 < 1% ' 4 yrs 1,340 17%
Uncoded 3 < 1% 5yrs 1,062 13%
TOTAL 7.955 100% 6yrs 143 2%
. 7yrs 334 4%
OSESERIOUS:DERENSE 8-9yrs 134 2%
VIOLENT: % 10yrs 146 2%
Murder/Manstaughter 225 3% 11 - 14yrs 64 1%
Robbery 912 1% 16 yrs 55 1%
Sexual Assaull 357 4% 16 ~ 20 yrs 32 < 1%
Kidnapping 29 < 1% 20+ yrs 14 < 1%
Assanit 621 8% Life 2 <1%
Other Sexual Offenses 48 1% Uncoded 3 <1%
Other Vioient Offenses 78 1% SUBTOTAL 5,114 64%
TOTAL VIOLENT 2,270 29%
TOTAL 7,955 100%
PROPERTY:
Burglary ' 796 10%
Larceny/Thefl 355 4%
Rec Stolen Property 237 3%
Fraud/Forgery 33 < 1%
Arson 56 1%
Other Property 30 < 1%
TOTAL PROPERTY 1,507 19%
DRUGS:
Distribution 3,374 42%
Possession 268 5%
TOTAL DRUGS 3,742 47%
PUBLIC ORDER:
Weapons 191 2%
Escape 40 1%
Other Pubtic Order 205 3%
TOTAL PUBLIC ORD 436 5%

TJOTAL 7,958 100%
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N.J. DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS o
INITIAL INMATE CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION |

DATE!
NANEB! NUMBER: AGE: RACE!
COMMITTEE: CHATIRMAN: INST: REVIEW #1:
SCORER: _ SIGNATURE: INST ASSEIGNMT:

1. SEVERITY OF CURRENT OFFENSE ’
(Refer to the Severity of Offense Scale. Score the most serious
offense if thera are multiple convictions,)
I‘ow ..0000".."..00..'.'..'."'.l'I"O.‘..COOQOO.O'OQQQQQQQ
Low MOderat‘ TR EEREEEEEEEEEE R N It IR BT BN BN N A AR B I RN I B I B B B I B B R O )
MOderat. ¢4 e P8 800 00 9 0 0080000 606000008 *P 80PNt cnocs PR N

High EEEEREEEEEEEEEEFEEE e ar BE R BERE BU BB L 2R BN L I 2 B0 2R LA S BB 2N ] P e O e s el e

ASENMFD

Highest ¢ 80 200 0% 000000V PRB SO b uwoe C e 0 e PR P PO ENOOO s eVt

Eoore
2. PRIOR ASBAULTIVE OFFENSE RKISTORY

(Score the most gevere in inmate's history. Refer to the Soverity
of Offense Scale.) '
None, Low, or Low Moderate .......... R R R R R
Moderate "'.l."..i.l.lt“..OO..I."ll.‘.l..‘...tioi.‘.‘ltt

Hiqh 2 5 9 0 0 8 8 €0 08 060 06 008 % ag ¢ s QP TR U GOS0 0 0o 4 ¢ 0 04680 ¢ ¢ o0 v arvveoa

&N O

Highest VAR EEEFNFENEEEEEEENEE N B I B B A B RS LA SN 2 B BN B A BN BN BCEC N Y BN N LI B A BN )
. Bcore
3. ESCAPE HIBTORY (Rate last 3 Years of incarceration) ‘
No escapes or attempts (or no prior lncarcerations) ....... ©
An escape or attempt f{ror minimum or community custody, no
actual or threatened violance:
Oover 1 y'ar ago T S 988 08808 000 sr et retooessscscsaece 1
¥ithin the last YBAY cseesessecccacotstssssnssnce 3
An escape or attempt from mediun or above custody, or an
escape from minimum or community custody with actual or
threatened violence:
Over 1 yeat ago e 98 06680000t ecscccssscsgssroosioac 5

within the la't year $ 589000 caP I TIB VY SIOGOLEoesone o0 7
Score
4. HIBTORY OF IKSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE : ,
(Jail ar Prison, code most serious within last five
years of incarceration.)
NO“B 6 2 6 860660 8¢9 eT 98800 V0 S 68800080500 000eErIT0Ottsncscnve YRR X 0
Violence not involving use of a weapen or resulting in
sarious in’ury 080 800 8060v0o0 000006000000 sososevancustscnssand 3
Violence invelving use of a weapon and/or result in serious .
injury AR EEEEEEEEEEEEE XY w i O B B B BE R 2 N B BN B B BE B BN BN BE BN B RE BN N B U N I J
Score
NAX CUSTODY BCORE (Add items 1 through 4)
(If score is 10 or above, inmate should be assigned to
MAX CUSTODY, complete items § through 9 for MIS purposes
only. If score is under 10, include items 5 though 9 to
determine Total Custody Score.) ‘
MAX CUSTODY
SCORE

(Revised 03/31/94)



NAME: | ~ NUMBER: DATE:

8. BALANCE OF TERK T0 BE SERVED T0 BXRIRATION OF SENTENCE
Leas than 10 yaarn ~oo--ooooanoo¢00¢-000oo'ooono-o'-o.oooo.ooo 0
10 to 20 ycar‘ q.co-ol0ooococtloooocoaooaononoco.-ocoooooco 3 .
Groater than 20 year® c..icesesscsrssssccccccecces ceceoos cea 7
Scora
6. ALCONOL/DRUG ABUSE
None 9 6 06 8 &6 8 8 9 08 s .0..“'l...'........'.l.'..l..0-..0‘0‘dl‘ o
Modorata .'.l..-vooh"'Q...'Q'..QOOQ'.".O.'CQCQI..I...O.... 1
83!'10\18 68 0 4 0 ¢ 0 8 0000 s o0 € ¢ 8 @ 8 8 68009 T T TP I OY OO OOV POTE SIS 3
8core
7. CURRENT DETAINER/OPEN CHARGRS
NO!‘!G .on.ootltvn.lcov..hccl.llc.l.ooon-loooo-.-oq-o........ o
Hisdemeanor detainer/Oan Ch.rg° 00080 L10C 00T EOLOILIILGEROGLEOGIEOSTTS 1
IAD initiatad ‘miﬂd‘maanor et s 08880000 ce s e T |
Felony dotainer/Open charge ......cecceeereanocerorncesises 4
IAD initiated - fElONY tsecsrvcoccrenscsccncens R
: Soore
8. PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS
None l...l...l.q.ll.."‘.l..‘d...l. 0000000000000000000 T e« 0 0 o
on‘ T EEEEEEEEEE Y ey By AR SR BE 2R 2 2 DL L L BL IR B A R B I B I I S WS I ) ) 2
TWO O MOX@ st evctaccasns cessasanse P
* 8oore
9. S8TABILITY FACTORS
Under 26 ...."""""'......'......"'.-..I..Q.Q..Q 000000 o
26-3s ..".‘l.'!".l.l.l.l..l'......!.'.'-QO00 ......... .-2
39 Or Oldtr ll.q.il“‘...OO...GI..O..QGJ-OOOO-o-000!.......-‘
Soore
High school diploma or GED received ..... chedsatetiareaenne™)
Score
Employed or attending school (full or part-time for six -
months or longer at time of arrest .......civvveveencenns a1
. gScore
MAXIMUM/MEDIUN/MINIMUM CUSTODY SCORE (Items S through 9)
MAXIMUM/MEDIUM/MINIMUM SCALE: +
Maximum CuStOdyY ....-+s+0.000s00s5 15 and above MAX
Medium CuBtody ccvvetsscnasssees 7 to 14 CUSTODY SCORI
Mintmum CUSLOAY «cccesesresressses 6 OF loSE - '
TOTAL

CUSTODY SCOR!
CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION OVERRIDE JUSTIFICATION

1. OVERRIDE CODE (See overrids reference index) ) { )
After entering override code, utilize comments section —

to record all pertinent data relative to override.

COMMENTS ¢
2. Rule exenption reguested! Yes Ro
Explain (include NJAC cite exempted from) _

m——

Reports Used: ____ PSI CCH PROMIS GAVEL III ____ OBCIS



NUMERIC SCORES OF NEW JERSEY DOC
MODIFIED INITIAL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

APPENDIX E.1

SCORING ITEM MEAN MEDIAN
1. Severity of Current Offense 2.1 |
2. Prior Assaultive Offense 0.6 0
History
3. History of Escape 0.1 0
4, History of Institutional 0.2 0
Violence
5. Balance of Time to Serve 0.2 0
6. Alcohol/Drug Abuse 1.8 3
7. Current Detainer 1.3 0
8. Prior Felony Convictions 1.9 2
9. Age -1.3 -2
10. High School Diploma -0.4 0
11. Employment -0.2 0
Total Score 6.2 6




TABLE E.2

COMPUTED CLASSIFICATION TOTAL SCORES
MODIFIED INITIAL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

TOTAL SCORE N %
-4 1 0.1
-3 1 0.1
-2 5 0.5

11 1.0

0 69 6.2
1 43 3.9
2 80 7.2
3 84 7.6
4 137 12.4
5 116 10.5
6 97 8.7
7 88 7.9
8 94 8.5
9 66 6.0
10 55 5.0
11 46 4.1
12 27 2.4
13 25 2.3
14 20 1.8
15 12 11
16 8 0.7
17 5 0.5
18 6 0.5
19 5 0.5
20 2 0.2
21 3 0.3
26 1 0.1
28 2 0.2




MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E.3

INDIVIDUAL SCORING ITEMS ON TOTAL SCORE

SCORING ITEMS R-SQUARE CUMULATIVE R-SQUARE
1. Current Detainer. .260 .260
2. Current Offense .199 .459
3. Prior Assaultive Offense History 167 .626
4. Prior Felony Convictions .082 .708
5. Age .093 .800
6. Alcohol/Drug Abuse .075 .875
7. Balance of Time to Serve .053 .928
8. History of Institutional Violence .037 .965
9. High School Degree .014 .980
10. Escape History .013 .992
11. Employment .008 1.00
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OCATS System Reports

Initial and Reclass Statistical Reports






01/11/9%

MINIMUM
MEDIUM
MAX I1MUM

TOTALS

CUSTODY LEVEL SCORED

N
1é
342

(13

704

0.45
0.49
0.07

OCATS: INITIAL DECISIONS. TOIAL

STATISTICAL TABULATION OF CUSTODY ASSIGNMENTS
FROM 11/01/%4 TO 01/10/95

CUSTODY LEVEL ASSIGNED

N
215
436

51

702

122C OVERRIDES

L7

Pagr



OCATS: INITIAL DECISION OVERRIDES"

IDE CASE

FROM 11/01 94 TO 01/10/95
01/11/95 Page
$ OF ¥ WITHIN
OVERRIDE NUMBER CASES OVERRIDES
01 22 0.03 0.17
02 36 0.05 0.27
03 0 0.00 0.00
04 0 0.00 0.00
06 20 0.03 0.1S
07 1 0.00 0.01
08 1 0.00 0.01
09 0 0.00 0.00
10 0 0.00 0.00
11 13 0.02 0.10
12 12 0.02 0.09
SA 12 0.02 0.09
SB 14 0.02 0.11
TOTALS 131 0.19

TOTAL NUMBER OF CASES REVIEWED = 704



01/11/9%

MINTMUM
MEDIUM
MAX TMUM

OCATS: RECLASS DECISIONS TOTAL
STATISTICAL TABULATION OF CUSTODY ASSIGNMENTS

FROM 11/01/94 7O 01/10/9%

CUSTODY LEVEL SCORED CUSTODY LEVEL ASSI1GNED

N 3 N L}
" 0.6) 65 0.41
“ 0.28 78 .49
18 .09 13 c.08

158 1.00 156 0.99

11CC OVERRIDES

L]

32
2
3

37

]

0.32
0.08

0.20

0.23

Page



OCATS: RECLASS DECISION OVERRIDES

IDE CASES
FROM 11/01 94 TO 01/10/95
01/11/95 Page
¥ OF % WITHIN
OVERRIDE NUMBER CASES OVERRIDES
01 0 0.00 0.00
02 25 0.16 0.68
03 0 0.00 0.00
04 0 0.00 0.00
06 2 0.01 0.05
07 0 0.00 0.00
0 0 0.00 0.00
09 0 0.00 0.00
10 0 0.00 0.00
11 4 0.03 0.11
12 3 0.02 c.08
5A 1 0.01 0.03
SB 2 0.01 0.05
TOTALS 37 0.23

TOTAL NUMBER OF CASES REVIEWED = 158
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TO:

DT:

RE:

DEPARTMENT OF COR
INTER-OFFICE CO

DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S OFFIcE.
POLICY AND E‘Zﬁﬁn%%‘*

Administrators/Superintendents
Youth and Prison Complex
Division of Operation

Howard L. Beyef‘é{?_,
Assistant Commissibne
Division of Operations

November 23, 19954

Objective Classification

Please see that the attached memorandum from Commissioner
Fauver is posted on your inmate bulletin board and see that
it is available in your law libraries. In addition, please
see that the contents of letter is discussed with your
Prisoners Representative Committee (PRC).

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

HLB:RDE :mmr
Attachment

¢ Commissioner Fauver
Chief of Staff Hiltomn
Directors (3) - Division of Operations






State of Nefs Jersey

DePARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
WHITTLESEY ROAD

CN 863
TrentON NJ 08625-0863
CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN WitLiam H. FAUVER
Governor ' : November 22, 1994 ' Commissioner

ALL CONCERNED

FR: william H. Fauv,
bComissioner,(g,? M//{

SUBJECT: Objective Classification System

-
o]

-~

Please be advised that, effective December 6, 1994, the
Department of Corrections will implement an Objective
Classification System for all offenders appearing before
the Inter-Institutional Classification Committee (IICC)
for their initial classification. All inmates received
subsequent to that date will be classified utilizing this
new system.

An Objective Classification system utilizes a weighted,
and scored evaluation form which measures selected
criteria such as current offense, history of violence,
detainers and other associated factors. Scoring instru-
ments have been developed for both the initial classifi-
cation and reclassification process and have been
certified by a nationally recognized criminal justice
research organization.

Upon successful implementation of the Objective Classifi-
cation System for the initial decision, the system will
be expanded throughout the Department until all institu-
tions are operaticnal. We expect all institutions to be
fully converted to the new system within twenty-four
months or no later then December 1996.

The implementation of this system will ensure impartial
designation of custody status for the inmate population
and will enhance uniformity and standardization of the

classification process throughout each institution in the
Department.

Neie Jersev Is An Eaual Opportunity Emplover o Privied on R-cueled and Recuclable Paper



TO

ALL  CONCERNED

In order to provide detailed information to the inmate
popul ation, a designated institutional coordinator wll
be neeting with the Prisoners Representative Conmttee
at your respective institution.Information regarding
the bjective Cassification System will also be provided
at Oientation,and eventually wll be included in the

i nmat e handbook and Title 10:A.

Any questions you may have should be directed to your
social worker or through your institutional Prisoners
Representative Conmmttee.Your anticipated cooperation
regarding this endeavor is genuinely appreciated.

VWHF: SR: sfc



APPENDI X H

Draft Reclassification |nstrunent






N.J. DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS CRAU-007
OBJECTIVE CLASSIFICATION SCORING PROCESS RECLASS INSTRUMENT

DATE:
NAME: - NUMBER: AGE: ___  RACE:
COMMITTEE: CHATRMAN: INST: REVIEW #:
CUSTODY STATUS AT TIME OF REVIEW: CUSTODY STATUS ASSIGNED:

SCORER: SIGNATURE:

1. SEVERITY OF CURRENT OFFENSE
(Refer to the Severity of Offense Scale. Score the most serious
offense if there are multiple convictions.)

Low & Low Moderate ....... cecseacescsacos T ¢
MOBECIALE .+ ecoesececocossassossossososssssanscsssasocs cecesecsessase 2
High ....cccveececacons cesecssesnesne cecesesesccsansecencess 4
Highest .....cc.c000..n tecsesecns cencese cessecescecncsenene .. 6

. Score
2. PRIOR ASSAULTIVE OFFENSE HISTORY
(Score the most severe in inmate's history. Refer to the Severity
of Offense Scale.)
None, Low, or Low Moderate ........cccccescecccatnnccccccsce 1]
MOHETALE .« veceeeesencaossescssosasasssssssosssosnsssascssccscsansse 2
High ..iciveeeecneccenccnccccense cessenas cesecesessesscncccces 4
HIQhESE ..vvvvvoeececocacasacnonscassssscsscscosscsccnoansss 6
Score

3. HISTORY OF INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE 3
(Jail or Prison, code most serious within last five
years.)
NOME .vcccecocooncocassesscsacssassscscsesoscasessssscssssasnsas O
Violeiice not involving use of 2 weapon or resulting in
Serious INJUry cceeceecececacccsnsacns |
Violence involving use of a weapon and/or result in serious
injury or death .......cceceeeeeccccccscscrascncccccnnccncns 7
Score |

4. ESCAPE HISTORY (Rate last 3 years of incarceration)
No escapes or attempts (or no prior incarcerations) ....... 0
An escape or attempt from minimum or community custody, no
actual or threatened violence:
OVer 1 YEAr Ag0 ..cccceecssccncscscssscccncssssocns 1
Within the last Year ........cccceceeccocccacscsecs 3
An escape or attempt from medium or above custody, or an
escape from minimum or community custody with actual or
threatened violence:
OVEr 1 YEAT BG0 «cccsveseccccccscsnsssassccaassas B
Within the laSt YeAr ......cceccccscvceccsccaccccae 7

SUBTOTAL PAGE 1

tom il Al Y IR A IO AN



‘ NAA‘.‘E.S : NUMBER: VAL

5. NUMBER OF DISCIPLINARY REPORTS .

None in last 18 months .......... Seesesans cees s et eeeaaen -3

None in last 12 MONtRS ....tieeticiesennoncecercnnanancnaea=2

None in last 6 MONtRS ....ciierieceeccetecennonoenaancanns -1

One in last 6 MONtNS ....ccveicoccecsecncnccsacccaccsanacs O

Two or more in last 12 months ......cciieieeeccccacerneee. 4

Score

6. MOST SEVERE DISCIPLINARY INFRACTION RECEIVED (Within last 18

months. Refer to Infraction Severity Index.)

NONE ...covescocans teeesescesesaesasssssscesesaaeen e cest e
JlOW .+ cceecscsssscsossoccs teesseseccsesssssssccenacesnosnceas .
LOW MOUETrALE ..ccccrcesesvsosassasssssnosastsscssnsacsoscscss .
Moderate ...c.rveceocccacse e e cecensessssssssosesaesnsaas ceee
High ..veeeeeeccncns eeseeeeecescscstrecs s eantseens seaaens
Highest ......cv.0.. teesseesessseseasneecscecessses e sann
- Score
7. CURRENT DETAINER/OPEN CHARGES
NONE ..ccovsescoccscnas sessecsassasasesnen ceecesaceononne O ¢
Misdemeanor detainer/Open charge .........cceceveevecccccncs 1
IAD initiated - misdemeanor .......ceccevscctascrcancacrans 3
Felony detainer/Open charge ..........cccccceeccecccaccnnnn 4
IAD initiated = felONY ...ccececsocecosccannoossocsanaansane 6

SUhww e o

Score
8. AGE
UNAEL ©6 . veveveconsssecsecsassssssssasssssscsscssaacsseassss 0
26 - 38 T 4
39 aNA O01A@Y .. coeceoccscsasosssascscscsccssosnssasonsoesses —
Score

9. BALANCE OF TERM ON PED
O LO 3 YEArS ....cccecesscsccscnscccsncscnscascscccoccccns .. 0O
3 tO 5 YEALS .c.vcvecssccscccsoscrscscsccssascnsosccosscsccns .- 1
5 O 10 YEArS «ccecevesccccccsroscncscscrosncsscscsssccaonocs 3
OVer 10 YEArS .cccevecssscsscscrosccsscccsscsnscacscccons veee 7
Score
10.PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
No Participation ........ ceeessacaccscccscacones cessens .o
Completed Program e eeeesesccesnestrsassesssessesssasasnnses™3
ACLIVE . vieeeeeeeocacasanoosesscccssessssosssscssssscscsaccacs
Program Waiting List .....cccceecnieaeanen.. cceetcracenanes -1
Score

MAXIMUM/MEDIUM/MINIMUM SCALE: : SUBTOTAL PAGE 2
Maximum Custody......l15 and above
Medium Custody....... 7 to 14 SUBTOTAL PAGE 1
Minimum Custody...... 6 or less
TOTAL CUSTODY SCORE

——————
--—--------------—------—------------—---—----------------——------—-------—

CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION OVERRIDE JUSTIFICATION
1. OVERRIDE CODE (See override reference index) ( ]
After entering override code, utilize comments section
to record all pertinent data relative to override.

COMMENTS:

2. Rule exemption requested: Yes No
Explain (include NJAC cite exempted from)

Reports Used: CCH 111 Promis Gavel System 36

——



