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INTRODUCTION 

The American Justice Institute,alo~g with t;h;e National ;Council on :Crime . 

and DelinqLlency, has recently completed ," national! survey of screening and classi

fication in criminal justice. Sponsored by the Na~iol1al In~,~itL!te of Corrections,' 

theyear-10l19 survey assessed the curren~ 'state-ofl-the-art i~ the d~sign: and utili-
. " I·. 

zation of classlfication tools for decision-making;. The present volume 'contains 
a portion of those findings. 

. : 

In building a data base, National S4rVey'staff made over 350 telephone 

contacts with classification experts, reiearch organizations, and jUstice system 

agencies. These contacts combined with +exteMi~e review qf the existing litera

ture reveal is recent trend toward formali!zing offender classVication, establishing 

mor:e explicit criteria for screening deci;sions, ,an~ sh'ifting iemphasis fr~m subjec-
. " I '! 

. tive judgements to reliance on standardizledins7ruments in t~e classification and 

decision-making process. For the purpos, of thiS!studY~ "instruments" are defined 

as written forms which contain a fixed sejt of Weigrted .. ,cri~eria that are: combined 

i~to ~n oVeral1offe~der'~umm~ry score. tCOns~d:rar0n..~:O~.tn~js score in t~e classi
flcatlon process asslsts JlIstlce system p'ractlE~oner:l::;,Tn maklng more conslstent 

~ , ~ "<~;"(! .... : .; '. . .,. • .-..1\: .... ,. 

and uniform classification decisions. F~miJ~j'drexamples of instruments include: 

1. Vera Scale: used~~~' classify t~e eligibility of pre:trial defendants 
I 

for release ,on own; recognizance; 

, 
2. Base Expectancy Tables: used tp screen offenders f;or risk of recidivism; 

., 
: 3. Federal Parole Guideline,s: used~ to reduce disparity, in parole-release 

J , J ' 

decision~. , I 
I 

Though these examples emphasize d'~ff~rent criteri~ anlj ~ere created' for differ

ent purposes, they all serve'to .structure! the clasJification process so that result-
' , I , , 

ing decisions becbme more obj~ctive, uniform, and potentially replicable. Among 

the survey's 350+ primary contacts, proje~tstaff identified ;105 sites whe.re instru-
. . ',1,1\:." t 

ments, as defined, appear.ed to be used. 'J-xcluded from consideration were sites 

n'ot usi n9 instruments, sites usinginstr~Mehts mai~ly f9 r· program plac~ment(since 
the survey's research charter eXPlid~ly'~Xc1udedi:Qj~'gnostic classifi~atio'n), and 

-1-
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sites using instruments duplicated elsewhere. Thus, the 105 identified sites 
are those we believed to be using unique classification instruments and r~late\l 

procedures. 
Nationa'\ survey staff made considerable efforts to ensure that the study 

systematically sampled different geographical regions and different levels of 
jurisdiction. However, the survey dq~s not claim to be statistically represent
ative of the overall population of cl~ssification programs in the U.S., n6r even 
of the more restricted population of programs that use instruments. Although 
staff contacted a broad distribution of agencies using classification tools, 
limited resources' made it impossible to reach all such programs. Moreover, since 
the total population of classification programs is at present unknown, standard 
research methods such as random 'or quota sampling Were not used. Nevertheless, 
the purpose of the survey was to describe the current variety (some would 'say 
similarity) of appr'oaches and techniques in the field of criminal justice classi
fication, and this we believe has been achieved. 

The national survey also selected agencies that represent different decision 
points in the criminal justice system. A "decis~on point" is defined for the 
purpose of this study as a juncture in the criminal justice system where decisions 
are made which affect the path of an individual through, or out of, the system. 
These points include pretrial release and diversion, sentencing, institutional 
custody level, parole release, and parole/probation supervision level. 

The results of our study have been organized with the practitioner specifi
cally in mind. Accordingly, findings are categorized by decision point; material 
pertaining to each of four decision points has been grouped together in a separate 
volume or "Sourcebook." Each of these Sourcebooks addresses one of the following 
types of classification: 

1. Pretrial Release 
2. Sentencing and Parole Release 
3. Institutional Custody 
4. Probation/Parole Supervision 

This approach should help practitioners to quickly and easily locate information 

pertinent to their field. A fifth volume is devoted to general information. It 
contains a review of the classification lite'rature, a bibliography, discuss'ion of 
research methods, and the data collection forms used in the study. 

-2-
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The state-of-the-art summaries, site visits, and telephone interview sum
maries have been written by different authors. Consequently, the individual 
components of the Sourcebooks may differ somewhat stylistically. We chose to 
emphasize accuracy of content, rather ~han conSistency of style; the various 
research staff who collected the information and best understood the on~site 
operations were assigned the task of writing the summaries and reports. 

The Sourcebooks are divided into three main sections: (1) State-of-the-Art 
Summar'y, (2) Site Reports, and (3) Telephone Interview Summaries. The last blo 

sections include descriptions of instrument us~ge in specific agencies, and 
copies of the instrument(s) used by that agency. The State-of-the-Art Summary 
describes current classification instruments and practices that are employed at 
the decision point assessed by each Sourcebook. The Summary is essentially a 
synthesis and evaluation of the findings gen~rated, by the site visits, telephone 
interviews, and literature review. It also includes recommendations about devel
opment and implementation of classification instruments at the respective deci
sion points. 

Section II of the Sourcebook, the Site Visit Reports, provides th~ reader 
with an in-depth look at currently used instruments, and how they operate in 
specific agencies. On the basis of the 105 telephone interviews, survey staff 

selected 22 locations that ~mployed 25 distinct instruments for more intensive 
study through on-site observati OilS and i ntervi ews. Hati ona 1 survey staff , usually 
working in pairs, spent from two to four days at each site. During these visits, 
an effort was made to observe the classification system in operation, to inter
view as many people as possible who use or who are affected by the:process, ~nd· 
to collect research results and statistics on the use of the instrument. A 
detailed interview protocol developed by staff (see Research Volume) was used 
while on site in o'rder to ensure complete and consistent data collect,ion. The 
form was not ~lways rigidly followed, however, in order to allow for spontaneous 

. comments and other advantages gained by a flexib.le interview approach. Informa
tion was obtained under general headings as follows: 

• Agency Characteristics 
• Decision Points Involved 
• Sys tern F10\'I 
• ,Caseload Characteristics. 

• Research and Develop~ent of. the I~strument 
• Instrument Implementation 

-3-
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0 Formal Instrument Characteristics 
.. Screening Process 

• Decision Process . 
fI Review Process 
0 Res!Jl ts and Impact 
a Pol i cy Issues 

The third section of the Sourcebook, the Telephone Interview Summaries, 
contains succinct, one or two page description~ of agencies and the'ir use of 
classification tools. In contrast to the in-depth analysis of the site reports, 
the telephone summaries present brief overviews. of classification techniques 
used by specific agencies. Agencies contacted were identified by staff through 
published reports discovered during the literature review, and through leads 
from consultants and practitioners. The agencies thus identified were contacted, 
interviewed when appropriate (i.e., if they were using operational instruments), 
and then used as a source of referrals to other jurisdictions. Our assumption 
was that a relatively inclusive sample of agencies had been obtained when leads 
uncovered in this manner' referred llS back to agencies previously contacted. 

'-
The agencies interviewed were sent a pre-interview notice describing the 

survey objective and the kinds of questions that vJOuld be asked. Telephone 
interviews were then held by appointment using the interview questionnaire given 
in the Research Volume. Each interview l~sted from 30 to 90 minutes 5 depending 
upon the complexity of t,he classification system in question. t.lost interviews 
were with a single respondent although several calls involved two or more agency 
representatives. In each case~ information was obtained under the following 
general headings: 

• 
\J) 

.. 
• 
II 

• 
• 

Identification of Respondents 
Use of Screening Instrument 
Automatic Selection Criteria 
Characteristics of Screening Instrument 
Administration of the, Instruments 
Results and Effects of the Instrument 
Accessibility for Site Visit and Referrals 

"'4-
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The Sourcebook materi a 1 s we r'e sent for veri fi cati on to the agency s ta ff 
who were originally contacted during site visits and telephone interviews. 
During this verification process we learned that 34 oj the telephone interview 
sites are not using classification instruments according to our definition, so 
we dropped them from the ~tudY sample. Some of these excluded sites are using 
lists of criteria without any weights or total scores, and others are not using 
any formalized criteria at all. The agencies remaining in the sample after the 
verification process provided us with'updated information and statistics, cleared 
up any apparent misunderstandings, or approved·the initial ~rafts as written. 

We will now turn to the State-of-the-Art Summary describing current issues and 
practices specifi,c to the llse of instruments i'n probation/parole level of super
vision decisions. 

-5-
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Introduction 

PROBATION AND PAROLE SUPERVISION 
STATE-OF-THE-ART 

Unlike decision-making at other pojnts in criminal justice processing, 
decisions regarding appropriate level of probation/parole supervision typi
cally are made without the aid of formal classification instruments. l Where 
such tools are used, they frequently lack sophistication and research support. 
There are exceptions however. In some jurisdictions effective classification 
instruments are now in use, and interest in their development and use else
where is growing. 

The 23 probation/parole agencies listed in Table 1 are those sites contacted 
and interviewed by the national survey team. (The list does not include all 
probation/parole agencies in the country that use instruments.) Agencies using 
instruments for supervision-level decisions are found at all levels of govern
ment, in all areas of the country, and in both urban and rural jurisdictions. 
Agencies of all kinds and sizes report that they find these instruments to be 
of value. For example$ both the Federal Probation Office in Portland, Oregon, 
which screens about 20 individuals per month, and the state system in Missouri, 
which classifies 5,500 clients monthly, report satisfactory experiences with 
instruments. 

The use of classification systems with a local researcn base, however, does 
seem to be limited to large departments. Jurisdictions with small caseloads 
generally do not invest in on-site research, preferring to develop instruments 
intuitively or to borrow them from other locations. Limited personnel and finan
cial resources undoubtedly contribute to the lack of on-site research in smaller 
agencies. 

Instrument Development and Use 

The overriding motive behind the development and use of instruments in 

1. For purposes of this study, lIinstruments" are defined as written foY'ms con
taining a fixed set pf weighted criteria that are combined into an overall 
summary score for Use in offender classification, More detailed descriptions 
of instruments and classification procedures are presented in the site visit 
and telephone interview reports later in this Sourcebook., 

-6-
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Table '1 

23 AGENCIES INCLUDED IN SURVEY 

Sites Visited b~ Surve~ Team 

Sacramento, California tederal Probation/Parole Office 
Kane County, Illinois Diagnostic Center 
Philadelphia County Probation Department 
Wisconsin State Bureau of Communi~y Corrections 

Sites Surveyed by TeleQhone 

Alameda County, California Probation Department 
Marin County, California Probation Department 
~1onterey County, California Probation Department 
Santa Clara County, California Probation Department 
Connecticut State Department of Adult ProbaUon 
Washington, D.C. Federal Probation/Parole Office 
Washington, D.C. District of, Columbia Superior Court 
Atlanta, Georgia Federal Probation/ParQle Office 
Illinois 16th Circuit Court Probation Section 
Iowa State Bureau of Community Correctional SerVices 
Hennepin County, Minnesota Court Services 
St. Louis County, Missouri Community Services 
Missouri State Board of Probation and Parole 
New York State Division of Probation 
Suffolk County, New York Department of Probation 
Multnomah County, Oregon Probation Department 
Portland, Oregon Federal Probation/Parole Office 
Seattle, Washington Municipal Probation Service 
Seattle, Washington Federal Probation/Parole Office 

. . 

Probation 
SUQervision 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

I !, t 
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Parole 
SUQervision 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Federal 
Level 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

State Local 
Level Level 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X, 
X . i 

X 
X 

X 
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probation/parole field s"pervtsion is the desire to optimize the allocation of 
resources. The large caseloads typical of most departments preclude intensive 
supervision of all probationers. Some form of classification invariably occurs 
in order to separate those who will receive maximum attention from those who 
will not. In the process, most agencies attempt to identify both those indivi
duals most in need of surveillance/services and those who can get along with 
less, but identification of the former generally is emphasized. Weights and. 
cut-off scores are adjusted to minimize the possibility that a person classified' 
as a low risk actually will get into further trouble. Political considerations,of 
course, also influence policy decisions to be.conservative,that is to concentrate 
error on the side of mislabeling low risk individuals as moderate or high risk. 
Concern for public opinion and community protection means that services may be 
provided for those who do not need it, but rarely is minimum service offered to 

those in need of maximum care. 
A second, related motive for the use of formal instruments in classification 

decisions derives from the belief that a structured screening process will permit 
more accurate, consistent, and equitable decision-making. Through the use of 
instruments, agencies hope to minimize the bias inherent in the subjective judgments 
of various decision-makers. In practice, greater objectivity can lead to 
more accurate decisions, but it almost certainly will increase decision consist
ency. Also, even though the same decision ~ight have been reached without the 
aid of a formal instrument, a decision made on the basis of established guidelines 
applicable to all is likely to be viewed as more just and equitable. 

Instruments have served to promote confidence in decisions in other arenas as 
well. In Wisconsin, for example, the legislature held up funds for new probation 
officers pending the development of an adequate plan. Information obtained through 
the use of case screening instruments demonstrated the need for additional officers 
in a way that was much more impressive than subjectiv~ assessments would have been. 
While not by itself a rationale for instrument development, the contribution of 
such tools to statistical evaluation may be useful in many contexts. 

In developing an instrument for use in level-of-supervision decisions, many 
agencies have simply adopted instruments used in other jurisdictions, sometimes 
with slight modifications. Instruments commonly "borrowed ll in this manner include 
the Client Analysis Scale developed for use in Missouri, Wisconsin's Case Manage
ment System, the California Base Expectancy instrument, and the Base Expectancy 
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form created by the Federal Probation/Parole Office 1.-n Portland, Oregon. About 
44% of the instruments used by agencies in the survey sample w.ere borrowed from 
other jurisdictions. 

About 26% of the agencies surveyed had developed their own instruments through 
a local research program. In some cases, these instruments are variations of in
struments developed elsewhere. For example, the IIU.S. DC 75," used by the Federal 
Probation/Parole Office in Washington, D.C., sprang from a series of validity 
tests in which non-predictive variables from the California BE 6lA were eliminated 
and other variables were added. (Ongoing validation research is also underway.) 
Other locally developed instruments that seem to have been particularly well re
ceived include those created for use in the states of Missouri and Wisconsin. 

About 30% of the agencies surveyed had developed their own instruments, but 
had not based them on local research. In such cases, instruments used elsewhere 
are reviewed, and those elements deemed appropriate for local use are· selected 
for inclusion in the instrument. Both the variables and their weights thus are 
developed subjectively in accordance with local priorities and policy considera

tions. 

Of course, even where instruments are based on resear~h, policy issues may be 
important in their development. In some cases, variables found to be predictive 
of risk are excluded from instruments for legal or moral reasons (e.g., race) or 
because they are difficult to score at point of intake. In other instances, 
weights are added to variables in order to reflect community values. For example, 
Wisconsin adds weight beyond that empirically prescribed for individuals convicted 
of an assaultive offense. The added weight is responsive to community fears of 
assaultive incidents involving probationers. 

Sample instruments were obtained from 21 of the 23 agencies surveyed. Table 2 
lists all those variables that appear on at least two instruments and the total 
number of instruments in which each variable was included. Generally, those vari
ables that appear most commonly (e.g., employment status) also are given greater 
weight in tabulating an offender's summary score. Those that appear less frequently 
(e.g., annual income) typically receive less weight. 

• 
The guidelines for scoring variables· differ from one agency to another. As a 

case in point, some classification instruments define drug/alcohol involvement 
quite specifically (any arr~st in the last two years for drug or alcohol abuse), 
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Table 2 
VARIABLES USED MOST FREQUENTLY ON 21 SAMPLE INSTRUMENTS 
Variable 

Employment/Educational Status 
Drug/Alcohol Involvement 

Number of Instruments Using Variable 

while other agencies allow the officer completing the instrument broad 
discretion 1.n assessi.ng the exte,nt of drug/alcohol i.nvolvemen't from official 
reports and interview responses. ' In some cases, offi'cer ~pinion,is solicited 

directly or indirectly. Seven instruments include variables labeled lIattitude,1I 
"amenability," or IIresponsibility," which are discretionary categories calling 
for professional (but subjective) judgment. Eight other instrurnents' contain 
specific variable's, such asllsubjective opinion ll or IIsubjective impresslon, II 

that seek officer opinion of the risk posed by the client or the appropriate 
level o'f supervision. 

Family/Social Factors 

Number or Type of Prior Convictions 

Number of Prior Arrests/Arrest Free Period 
Education Level Achieved 

Bad Checks, Forgery, or Burgl ary Hi story 
Assaul ti ve Offense Hi stol"Y 
Prior Commitments/Incarcerations 

Number of Prior Supervision Periods o~ Revocations 
Emotional Disturbance/Mental Health P~oblems 
Subjective Opinion of Scorer as to Risk/Needs of Client 
Attitude/AmenabilitY/Responsibility 
Age of Client 

Stability of Residence/Address Changes 
Family Criminal Record 

Specific Category for Assessment of Client Needs 
Nature of Current Offense 

'Nature of First Arnest or Conviction 
Financial Management Problems 
Juveni le Record 

Aliases Used by Client 
Physical Health 
Annual Income 
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With few exceptions, the instruments reviewed are designed to p'roduce only 
information relevant to risk of recidivism. Exceptions include Iowa, New York, 
and Wiseons'in, where client needs receive equal consideration, 'and Multnomah 
County',' Oregon, where primary emphasis is on stability in the communi~y. 

Instrument Administration 

Most of the instruments in the sample are completed by probation officers, 
typically using information obtained from both official records and an interview. 
Officers complete an initial form e1ther as part of a presentence investigation 
or, m6re commonlj, at probation intake. Most agencies subsequently complete forms 
at regular intervals for the purpose of reclassification. In all cases, officers 
total the p~ints and consider the resulting summary point score in the level-of
supervision decision. 

The extent to which the summary score determines the supervision decision 
,varies with local policy and faith in the instrument. SUffolk County (Long Island, 
New York), St. Louis County (Missouri), and Monterey County (California) report 
that instrument results are very rarely overruled. Most other agencies indicate 
that instrument results are overruled by a probation officer (with approval of a 
supervisor) in !5 to 10% of the cases .. Survey respondents stated that overrulings 
occur when factors such as emotional disturbance indjcate a need for special super
visio~lthat is ~ot reflected in the instrumen~ results. In on~ jurisdiction, the 
New York State ~~vision of Probation (Albany), instr~ment results reportedly are 
overruled at lea,st half of the time, apparently because of staff resistance to the 
instrument a~d c~se classificatio~ procedure. 
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In all jurisdictions offenders are involved in the screeni~g process since 
their interview responses are used as a part of the decision criteria. The 

Suffol k County PY'obati,on Department and the Iowa Parole Bureau routinely inform 
offenders that a level-of-supervi;~ion decision is being made and identify the 
var'jables and weights used in the process. These two agencies also notify offenders 
of the results of classification. In no other j~risdiction, however, are offenders 
informed that screening is taking place, nor are they formally advised of the 
results. 

No jurisdiction surveyed allows offenders to appeal the classification decision 
or to initiate a re-classification hearing. (This is not surprising, since offen
ders generally are not informed--and so may not be aware--that they are being classi
fied or re-classified.) Re-classification occurs routinely at six-month to one-year 
intervals, or as determined appropriate by the probation officer and supervisor. 

Impact of Instrument Use 

Few of the instruments reviewed have been evaluated. Of the 23 agencies sur
veyed, nine have research underway, but results are now available for only four. 2 

In all four cases, validation studies have shown the instruments to be sufficiently 
valid to satisfy local purposes. Unfortunately, much research assessing the im
pact of instruments on caseloads is methodologically suspect. Study designs gener
ally have not controlled for confounding variables that might have caused the ob
served changes. Assessments of predictive accuracy have also been confounded in 
some cases by the fact that those classified at the same level of risk have received 
different levels of supervision. 

Regardless of research quality, studies generally report a sh'lft toward assign
ing more individuals to lower levels of supervision since the introduction of instru
ments. This finding is supported by the subjective impressions of agency staff. 
Of the 23 agencies in the survey sample, over half report that caseloads have shifted 
significantly toward lower levels of super.vision. Although most agencies had observed 
few other changes since the introduction of instruments, one suggested that the in
strument had created a common vocabulary that aids in ,case discussions, and three 

\~ 
], 

2. Federal Probation/Parole, Washington, D.C.;' Suffolk County Probation, New 
York; Wisconsin Department of Corrections; and Philadelphia Probation Department. 
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indicated that instrument use has helped to expedite the screening process. 

With few exceptions, agencies using instruments report that staff are generally 

satisfied with the procedure. There are some complaints about vagueness of 

definitions and insensitivity of the instrument to offe"nder needs believed to 
be significant in case outcomes. Most agencies reported initial staff resist-
ance to implementation of instruments, which gradually dissipated with time. 

Special Issues 

Jurisdictions in the process of developing or refining their screening pro
cedures can learn from the collective experience of agencies that are already 
using classification instruments. Several areas in which problems have occurred 
or may arise in the future are briefly noted below: legal issues; the need for 

research; staff resistance to instrument use; non-risk factors in decision-making; 
and the low predictive power of classification instruments. 

Legal Issues. Although none of the agencies surveyed reported legal 
challenges to their classification procedures, there are a number of areas 
in which legal problems could arise. Most agenci-es have ignored the possible 
legal ramifications of classific?tion for assignment to supervision level, 
apparently because the impact of such assignment is believed to be benign. 
Yet assignment to intensive supervision may increase the likelihood of proba
tion/parole revocation, and certainly increased supervision could be viewed 
negatively as surveillance, rather than positively as service. Assuming that 
services do make a 'difference to offenders, equal gccess to service could be
come a legal issue. 

The accuracy of classification instruments also could be challenged. 
Unless an instrument has been validated--that is, unless it has been shown to 
measure what it purports to measure--its use could pos~ legal problems. Using 
such instruments to determine level ~f risk is analogous to using employment 
tests that have not been shown to be job-related. Care must also be taken to 
rule out selection criteria based on race, sex, age, or other variables that 
discriminate against individuals for reasons that, although related to recidi
Vism, are beyond the control of the individual and not necessarily related 
causally to crime. 
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It could also be argued that offenders have a right to know about the pro
cesses that affect them and the criteria by which they are judged. Agencies 
surveyed appeared to believe that, because level-of-supervision decisions are 
administrative in nature, they are beyond the protection of due process consid
erations. However, the failure to inform offenders that their case is being 
classified or to make them aware of the criteria used in screening could be 
challenged, especially if it is proved that the outcome 'of classification has 
a significant impact on the offender's life. 

Need for Research. Few agencies using instruments have undertaken research 
to validate their use, and much of the research that has been done is methodolog
ically unsound. Estimates of predictive accuracy are particularly difficult. 
If high-risk cases are assigned to more intensive supervision, and intensive 
supervision increases the likelihood of probation/parole revocation, then the 
apparent accuracy of the prediction instrument actually may be a result of differ
ential treatment originally initiated by the instrument. Validation on the basis 
of actual experience in past cases also has its problems: such research can be 
confounded by the fact that criteria predictive with one sample may not be pre
dictive for another sample at another point in time. 

Evaluations of instrument impact on agency functioning also are needed. Few 
of the agencies surveyed had baseline data on caseload distributions, and most 
had not considered all factors other than instrument use that might have affected 
caseloads. Before introducing a classification instrument, agencies should obtain 
adequate baseline data on caseload distribution among various supervision levels. 
Ideally, the instrument should also be introduced in a research design that allows 
for control of other variables·(e.g., policy) that might affect caseload distri
butions: At the very least, all of the factors introduced with an instrument

3 
but 

extraneous to it, should be documented and monitored. 

Staff Resistance to Instrument Use. Virtually all of the agencies surveyed 
stated that staff initially resisted the introduction of a "mechanical" screen-
ing process, but that attidues toward the instrument improved over time. Most 
agencies using an instrument for more than a year or two reported no staff com
plaints. Some agencies, however, have been forced to abandon attempts to implement 
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instruments because of employee resistance. Serious resistance generally 
occurs when the instrument is part of a caseload supervision plan designed to 
alter caseload distributions, and possibly to reduce the number of probation 
officers. 

Agencies should enlist the support of employee groups early in instrument 
development, since staff are less likely to object to using an instrument that 
they have helped to develop. Resistance to increased work requirements can 
often be offset by re-evaluating and modifying paperwork demands. Objections 
to limits on decision-maker discretion are mor~ difficult to overcome, although 
a convincing argument can be made that more consistent and equitable decisions 
result when instruments are used. All forms of resistance are likely to be re
duced if administrators and employee representatives are given the opportunity 
to work out problems together. 

Non-Risk Factors in Decision-Making. As at other pOints in criminal justice 
and correctional decision-making, factors other than risk generally are,considered 
in level-of-supervision assignments. While some agencies consider risk of recidi
vism alone, many take into account factors unrelated to risk (e.g., offense seri-
ousness) in order to avoid adverse pUblic reaction to "lenient" treatment of 
serious offenders. Sometimes non-risk factors are framed as risk predictors; 
heavily weighting such factors as conviction for q serious offense produces a 
high-risk clas~ification even though the serious offender is not highly likely to 
recidivate. ····~n alternative to includingnon-r'isk factors' in a l"isk scale is a 
multidimensional approach to decision-makit:lg. !'Jhen two types of factors (such 
as risk of recidivism and offense severity) are to be .considered, a matrix format 
can be effective. Such matrices; ~hich permit simultaneous consider~tion of two 
or more factors and provide'a recommended decision for each possible combination, 
have been used effectively in parole release and sentencing. 3 

Low Predictive Power. The predictive accuracy of most instruments used in 
level-of-supervision decisions is not. known, but some jurisdictions have concluded 
that their predictive power is too low to justify-their use. 4 In one 0f the few 

3. See the State-of-the-Art chapter of the Sentencing and Parole Release 
Sourcebook for an explanation of decision-making matrices. 

4. The State of California does not use.classification instruments to determine 
level-ot-':"superv;sion because of low predictive accuracy; and the Los Angeles 
County Probation Department has abandoned a fairly complex screening and case 
supervision system for the same reason. 
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cases in which predictive accuracy has been rigorously tested (the Federal Pro
bation Parole Office in Washington, D.C.), the instrument is more predictive 
than the original California scale, but it still accounts for only a small 
percentage of the variance in revocation and rearrest rates. 

Of course, the predictive accuracy of instruments still may exceed that of 
subjective decisions, and decisions will almost certainly be more consistent if 
an instrument is used. Agencies using or developing instruments thus should 
emphasize the consistency factor when considering the device's value. Otherwise, 
the instrument may be abandoned even though decisions made by it are considerably 
more equitable than the subjective decisions to which the agency may return. 

Summarl 

The use of classification instruments for leve1-of-supervision decisions is 
relatively uncommon, but interest in this area is growing. At least as many agencies 
are planning to introduce such instruments as are now using them. Agencies now 
Using instruments report generally satisfactory experiences. After some initial 
resistance, staff usually accept the instrument as a screening tool. Instrument 

, use tends to divert more cases to lower levels of supervision, a trend that 
obviously could reduce costs. A few agencies C\lso report that instruments help 
to expedite case screening and provide a common Vocabulary that aids in case dis
cussions. 

There are, however, a number of potential problems associated with instrument 
use. Although agencies now using instruments do not appear concerned, there are 
a number of areas in which legal complications could ~rise. Few agencies have 
validated the instruments they are using or evaluated their impact on caseload 
distributions or departmental operatiuils. ~Jhere research has been undertaken, it 
has often been poorly designed. Other problems may develop from the low predictive 
accuracy of many instruments or the subjective and hqphazard way in which factors 
unrelated to risk are incorporated into risk predictions. 

Most of these problems could be resolVed, and the judicious use of instruments 
does have demonstrable advantages. Decision criteria are brought out into the open 
where they can be exanlined and better understood. Consistency in decision-making 
is increased, with 'In accompanying increase in equitable treatment. And decision 
accuracy may be improved, at least when compared with purely subjective decisions. 
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Decisions will continue to be made on the basis of risk, whether or not 
instruments are introduced. Even if accuracy is only marginally increased, 
the other benefits make instrument development and use worthwhile. 
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Overview 

The U. S. Probation and Parole office for the Eastern District of Cal
ifornia is located in Sacramento. Like all offices of the Federal Probation 
System, it is under the direction of the Administrative Office of the U. S. 
Courts and follows the same uniform procedural manual that is used in all 
91 Federal Probation and Parole Offices. 

The primary functions of the agency are investigation and supervision. 
Pre-sentence investigations are conducted for the U. S. District Court, while 
work-release investigations are performed for the U. S. Parole Commission and 
Bureau of Prisons. The agency's pr~mary function, however, is the ,supervision 
of federal offenders sentenced to probation or paroled into its jurisdiction. 

The emphasis of supervision is counseling, needs assessment, and refer
ral to community services. It is a rehabilitative approach designed to pro
vide community services to the offender in an attempt to deal with his or 
her problems and needs. The emphasis of parole supervision is the same; it 
attempts to reintegrate an offender into the community by similarly assessing 
and counseling his or her problems and needs, and by providing the parolee with 
community services. Supervision is thus conducted in an attempt to reduce the 
risk of recidivism through guaranteeing that counseling and referral are avail
able to probationers and parolees. 

The probation (and parole) officer typically classifies the probationers 
and parolees on his caseload according to the level of supervision required. 
This classification aids the officer in managing his caseload by formalizing 
the amount of supervision for, each client required by the risk level and case 
needs. A client is usually classified as maximum, medium, or minimum, with 
each designation determining the amount of U. S. Probation Officer's time 
devoted to each client. 

Various techniques have been used across the country to aid the officer 
in making these classifications. some of which are subjective, while others 
are objective. The most commonly used instruments to assess client "risk" 
are the' California Base Expectancy Scale (BES) for probationers, and the 
Salient Factor Score for parolees. The Eastern California office had used the 
BES in the past. but in April. 1978 it abandoned the Base Expectancy Scor,e in 
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t favor of a subjective determination based on a set of objectively defined 
risk indicators. These indicators are used in conjunction with specified 
definitions of "threat" and case needs to formally classify a client into 
supervision levels. This system is designed to make the client's specific 
needs and the risk he presents to the community more explicit. 

The classification is conducted after a case has been referred to a par
ticular officer. In the case of probation, most of the information required 
is actually contained within the earlier investigations and pre-sentence re
port. but additional information is obtained during the ,initial interview with 
the cl ient. The objecti ve indi cators pinpoint speci fi c probl em areas which 
may exi st, such as fi nanci al conditi ons, 1 i vi ng arrangements, and employment. 

By assessing a client according to specific factors or problems, the 
probation officer is better able to develop a case plan to aid the client. 
Case plans also allow the officer to budget the time between the clients on a 
caseload. which is often a difficult task. The officers we interviewed had an 
average caseload of 50 clients. The classification breakdown, however. might 
be very different between officers. The following two examples of such clas
sifications were obtained from two probation officers at the Sacramento office. 

Offi cer #1 Officer #2 

Maximum 5 12 
Medium 25 13 
Mi nimum 24 21 
Total Caseload 54 46 

Officer #1 was assigned 5 maximum, 25 medium. and 24 minimum supervision 
clients. The jurisdiction represented included an area of high drug usage. 
The typical offender is a male with about 11th grade education. poor employment 

record, 1 imited job ski 11 s, and a fi ve to ten year hi story of drug use. Most 
convictions are for offenses that would support herqin use. such as writing bad 
checks or dealing drugs. 

The second officer's caseload involved 12 maximum. 13 medium, and 21 minimum 
supervision clients. Of the 12 maximum. 7 were using heroin and 3 were arrested 
for armed offenses where bodily harm was inflicted. The typical offender had 

\1 
// 
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Figure 1 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
(Listing of counties supervised by each of six branch offices. 
Number assigned to each county is for easy'rocation on the map.) 

SUE~rvised bX Redding: 
Joe, 

Butte - 9' Shasta - 4 
(No. of Oroville) Siskiyou -
Glenn .- 8 Tehama - 6 J. 2 Lassen 5 Trinity - -
Modoc - 2 

5 
Supervised by Sacramento 

Butte - 9 Sacramento 
(So. of Oroville) Sierra - 13 
Colu.sa ,- 10 Solano - 18 
El Dorado - 17 Sutter - 11 
Nevada - 1'1 Yolo - :15 
Placer - 16 Yuba - 12 
Plumas - 7 

Supervised by Stockton 

1 

3 

- 19 

21 Calaveras - 23 
20 San JoaqGin'- 22 

SupCl::vised by !lodes'to 

Sti:lnislaus - 26 
Tuolumne - 24 

§upcrvi.sud by FrcsDo 

Prcsno - 30 
Kings - 32 
!,ladera - 29 

t1ctriposa - 28 
Hurccd - 27 
Tulnre - 33 

Supervised by Di:lker.sfield 

Inyo .... 31 
Kern - 34 

Nono - 25 
Tulare .... 33 

',~ ------..,....--------

-.---

34 
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less than two arrlasts in addition to the curr~nt charge, and if time had 
been served it was for only a short term. The typical offender would be 
male, white, steadily employed, married, and between the ages of 28 and 
32. 

The probation officer is ,the only one responsible for determining the 

classification of a client. When the Base Expectancy Scale was used for this 

task, a specific point score determined the level of clas.sification regard

less of the officer's subjective asse$sment of the client. Now classifica

tion. is determined subjectively according to a variety of indicators assessed 
upon a client's referral. 

The U. S. Probation and. Parole office receives clients from a variety of 
sources, including th~ Federal District Court, the U. S. Magistrate's Court, 

other U.S. Probation and Parole offices, and the U. S. Attorney's Office 
(through deferred prosecution). The Office also accepts federal prison 
parolees, military parolees, and mandatory rele'ases. The largest group of 

clients, however, consists of probationers referred by the Federal District 
Court. 

Referrals from these sources are seldom refused ,by the agency. The only 
exceptions occur in the case of interdistrict transfers or institutional parole 
releases to the jurisdiction when the client does not have good ties in the 

area, or lacks a good reason for the request. Requests are not frequently re
fused if the offender can show a good reason for parole release to the Eastern 
California jurisdiction. 

The U. S. Probation and Parole Office for Eastern California is head
quartered in Sacramento, with six branch offices. This jurisdiction includes 
34 counties in California (see map, Figure 1). Most of the geographical 
areas included are rural, with the largest populations concentrated in the 
Sacramento, Modesto and Stockton region; other populous areas are Fresno and 

Bakersfield. The internal structure of the agency is designed with these 

geographical characteristics in mind. The Headquarters is in Sacramento, with 
secondary headquarters in Fresno, and branch offices ln Visalia,. Stockton, 
Modesto, Bakersfield, and Redding. 

Three supervising U. S. Probation Officers oversee the activities of the 
U. S. Probation Officers in all offices. Two of these supervisors work out of 
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the Sacramento office. Each of these supervisors oversees seven officers. 
The third supervisor is headquartered in Fresno and directs the activities 
of eight officers. 

The geographical complexity of this jurisdiction has not apparently 
affected the general operation of the office. A high degree of interaction 

appears to be present within the office, and among the probation officers. 
A full-time tra.ining officer on the staff conducts training seminars every 
six months,either in Sacramento or Fresno., Training sessions are held regu
larly to aid the officers although most U. S. Probation Officers are highly 
experienced, possessing a minimum of two years related experience in proba
tion or counseling activities, and a bachelor's degree. 

The agency maintains both form~l and informal ties with a number of fed- . 
era1, state, and local agencies. It works closely with the U. S. District 
Court since it accepts referrals sentenced to probation and provides the 

court with pre-sentence investigation reports. The agency is also closely 

tied to federal law enforcement agencies, such as the FBI, Secret Service, 
A.T.&F., D.E.A., and the U.S. Marshal. Because of its parole-supervision role, 
it also maintains close contact with the Bureau of Prisons, the Federal Parole 
Commission, and the new federally funded community~residentia1-treatment 
facility in Sacramento. 

The agency also works closely with county agencies since federal proba
tioners are occasionally on probation at the county level. In such cases, U. S. 
Probation Officers commonly work together with county Probation Officers on 
an informal basis, sometimes sharing common cases. 

The agency maintains important ties with various community resources as 
well. These include drug and alcohol treatment and rehabilitation programs, 
counseling services, vocational rehabilitation programs, and job placement 
services. 

The Instrument and Its Development 

The U. S. Probation and Parole office for Eastern California has used 
two different techniques to classify offende,rs into levels of supervision. 
The first instrument used was the California Base Expectancy Scale (BES) de-
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j veloped in the late 1950's to assess an offender's proclivity towards 
recidivism. Primarily designed for youthful offenders, the Base 

Expectancy Scale was first implemented for use in Sacramento, California 

in 1966 in a controlled experiment with male probationers. It was considered 
a successful experiment and continued to be used unti! April of 1978. 

The original Base Expectancy Scale (see Appendix A) consisted of 12 ob
jective indicators which considered a variety of factors from criminal his
toY-y, to family criminal record and 1 iving, arrangement. The indicators are 
posed in a positive way, such as II no alcohol involvement. 1I If a verified yes 
is received, then the offender receives the points given to that specific in
dicator. These points are totalled and measured against the scale for poten
tial adjustment. The results 'determine the classification level, with a IIC" 
designating a maximum level of supervision, a IIBII a medium, and an IIA" a min-
imum. 

In 1978, however, the Base Expectancy Scale was replaced by a second 

technique known as the Caseload Classification System. This system w~s 

designed to aid probation officers in improving their supervi~ion of clients 

by focusing on case needs and risk to the community. The replacement of BES 
by the Caseload Classification System exemplifies the agency's shift from 

strict risk assessment to a combination of the identification of case problem 
needs and risk assessment. 

The Caseload Classification System attempts to zero in on social prob
lems that are most important in insuring good overall case adjustment while 
the client is under supervision~ The new system contains two main areas for 
analysis: indicators of criminal threat, and social problems or needs. Cri
minal threat is identified through an analysis of the offense for which the 

offender was granted probat'j on, together with an assessment of the offender's 
prior record using 14 indicators. Such factors include the use of weapons 
while committing offenses, number of offenses involving violence, number of 
drug or alcohol related offenses, and whether the current and past offenses 
were against persons. The social problems or needs section of the classifica
tion system includes 11 main categories which assess factors such as employ
ment, education, living arrangements, drug or alcohol problems, peer associa
tion, and attitUde. By analyzing a case according to these social need indi
cators, an officer is able to tailor a case plan that will deal with the par-
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ticular problems or needs of his client. By including case needs in the c'Jas

sification process, on the other hand, an officer is able to consider both the 
" ~ 

rel ati ve threat of the offender to the community, as well as the rehabi 1 itati ve . 

needs of his client. The following definitions of case classification levels 
exemplify this dual assessment: 

Maximum A case which poses a probable or immediate threat to the 

offender or to others by virtue of criminal behavior, or 

that case which presents problems of social adjustment 

that the officer intends to deal with through close super
vision or intervention. 

Medium A case which poses no immediate threat, but which presents 

numerous problems that are to be dealt with partially by 

the officer, and partially through referral to outside agen

cies or resources. 

Minimum A case which shows signs of stabili~y and presents no indi

cators of threat or major problems. This client should be 

able to function adequately without major intervention by 

the probation officer. 

Implementation 

The Eastern California office was the first Federal Probation Office to 

institute the use of the Base Expectancy Scale for classifying probationers 

for level of supervision. BES was introduced to the agency in 1966 as part of 

a pilot ~tudy to test its effectiveness for classification and supervision of 

rna 1 e pr~;bati oners. Thi s experiment proved success ful in hel ping offi cers to 
\\ 

manage c\'\seloads and was later expanded for use with all probationers. 

Its use w~~ informal, however, until about 1974, when it was formalized 

as part ofa supervision plan. By foclising upon 12 objective indicators 

of criminal threat, with a heavy emphasis on prior record, it was felt that 

the scal~ could aid in accu~ately assessing the amount of supervision that 

the offender requi red. A mi nimum, maximum, or medi um cl ass ifi cation result:ed 
di rectly from the' off~nder I s score on the BES .. 
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Standards on caseload classification and supervision have also, been' in 

affect for parolees since 1971. At that time the, U •. S. Board of Parole:'; work

; ing in conjun'ction with the Adminstrative Office of the U. S .. Courts, es-tab.., 

1i shed certain minimum requi rements. The Administrat'ive Offi re later' a:dopted 

. the same criteria' for probation caSes in September' 1974. These standards 

. mandated that speci fi c supervi si on 'requ; rements' be ful filled by off; cers, and 

that these requirements be directly related to classification level. As the 

'U. S. 'Accounting Office explained in a recent report: 

Maximum risk offenders have committed serious crimes of 
Violence, have extensive prior records, and have many 
unstable social and persohal characteristics. These in
dividuals are to recei.ve at least three personal con
,tacts a month, or 36 annuall.>'., Minimum risk offend~rs 
have committed less serious cri'mes, have noe'xten~i~e 
pl'ior records, and have stab~e social and persona1 char
acteristics. (They should be) contacted at.l.east or' ce a 
quarter, or four times annually. Cases not meeting the 
criteria for maximum or. min.imum rtsk are classified! medium 
ri sk, and

l 
are to be contacted once a month, or 12 t~mes 

annually. 1 

" I 

The problem, however, was that BES primarily defined risk by past of

fense history, and not on the basis of current offender needs or risk. Since 

BES results came to be administratively linked to contact requirements, their 

use al so prevented off.i cers from managing their own caseloads as they saw fit. 

In addition, BES scores often did not accurately represent the present risk 

potential of an offender, such as a presently 'dangerous parolee without a 

prior record. This type of case created a dilemm~ fdy."the officer who was still: 

bound to bureaucrati ca lly defi ned cohtact requi rements., A case with a maximum 

claSSification, for example, would, be classified according to prior criminal 

activity alone, and yet that individual may have only min,imal needs, or pose a . 

minimum threat. On the other hand; many individuals classified by BES as ' 

minimum, such as a young first offender, could haVe severe needs and prob'lems .. ' 
and actUally pose a serious risk by comparison. . 

In 1977 this issue came to t~~ forefront when the General Accounting .' 

Office issued its RepQrt to the Congress on the Federal Probation and Parole 

1. 
"Probation and Parole Activities Need To Be Better Ma'naged. 1I Report 
to the Congress by th'e ComptY'Ol1er Genera.l OT the United States ,Gov-
ernment Accounting Office, Was~ington, D. C. 1977. . 
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System. The study found a val"iety of problems within the system and 'ser.-lbusly 
questioned its performa.nce. Among other things, it found that: 

• The Federal Probation System did not provide adequate'sup
ervi s i on and rehabi 1 i tati on treatmen t of offenders, and 

• The offenders were neither bei ng contacted frequently ,by pro-
! 

bation officers, nor receiving needed rehabilitation tireat-
~ ment. 

Moreover, it pointed out that: 

... about half of all offenders released on probatiqn 
or parole at the ..• districts reviewed, either (1) ihad 
their probation or parole revoked, (2) absconded, (3) i, 

were convicted of new crimes, or (4) were awaiting tri;al. 2 
i 
I 

., " 

Using these fi gures asevi dence for needed improvement, the repojrt called for 
more emphasis to be placed on supervision and rehabilitation. The report 
made the following proposal: 

We recommend that the Adminis'tr;:ative Office, with the 
Judicial Conference, require district probation of
-fices to improve} the rehabi1 itation programs by: 
preparing rehabilitation plans which translate identi
fied needs into short or long term treatment goals 
for each offender, referri ng offenders to needed ser
vi ces, and foll owing up to see that offenders' received 
needed services.3 

At the time of this report, Sacramento was still 'using the BES as the 
main determinant for supervision leve.l, although officers had also begun to 
use a subjective needs assessment rating. A~ter the BES specified the classi
fication level, the needs assessment w.as used to point out the proper typ~ of 
contacts required. It was felt that such an approach would reduce risk a,1d 
improve rehabilitation. 

2. Ibid, p. 130. 

3. Ibid. p. 7A. 
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At this point, the agency decided to search for an approach which could 
replace the Base Expectancy Scale, and a Classification Committee of three 
probation officers was formed to conduct this search. Officers around the 
country were contacted and surveyed, but no 1I0bjective" risk-needs instrument 
was found.' As one officer on the classification committee stated during our 
site visit interview: 

We started out to find an instrument that everybody 
could sit down and add u~the- ri~ht numbers and come 
out with the same thing .. Our conclusion was that after 
looking at all the eXisting tllings available, all the 
classification systems, we felt that it was terribly in
adequate. In every category there were too many excep-
ti ons being made in every" system. There were too many 
feel ings on the part of the P.O .. , . that made them feel 
that the instrument they were using was inadequate, that 
it didn't fit with their concept of their cases. They 
could cite particular cases where the system just ran the 
face of it, and there was no allowance for exceptions, and 
those excepti ons were pretty numerous. We felt in the end 
that if we came up with the same kind of numerical approach, 
then we are defeating the purpose of what we feel an experi
enced probation officer is capable of doing. We figured 
that if anybody was an expert in this field, the people who 
were doing the job were, an,d I think that I s where we took off 
from. 

It was then decided that the committee would attempt to develop their 
own replacement for BES. Case files were pulled and studied in an attempt to 
find common indicators which would help in the development of a classifica
tion system. A large list of important factors was narrowed down for consid
eration. The classification committee attempted to objectify as much as 
possible the mental processes that probation officers go through in deter
mining considerations such as risk and needs. 

The result was an instrument consisting of two primary sets of objective 
indicators: (1) those related to criminal threat, and (2) those related to 
social problems or needs. Criminal threat indicators allow the officer to 
look at current offense and prior record (see Appendix B) in assessing risk of 
recidivism and dangerousness. However, an officer is not limited to assessment 
of criminal-history factors in classifying an offender, as was· the case with 
BES. An additional set of social need or problem indicators is included in the 
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new classification system. Probation officers who designed the classifica
tion system belive that one cannot separate risk from needs; by focusing 
upon the needs of a client, officers are also considering (and indirectly 
influencing) the risk of that client recidivating or failing to comply 
with the obligations of his parole or probation. By focusing only upon 
the risk of criminal activity, on the other hand, one is essentially treat
ing the effect rather than the cause. The new system allows the officer 
to focus on the problems which could lead to future offenses. For example, 
if an offender is arrested for stealing to'support a drug habit, an of
ficer could recommend participation in a drug rehabilitation program so that 
the need for continued criminal activity would be removed. 

In April of 1978, the Eastern California District U. S. Probation 
and Parole Office officially began using the new Caseload Classification 
System. This changeover was fully supported by administrators in the office. 
They allowed the committee to be set up, and provided them with the necessary 
time to fulfill their new duties. Training sessions were also arranged for 
both the Sacramento and Fresno offices to better guarantee a smooth transition 
to the new system. 

Screening Proce~~ 

The screening personnel who use the Caseload Classification System are 
the probation officers. Most of the information used in making the assessment 
is contained within the pre-sentence report and earlier investigations avail
able to th'e probation officer. Approximately 95% of the information required 
for the assessment is in the pre-sentence report. For the average case, the 
collection of information requires approximately 12 to 14 hours, which is 
distributed over a four to five week period. Once this information is avail
ab 1 e, an assessment by an offi cer can usually be performed in about 15 mi nutes. 

The offi cer fi rst assesses the current offense. Offense categori es are 
based upon whether the crime was a violent offense involving weapons, whether 
it was a property crime or an offense against a person, whether organized 
crime was involved, and whether the offense involved alcohol or drugs. This 
current offense assessment provides the officer with a preliminary picture of 
the offender and what type of threat he might present. 
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The officer then assesses the cl ient according to crim'inal history. 
Categorizing prior convictions and arrests according to the risk involved (again., 
wHether they involved weapons and violence against persons) provides clues to 
the client's social character. Number, type, and length of incarcerations 
provide additional data about the extensiveness of the ciient's prior criminal 
behavi or.. The offi cer then assesses case probl ems ~~ ch may exi st, incl ud-
ing such factors as employment, education, living arrangements, drug or alco-
hol usage, financial conditions, health, attitude, and peer association. If 
positive, these factors could greatly add to the rehabilitative and reinte
grative chances of the client. However, if negative, they could seriously 

affect any future success on probation and create conditions for possible 
recidivism. 

Officers consider all items before making their judgment. By first 
addreSSing the problem of risk, they conclude whether the client actually 
poses such a threat. If threat is a possibility, they then keep such in 
mind while asseSSing special problems or needs of the client from the social
problem section of the Objective IndiGators Chart (see Appendix B). Officers 
then classify the client into a level of classification as explained in the 
"Instrument" section of this report. JI 

Officers next devise a specific case Plan~o deal with these factors. 
They possess a full range of alternatives for dealing with specific threat 
and problems, including therapeutic counseling, employment programs, increased 
supervision, and surveillance. 

Clients are initially classified into one of the three levels, and may 
later be reclassified upward or downward. In this approach, a maximum case 
could be reclaSsified downward as "threat" and social problems decrease, 
while in other cases, a client Who has just lost a job or who is having family 
problems may be reclassified upwards. The .classification system thus provides 
probation officers with an accurate management tool which helps them budget 
supervision time and effect supervisory changes to accommodate the changing 
needs of their clients. 

Results and Impact 

It is too soon to assess the overall impact of the new Caseload Classi
fication System. The Sacramento Probation and Parole Office hopes that the 
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new instrument will focus supervison where it is needed, and thus reduce re
cidivism. The approach, in other words, will not change the overall amount 
of supervision conducted within the office, but rather redistribute it to " 
stress supervision of those defendants who present higher risks or increased 
heeds. 

The probation officers interviewed felt that by focusing upon case needs, 
contact rates might increase, but this is yet to be confirmed. The impact of 
the instrument upon other agencies, however, should be significant as a result 

, of increased emphasis upon rehabilitation. The classification system will 
depend more and more on community resources, such as drug and alcohol treat
ment programs, vocational training and job placement, and community resident 
treatment facilities. The impact of the new system on recidivism, however, is 
harder to predict. Probation officers feel that revocation yates might actually 
increase because of the closer contact with each high risk/needs case. 

Employing the new Caseload Classification System provides a number of 
benefits over the use of Base Expectancy Scales. 
viewed provided us with a number of comparisons. 
Expectancy Scale they stated that: 

Probation officers inter
In describing the Base 

• 

• 

• 

• 

It dOES all ow for a great degree of subjecti ve interpreta
tion, but 

It is highly discriminatory against students, housewives, and 
those relying upon seasonal employment~ 

It is outdated. First arrest for auto theft, while a good pre
dictor for subsequent criminal activity during the 1950's, might 
no longer be an appropriate category ~ 

It appears to be very seriously affected by the problem of 
inter-rater reliability. How one views the social world and 
defines the categories within the BES can vary greatly from 
officer to officer, 
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• It primarily focuses upon past 'criminal history in identifying 
risk and classifying an offender. It thus might not accurately 
represent the' present .. risk potential of an offender who is with
out an extensive criminal hiStory. Conversely,' it might over-

, i . , " 

cl assify an offender who has ~monstrated his rehabil itation ~ but 
I 

who has an extensive criminal: history. f 

I I 

The Caseload Classification System!, on the other hand,lprovides: 

• 

• 

Guidelines for' the officer to, evall:'ate both risk ~nd case prob
lems or needs. By using the object'ive ind'icator tables, the :of
ficer is able to consider the most important factors i'n both of 
these areas. 

Subjective evaluation of objett'ive indicators whereby an officer . , 
can still classify a case as minimum, medium, o~ l11aximum based 

. I ' 

on the definition of thes~categories ~nd the p~iDrities in-
dicated. ! ' 

• ,The power for an officer to decide his case plan according to 
the priorities presented by the individual case. 

• Classification as only a gene,rali.zed identification of case 
priorities. The method for' dealing with these priorities is 
left to the officer, based on his own personal strengths, re
sources, and attitudes for matching methods wi th 'pa rti cul ar prob
lems. 

IAn alt~rnati ve to contact requi rements. Contact rates and 
types of contacts are not established'per se by the classifica
tion system,'but are ,set forth by the officer in the case plan 
to deal with the issue of threat, and social problems or needs. 

• The officer.with an opportunity to rely on his own creativity, 
ingenuity, and imagination in deviSing methods for dealing with 
case problems. 

.) , 
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Expanding the 'discretionary powers .o~ ,probatiQnofficers' allpws t~em 
• '. c ••• '. '. j. .. . . . .. ' 

to better classify a case .and allocate .ser.vic~~ .al?d~.o!l.tac;:"ts •. Th~s. 1", "~urn 
enables,the Eastern' Califor:nia offi~~'to proviAe. pro.pation: of.ficers .\I*:it~ an 

, • r ' , j 

opportunity to classify cases a,ccording to tt}eir.view ,of ttJe sp~cificrisk 
. . ';':" ,"'"f,. ",'. • . "j .,' , ; 

and needs of a case .. This approach.alSo: makes.th.~ .1J'!c!ivldu~l officer' fUlly 
• • . '. t •. ,'''' ", , ..... .11 • 

accountable for the fulfillment of his duties. 

The only foreseeable problem ,surrounding the newCase.loadd~1assifidation 

System is its impact upon other ~'genCie~1 in thejurisdictibn: Such a shift 

in emphasis from supervision alone to rehabilitation and.p~otisori of se~vices 
ra i ses the obvi ou~ P~obl em ~f matc~i n~ sFr.~fces .. ~~ . ~~:ende~ peeds and prlob
lems, although thlS 1S not a problem 1n ~etropolltan areas i• If the U. :S. 

Probation and Parole Offices were to mov~ to a si~ilar sys~e~,a district. 
• I I ·1 ' 

survey of avail abl e resources anp ~con~m~.c.;r~straints ~ponl t~eir use would 
be necessary. Moreover, if serv';ces ~rei unavailaijle fora' specific need 

.. 1'\ . 

within the district, how would an qffice.r provideith~se s\~r.vices to his or . ,. , ". 

.her client? If the client is seen as a ~ow threat of recidivating, e.ven 

. though he/she is in need of specific services, provision of these services 

might be neglected, or the identifkation of the needs and. problems might 

not be performed in the depth' required 'by the case. TMs is;a problem which 

faces any agency uti'lizing such aneeds~ssessment approach and is only ov.er

come by conscientious tr~in.ing~ profess'1pnalism, and total knowledge of re
sources and alternatives. 

-34-· 

<.; ..... ' -----------------. -.~--.;...;..--'-__ t:!:~~'?'i;.,. .. _______ __.;.. __ ~...:... 

S COR I N G FOR M 

Characteristic 

A. Arrest-free period of five at more 
consecutive years. 

B. No history Qf opiate usage. 

C. Few jail conunitments. 
(None, one, or two) 

D. Not checks, forgery, or burglary. 
(l1ost recent Court conunitment 
offense. ) 

E. No family criminal record. 

F. No alcohol involvement. 

G. Not first arrested for Auto Theft. 

H. Twelve months steady employment 
within one year prior to arraignment 
for prEsent offense. 

I. Four to eleven months steady employ
ment prior to arraignment for present 
offense. (If given 6 points for Item 
H, add also 4 points for this item.) 

J. No aliases. 

K. Favorable living arrangement. 

L. Few prior arrests (None, one, or two). 

APPENDIX A 

12 

9 

8 

7 

6 

6 

5 

6 

4 

5 

4 

4 

• 

Sum of Points -76 

SCALE FOR POTENTIAL ADJUST}lliNT 

-C- -B- -A-

0-36 37-56 57-76 
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OBJECTIVE INDICATORS 

I. CRIMINAL (THREAT) 

A. . Present Offense~ . 

1. 
2. Violence/Weapons 
3. Drugs/Alcohol 
4. Orgdnized Crime 
5. Person/Property 

B. Prior Record: 

1. Number of Arrests 
2. Number of Convictions 
3. Number of crimes against persons 

(including self) 
4. Number of crimes against property 
5. Number of offenses involving weapons 
6. Number of offenses involving violence 
7. Number of drug reldted offenses 
8. Number of alcohol related offenses 
9. Number of prior jail incnrcerations 

10. Number of prior prison incarcerations 
11. Longest period of incarceration 
12. Longest period between offenses 
13. Amount of time since last offense 
14. Number of probation/parole grants 

II. SOCIAL (PROBLEMS OR NEEDS) Satisfactory 

I. Employment 
2. Education 
3 . . Living'arrangement 
4. Domestic 
5. Financi<Jl 
6. Mental/Emotional 
7. Drugs 
8. Alcohol 
9. Peer Association 

10. Health 
II. Attitude 
12. 
13. 
14. \~ .. / 

15. 
.---.;.,,-

.. - "~. 
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SITE VISIT REPORT 

DEC~SION POINT: PROBATION AND PAROLE SUPERVISION 

PROBATION PROGRAr~1 

KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS DIAGNOSTIC CENTER 

SITE VISIT: June 27. - 29, 1978 

INTERVIE1~ER: Garry Kemp 

CONTAcT PERSON: Robert Mueller 
Director 
Kane County Diagnostic Center 
(312) 232-9006 
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Introduction 

This site visit report focuses on the research efforts of the Kane 
County Diagnostic Center in Geneva, Illinois.; The Kane County Center is 
aimed at developing a prediction model which will assess the likelihood of 
a defendant being a good risk, and the level of field supervision that 
should be imposed (once sentenced to probation). This risk assessment 

activity, though similar to other resea~ch.efforts in .its use of multiple 
regression techniques to select prediction and criterion variables, is 
slightly different since it examines probabilities of both offender success 
and fail ure. Most risk assessment instruments used in the probation field 
to assign levels of supervision employ techniques solely to gauge the 
probability of future offender recidivism. On the other hand, the model 
being developed in Kane County, referred to as a prob'ation equation, assumes 
that prediction of failure can be acc4rately assessed only if success factors 
are also taken into account. 

Upon learning of the approar.h being used in Kane County, NRAS staff 
thought it advisable to talk in more depth with Kane County staff. We scheduled 
this site visit '(June, 1978) to document the research approach being used, des
pite the fact that the probation equation was' not scheduled f~r implementation 
until August, 1978. This decision was based on a desire to communicate as many 
risk assessment/classification techniques as possible ,to ~he field and to supple
ment state-of-the-art knowledge in thfsarea. Since our ~ite visit, however, we 
have learned that the original probation equation was abandoned, and a new re-' 
vised equation was implemented in its place in October, 1978. Details on this 
revised equation are given in the IIImplementation li section of this site report. 

Overview 

As mentioned in the introducti,on, the Kane County Diagnosti,c Center 
is engaged in a research project to test the predictive utility of a IIproba
tion equation. 1I The Center is assuming the responsibility for the prepara
tion of pre-sentence investigation reports in their judic~al circuit, and 
the probation equation will aid them in deciding whether or not probation, 
is a viable sentencing option. In addition, if the judge decides to sentence 
a defendant to probation, the equation will establish the level of field 
supervision required. 
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The development of the initial probation equation was an informal rese'arch 
endeavor on the part of Kane County staff~ As such, very little local atten

tion was drawn to its development. This situation, however, changed in August, 
1978 when the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) decided to provide 
a substantial amount of funding for a three year test period. 

Organizationally, the Diagnostic Center is part of the 16th Judicial Circuit 
of Illinois and ultimately accountable to the Chief (presiding) Judge. Figure 
1 shows the current organization~l structure· within which the Center is located. 
This construct can be contrasted with the revised structure (Figure 2) which 
wi 11 come into exi stence in resp,onse to the LEAA grant to th~ center. 

The Diagnostic Center is headed by Mr. Robert Mueller, the successor to 
Dr. Robin Ford. Dr. Ford, who previously held the position~ was one of the 
primary authors of the probation equation. Mr. Mueller's S;bff is composed of 
a small group of persons with training in psYchology, inclu:ding four psycholo
gists (M.A.), one psychologist (B.A.), a volunteer coordin~tor, a research psy
chologist (M.A.), one IItracker li for information verificatiqn, an office manager, 
a data clerk, and two stenographers. This group includes the staff being recrui
ted as part of the probation equation experiment. The edUcational qU,alifications 
of the Diagnostic Center staff are illustrated in Figure 3: 

Funding for the Diagnostic Center has traditionally b~en supplied by the 
three counties which make up the 16th Judicial Circuit (Kahe, DeKalb, and 
Kendall). This will' be altered dramatically for the 'next three years as 
LEAA will provide about $200,000 a yeat' for a three year period. 

The Diagnostic Center, by virtue of its location within the court 
structure, interacts mostly with agencies that utilize their diagnostic 
abilities. Perhaps due to the 16,th district's rural location, most of the 
agencies co-exist with the Center in the Diyision of Court Services. The two 
agencies which interact most frequently with the Center are the Community Cor
rections Office and Adult Field Services (Probation). The introduction of the 
probation equation project will add some probation officers and shift the PSI 

function to the Diagnostic Center. This should tighten the relationship between 
the Center and the Probation Department, and increase contact between the 
Center and the courts. 

As mentioned briefly above, the Diagnostic Center is located in a 
relatively rural area of Illinois about 40 miles west of Chicago. It is 
composed of numerous small communities in a river valley, the largest city 
being Aurora (78,000 pop.). 
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Fi gure 1 
Current 16th Circuit Adult Court Services Table of Organization 

J 
Direc~ 

Kane C~u~~:+_._1 
Di agnosti c Center I 

r---L-
Psychologist 
Psychologist 
Vol unteer Coord. 
Clinical Intern 
Public Policy Intern 

DIRECTOR 
COURT SERVICES 

-'--r---_---' 

Di rector 
Community Correctional 

Services 

Scre.ening 
Supervisor 

Screener - A 
Screener - E 
Screener - B 

"--"'"'--------.. 

Job Counsel ing 
< Supervi sor 

Job Counselor - A 
Job Counselor - E 
~Qb Gounselor. - B 

A = Aurora Court Services Office 
E : Elgin' Court Services Office 

B - Balance of County, including jail 

Director 
, Adult 

Probation 

Intake 
Supervi sor < 

Intake Off. 
Intake Off. 
Intake Off. 

I: 

I) 
l, 

Probation 
Supervisor 

Field Officer - A 
Field Officer - A 
Field Officer - E 
Field Officer - E 
Field Officer - B 
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Figure 2 
Revised 16th Circuit Court Services Table of Organization 

I Ch i ef Judge 

Asslstan~ DIRECTOR 
the Di rector COURT SERVICES 

Directo~ Di rector 
Diagnostic Center _ Community Correctional 

Services 

Research Assessment l Screening Job Counseling 
Supervisor Supervisor* Supervisor Supervisor 

T L __ . I I 

Research Team AssessBl_ent Team Screening Team Counseling Team 

~racker* Psychologist A* Screener A* Job Counselor A 
Data Clerk* Psychologist B* Screener B* Job Counselor B 

Psychologist C* Job CounselorC 
Psychologist D* Job Counselor D 
Vol. Coordinator* 

Office Manager* 
*Positions funded through program application. I 

Office Team 
Clerk/Steno A* 
Clerk/Steno B* 

-------

Director 
Adult Field 
Supervision 

-
Probation Probation 

Supervi sor :I ~upervi sor 11* 
1 I 

Team I Team II 

Officer A* Officer B* 
·9ffjcer C* r. Officer D* 
Officer E Officer F 
Offi'cer G Officer H 
Officer 1 Officer J 
Officer K Officer L 

T 
I 

- -------------------_ . ..,.."""""' .. 

--~~ ------
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Figure 3 
Kane County Diagnostic Center 

Staff Educational Levels 

I 
Research Supervisor (M.A.) 

Research Team 

Tracker (H.S. Diploma) 
Data Clerk (H.S. Diploma) 

Director (M.A.) 
Di agnos ti c Center 

r 
I 

I 
I 

I 
1 

Assessment Supervisor (M.A.) I 
Assessment Team 

Psychologist A (M.A.) 
Psychologist B (M.A.) 
Psychologist C (B.A.) 
Psychologist D (M.A.) 
Volunteer Coordinator (M.~f.) I 
~-----"",,-------,~ 

I I Offi ce Manager 
1 

-I 
Office Team , 

I Clerk/Steno A 

I Clerk/Steno B 

L 

During the course of the probation equation project"all risk screenings 
will be completed in conjunction'with the preparation of the pre-sentence 
report. The projected 1978-79 caseload is based on 1976 data where 600 PSI's 
were completed during the fiscal year. The PSI volume should increase to 
about 1,000 annually once the probation equation is implemented because the 

,Illinois legislature has passed a bill which requires judges to state reasons 
for their sentencing decisions. Naturally~ the more documentation a judge 
has for a particular decision, the easier it will be to state concrete reasons. 

There are two possible risk assessment decisions that could be made with 
the probation equation. One would be an "in - out" decision to either 
incarcerate o~ to place an offender on probation. The second decision would 
be to establish a level of field supervision for the client if sentenced to 
probation. However, because the Chief Judge is resistant to making the 
probation equation results a part of the PSI, the equation will only be used 
to decide the level of supervision for each person sentenced to probation. 

The supervision categories to be used are the traditional high, medium, 
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and low designations. It is expected that. 'about 10-15% of the persons 
tJI·· ~ 

screened will receive high supervision, "25-37.5% will receive medium and - , . . ~ 

50-62.5% will receive a minimum classification. The flow chart in Figure 4 
wi 11 cl ari fy the screening procedure and the agency personnel to be invol ved. 

Figure 4 
Screening Procedure 

Screener Administers + ~rack~rs Verify + Psychologist Prepares + Judicial 
Probation Equation Information Pre-Sentence, Report Sentencing 

I Jaill 
~ or 
'A r:-:-'~ ,...,. 

Lt~tion I 

Tracker 
Reviews PSI 

Assi gnment of' 
,Supervision Level 
{- + {-

High Medium Low 

As charted in Figure 4, the risk screening process begins with a very short 
face-to-face intake interview between the offender and a screener from the 
community correctional services division. This interview consists of filling 
out the probation equation form based on information'offered by the offender. 
Once this 'information is compiled, the tracker from the research team in the 
Diagnostic Center will verify through official documents, employers, etc., all 
of the criteria used in the probation equation. After the verification of 
information, the tracker Will then make changes in the information for the 
equation where needed, and SUbmit the results to a psychologist for the prepara
tion of the pre-sentence report. The psychologist who conducts a series of 
di fferent typ~S of psychol ogi cal tests (MMPI, Rorschach, etc.) \'/i 11 assembl e 
these results and submit the PSI report to the court. 

Based on the PSI and his/her own judgment, the judge will then sentence 
the offender. If an offender 'Ii~ sentenced to probation, the tracker will 
review the PSI and assign a Jevel of field supervision ~ased strictly on the 
pr()bation equation score generated at the time of screening. 
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Research and Development of the Instrument 

The creation of the first "probation equation" developed by the Kane 
County Diagnostic Center was based on the research efforts of Dr. Robin 
Ford, former director of the Diagnostic Center, and Shelley Johnson, a 
supervisor in the Community Correctional Services Division. This research 
was initiated in December of 1976 as part of the normal staff duties of Dr. 
Ford and Ms. Johnson. 

In developing this probation equation, the Kane County staff first ex
perimented with two scales--the California Base Expectancy Scale (BES) (61-B 
and 65-E) type, and the Environmental Deprivation Scale (EDS) which was origi
nally developed for use in Alabama.' These two instruments were originally 
tested in the GAO Probation Study conducted a few years ago. The first step 
in the research process was to draw a random sample of 100 cases from the 
case files of the 16th Judicial District and test the GAO' recommended instru
ments. The results were very disappointing because these instruments did not 
predict very accurately. At this pOint, the research staff decided to reject 
the criteria used by the BES and EDS and develop new variables. 

As a result, they examined approximately 180 different batkground variables 
on a second random sample of 100 offenders. After spending a considerable amount 
of time and effort correlating demographic variables, research staff constructed 
a model based on the six variables that were clearly related to probation Success 
and failure. A canned SPSS program employing a multiple regression method of 
analysis was used to compute correlations and to identify the variables most 
closely related to outcome. Once the correlations Were completed, continuous 
variables were split into rough thirds and simple linear equivalents were 
assigned as scores. The variables and weights of the initial probation equa-
tion were assigned as follows: 

Table 1 
Variable -- In'itial Variables and Weights 

Highest School Grade 
Annua 1 Income 
Number of Dependents 
Prior Incarceration 
Ma rita 1 S ta tus 
Ecpnofuically Disadvantaged* 

* = Probationers whose family 
for the prior year. 

t~ei ght 
Grades 3-9 = 1; 10-11 = 2; 12+ = 3 
o - $800 = 1; $801 - $4500 ~ 2; $4501 + = 3 
None = 1; 1 - 7 = 2 
Yes = 1; No = 2 
Never Married = 1; Ever Married = 2 
Yes = 1; No = 2 

income fell below the federal poverty guidelines 
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Based on the above weighting procedure, cut-off scores were developed in 
conjunction with the proposed level of field supervision. These scores were 

' .-.-.. -~--~.-.. grouped as follows: Table 2 

Cut-off Scores 
~ervision level Range of Scores 

High 6-8, " 
Medium 

Low 
" 9-11 

12-14 

Following the completion of the construction sample, still another random 
sample of 100 cases was selected to validate the six criteria. The same 

'analytical technique (multiple regression) was used, and the findings were 
fundamentally the same as in the first sample. As a result, no changes were 
made in the variables to be employed, the weighting procedures, or the 
"cut-off" scores of the initial equation. 

It should be noted here again that the Ford/Johnson probation equation 
looks at probability of both Success and failure. The equation predicted 
seven out of eight fail~res in the samples above (87%) with one false nega
tive. Similarly, the equation predicted 17 out of 19 (89%) Successes with 
two false positives. The predict'ive accuracy of the instrument seems very _ 
high according to the figures listed above, but the researchers were only 
able to account for 25% of the variance. This le~ves 75% of the variance 
unexplained, a factor which may have undermined the predictive validity of 
this instrument as the sample size increased. 

Implementation 

In any event, the LEAA grant was awarded in August
y 

and a new sample 
was drawn 'in September to again test the predictive accuracy of the equa~ion. 
This new evaluative sample'demonstrated, however, that the Ford/Johnson 
equation "did not continue to predict level of risk adequately,,,l and it was 
abandoned. Researchers, headed by Alan R. Ahasic, immediately set to work 
to develop a new probation equation. A test sample of 128 adult probationers 
(64 failure/rearrests and 64 successful/non-arrests) was drawn for a test 
period running from January, 1976 to April, 1978. Depending on the date of 

1. Robert Mueller, Director of Kane County Diagnostic Center, personal 
communication (January 11,1979). 
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each probationer's release, the period of probatior v'aried f~()m Q to 33 
, .f f' 

months. Afte~ coding sel~cted demo:raPhlic vai··i.ab:-rs; resear9hers ran a , 
stepwise multlple regresslOn analysls. 1i!hOSe varl~bles that !demonstrate~ 
relationships with success or failure on ,prol)ation!were then ~se1ected for 

!. ttl 

use in the equation. The resulting risk :equatiorj yields an D,verall score 
when the weights applied to.each of the ~ariab1e!i ~n the eqUaition ~r~ totalled. 
The researchers then establlshed cut-off 'scores for the three; tradltlonaJ 
levels of probation. i 

Although the inclusion of a copy o'f :the new probation equation at this 
point would help to elucidate the new insltrument and its vari:ables; Mr. Mueller 
(Director of the Center) requested that ~e not pub)iSh the eq~ationfor the 
following reason: 

and 
new 

The Kane County Diagnostic Center de'cided not: to publish! the specific 
variables in the risk equation and t~eir coding scheme ail: this time~ 
since general knowledge of thi,s info["1a~ionm~y invalida~e the cont~ol 
group used in this research. FiftYt'ercent pf the subjects are assign-
ed to a control group in which some pf the subjects are hssigned a level 
of supervision that 'is either higher' or lowe.r than their actual lev~l of 
risk. If the probation officers, through knowledge of the risk'variables, 
could determine which subjects were assigned a level of supervision differ
ent than their level of risk, they may respond to these clients in tenns 
of their level of risk rather than the assigned level of supervision. 2 

By the end of September, the development of the new instrument was complete, 
its predictive accuracy had been tested and confinned. Consequently, this 
probation equation was implemented fo~ use'~s of October ~,1978. Since the 

new instrument has only been in use fora short time, no preliminary resy1ts 
or impact are available as yet. But va1i~ation stodies on th~ instrumeni will 
be conducted at intervals of six months dLring the entire term of the LE~ grant. 

I ' ., I 

The dev~lopers of the instrum~nt ~e1ieve ~hat~thrO~gh a.serits.o~ adjustmen~s . 
to the lnstrument at each valldatlon, an ~quatlOI1Wlth hlgh va11dlty and ,rellabll-
ity should emerge.,u3 . 

2. Robert Mueller, personal communication (January 12, 1978). 
3. Quoted from research report "A Risk Assessment Instrument for 16th Judicial 

Circuit Court ServiceS, Kane County, Illinois"; Alan R. Ahasic, Research 
and Development Supervisor; page 4.' . 
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The Diagnostic Center defines risk as the threat of re-arrest or cOl1vic
tion (except for ttaff'ic offenses). The thrust of this risk ?efinition is 
concerned mostly with general recidivism., The Center does not feel that. 

i 
they can accurately predict violence. This risk definition was arl~ived at 
primarily through the evaluation of the probation field supervision and job 
placement program used by the 16th Circuit. This definition assumes '~ha~ t~e 

employed ex-offender is less likely to recidivate, a concept researchers feel 
is particularly valid in their area of Illiryois. This emphasis on success is 
an attempt to improve the risk prediction process by taking into account 
factors that are positively correlated with stable employment, and could be 
considered in conjunction with the traditional concerns of probation failure 
while on field supervision. In accordanc~ with these concern$ selection ~f 
criterion or predictor variables, weighti~g procedures, and "cut-offs" were 

, I 

based on the correlations and the distrib~tion of the continuous variables. 
'I . 

Subsequent to the construction of th~ probation equation;'a legal review 
was completed by the Chief Judge of the 1cith Judici:al Circuit.. At the time of 
that review, the judge did not find any problem with the use of the equation 
by probation offices. The judge did, however., object to the use of the equa
tion for the purpose of arriving at a sentencing recommendation because he 
felt that overt use of the equation by the bench would be interpreted as an 
infringement on judicial discretion. 

The funding for the development and implementation of the new probation 
equati on wi 11 be provi ded by lEAA over th.e n~xt three years .. Funds wi 11 be 
based on two lB month grants, providing apout $300~OOO for eath period. The 
county, as is usually the case, will have; to match 10%. Prior to the receipt 
of the LEAA grant, the county underwent a: 2 year start-up cycle, using only 
regular funding for the research. These costs were based primarily on per
sonnel co~ts and did not amount to more than the time of Dr. Ford, Ms.Johnson, 

• and several clerks for interspersed perio~s. 

When Dr. Ford and Ms. Johnson constructed the first probation equation~ 
they introduced it to probation officers to get their r(~actions. At first 
the officers were resistant, believing that its adoption would mean a reduction 
in staff. Officers also disliked the substitution of a mechanical process for 
their experienced judgment. However, after the equation was explained and they 
realized that it would result in increased staff, all resistance seems to have 
dissipated. 

-47-

t i 



-~---~~--..,...,-~,~--.. " --.-, .. .,--;-,-.. - ~ 

I 
! 
\ 

\ 
I 
1 
1 
i 
l 
I 

Screen~~nd Decision Processes 

Three groups of individuals at the Diagnostic Center are'involved in 
the screening process. The first staff grouping is composed 9f two IIscre,ens" 
who conduct face-to-face interviews with each convicted defendant prior to 
the preparation of the pre-sentence investigation report. All information 

recorded at this stage is either self-reported from the defendant or is taken 

di Y'ectl y from off; ci a 1 records. The second' group qons i sts of a "tracker" who 

takes the i nforma ti on compil ed by the II sl::reeners II and tri es to veri fy a 11 
facts with official documents or trustworthy persons in the community. Once 
the information has been gathered and verified, on~ of the psychologists 
(the last staff group) writes the pr~-sentence inve~tigation ~eport. This 
report is based primarily on the results cif psychological tesiing, interview
ing, and background checks. If the defendant is sentenced to probation, then 
the probation equation score is used as the basis for assigniTlg a level of 

supervision. 
The information which is required to fill out the probation equation 

consists of mostly demographic variables, such as education level, family 
income, number of dependents, etc. This information is verified, as mentioned 
above, by official documents whenever possible. For example, high school trans
cripts would be requested to determine the highest grade completed, and a tax 
return may be requested to determine income level. I Mr. Mueller believes 'that 
the equation demands good quality data, a~d that st'rict guidelines for verif"ica-

tion are the best way to ensure this. 1 ' 

In some jurisdictions, agency staff have involved .. the defendant extensively 
in the risk assessment process by asking formal permission to conduct the, 
screening. This, however, is not the plan in Kane County. The only involve
ment that is planned at this time, other than the self-reporting of information, 
is a review and appeal process that will take place once a level of supervision 
has been assi gned. The revi eW will b~ made primarily by the defendant's 
attorney and may result in an appeal'by the defense if the decision is believed 
to be based on inaccurate information. 

The results of the probation eqgation as a means of establishing the 

level of field supervision are meant to be used at face value. Whereas some 

,', 
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jurisdictions permit a good deal of subjective decision making to override 
instrument scores, Kane County officials do not intend to let this occur 
very often. They feel that numerous overrides would be an indication that 
the predictive value of the instrument is questionable. 

Commentary 

The Kane County Probati on equati on is di fferent from other i nstr'uments 
used to establish the level of supervision in its emphasis on factors asso
ciated with success. For example, the program has been coupled with an employ
ment program in the county in an effort to decrease the numbt;!r of persons who 
ufail u simply because they are unemployed {thus l~ading to future criminal 
acts}. If the Kane County program is as,good as {ts developers expect, it may 
lead to more research in risk instrument development. 
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SITE VISIT REPORT 

DECISION POINT: PROBATION AND PAROLE SUPERVISION 

PROBATION AND PAROLE 
SUPERVISION LEVELS 

! 

PHILADELPHIA COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

SITE VISIT: May 30 and June 1,1978 

INTERVIEWERS: Peggy Smith, Ph.D. 
Garry Kemp 

CONTACT PERSON: Nancy Berk 
Research Supervisor 
Research, Planning, and Training Unit 
Tele: (215) 686-7472 
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Over'vi ew 

The Philadelphia Probation Department utilizes a modified version of 
the California Base Expectancy Scale (BES) primarily to screen probationers 
for assignment to various levels of ~upervision. The screening process is 
explained later in this report, while the following de~cribes the setting 
in which the CBE is used. 

Under the Probation and Parole Act of 1909 (as amended), judges 
have legislative authority to grant probation. The Philadelphia Proba-
tion Department is directly accountable to the presiding judge of the 
Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas and supervises adult probationers. 
Figure 1 delineates the judicial organizati:on and lines of authority. It 

also shows that the State Supreme Court is the ultimate judicial ruling 
body in Pennsylvania. Under the Common Pleas. Court (the. highest trial 
division), there is a Municipal Court Division ~hich handles lesser ci~il 
actions, misdemeanor trials, and pretrial hearings for felonies. The Common 
Pleas Court handles the more'serious civil claims, felony trials, and de novo 
hearings from Municipal Court. The Court of Common Pleas Division contains 
three judicial divisions (orphans' court, generai trial division, and family 
court) and an Office tif Court Administration, ~ithin which the Probation 
Department is located. 

Figure 2 illustrates the organizational structure of the Prpbation De
partment. With the assistance of the, Deputy Chief Probation Officer, the 
Chief Probation Officer (CPO) heads the unit. Under the CPO there are' 

seven subdivisions: (1) Research, Planning, and Training Division, (2) Diversion 
Services, (3) Administrative Services, (4) Special Services, (5) Field Ser
vices, (6) Presentence Investigating Services, and (7) Probation Police 
Prison Liaison Division. The Research, Planning, and Training Unit was 
the primary contact for the site visit. However, Field Services and Special 
Services were the units that primarily used classification instruments. Both, 
unitj playa role in establishing supervision levels for probationers. 

The Philadelphia Probation Department employs a total of 267 em~loyees 
who are classified into nine'professional employment categories, including 
probation officers, officer trainees, and technicians:' In addition, there 
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Fi gure 1 
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are 146 other employees of various non-professional employment classi-
fications. 

The geographic area under the jurisdiction of the Philadelphia Pro-
bation Department includes both the city and county of Philadelphia, Penn
sylvania, which have the same boundaries. The 1970 census reported the 
population of this area to be about 1.95 million people, concentrated in an 
all urban area on the border of New Jersey. The ethnic distribution is 
caucasians 66%, blacks 34~. The following table shows the crime rates for 
Philadelphia in 1975: 

jl 

TABLE 1 

PHILADELPHIA CRIME INDEX 

(SMSA estimated population of 4.93 million people) 
tTl 

Total crime index 
Violent crime 
Property crime 

= 211,633 
= 

= 
25,097 

186,536 

Rate Per 100,000 
Population 

4,289.8 
508.7 

3,781. 1 

These figures compare to the nationwide average a's follows: 

TABLE 2 

NATIONAL CRIME INDEX 

Rate per 100,000 population 
Philadelphia U. S. as a Whole 

Total crime index 4,289.8 
508.7 

3,781 .1 

5,281.7 
481.5 

4,800.2 

V· 1 . t1 10 ent Crlme 
Property crime 

-55-

:: 

! I 

, 

i 
I ' 
I ' 
1 I,. , ' 

i .1 

! 1 
I. 



Table 2 shows that Philadelphia has an overall lower crime rate than the 
U. S. as a whole (-18.8%) even though violent crime is slightly higher 

, . 
(+5.4%). Th~ property crime rate, however, is substantially lower (-21.3%). 

The Philadelphia Probation Department is ~esponsible for the ,super
vision of probationers sentenced by Philadelphia Municipal and Common Pleas 
Courts. In addition to probationers,' the Department supervises parolees 
released from Philadelphia County Prisons. Table 3 below provides a com
parison of department intakes for 1976 and 1977: 

Table 3 

Probation De~artment Intakes for 1976 and 1977 

1976 1977 Amount of Decline % of Decline 
Probationary Intakes 5,973 4,928 1,045 17% 
Parolee Intakes 1 ,615 1,437 178 11% 

Total Intakes 7,588 6,365 1,223 16% (total 
decline) 

Within the Field Services Division,a subdivision of Probation (see 
Figure 3), 12,000 cases were under supervision as of April 30, 1978. Of new 
intakes processed for field services, about 64% are placed on regular field 
supervision, about 33% are placed in specialized "administrative" caseloads, 
and about 3% in an "experimental" type of caseload. In regular field super

vision caseloads, probation officers carry fully stratified caseloads (high, 
moderate, and minimum risk clients). They may also maintain some minimum risk 
clients in an administrativa status (low supervision). 

The California Base Expectancy Scale (BES) is used to screen offenders 
for assignment to various supervision levels. In addition to screening for 
level of supervision in the regular field services division, the BES is also 

used to screen new intakes for "administrative" caseloads (minimum supervision). 
After several years of research and experience validating the BES, it was deter
mined that a specific group of low risk offenders (based on BES scores) did well 
with minimal supervision. (monthly phone reporting or quarterly face-to-face 
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Note: 

Figure 3 

Field Serv'ices Division New Intake Pr\!)cessing 

1 
Special Services 
(Sex offense, 'drug 
and alcohol abuse, 

etc.) 

l' 
I 

I 

Court Sentences to 
Probation 

Intake 
Administer BES 

I 

L. ___ ~ 
Regular Fiel d 
Supervision 
(BES 62 or 

less) 

r----"'--'-__ ---. 

Fiel d Servi ces 

Experimental Unit 
Robbery" burgl ary, 

Assault 
(Ages 18-40) 

r------1.. ___ ,,_ 

Administrative 
Caseload 

(BES 62 or 
ITlO re) 

The dottedl!~es indicate that defendants assigned to Special Services 
may ?e r~asslgned.to Regular Field Supervision. The opposite is also 
true: cllent~ 'asslgned to Regular Supervision may be reassigned'to Speclal Servlces. , 
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contacts). These low risk clients were assigned to administrative caseloads 
to determine if they would perform as w~ll under minimum supervision. 

The Experimental Unit provides supervision and-services to high and 
moderate risk offenders. A high percentage of this Unitrs caseload consists 
of offenders who have committed robbery, burglary, or assault, but some clients 
in this unit have committed other crimes. Although most of the Experimental 
Unit exists within the field services division, Cell C (the component utilizing 
vOlunte~rs and a probation officer/volunteer coordinator) is part of the Special 
Services Division. This Division provides ~reatment and/or evaluation for sex 
offenders and persons with drug, alcohol, or mental health problems. 

Instrument and Its Development 

In 1972, crowded probation offices, burgeoning caseloads, and a shortage 
of manpower created considerable pr~ssure for change in the Probation Depart
ment. As a result, the Department obtained federal funds and began to experi
ment with a number of different programs to alleviate the problems. These 
special programs attempted intensive supervision in addition to alternative 
treatment strategies in handling certain target groups of offenders. These 
special programs endeavored to identify the most appropriate kinds of service 
delivery and supervision for various categories of offenders on the Department's 
caseload. Many of these programs developed and implemented a risk prediction 
device to screen clients for appropriate levels of. supervision. 

The risk assessment instrument currently used is a modified version of 
the California Base Expectancy Scale 61 B (see Appendices A and B). Histor
ically, another modified version of the original instrument was implemented 
in 1973, but it was discontinued after a short time because of a general concern 
in the Department over the appropriateness of two of the Variables--race, and 
arrest of other family members. In addition, line probation officers have 
historically favored their own clinically based as~essments of level of risk 
over the recommendations of an objective predictive device. 

Because of this line opposition, a committee of probation officers began 
to develop and utilize an altel"native to the BES. They met weekly with research 
staff over a period of nine months, identifying items the probation officers 
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thought were related to outcomes .. Late in 1975, however, local research 
results showed that the various scales based on probation officer judgment 
had low predictive validity. Interest in these stales waned as a result. 

At about the same time, the findings of the Federal Government Account
ing Agency's Office (GAO) for Philadelphia reported a higher validity for 
the CBE scale. This study reported validation research for a 1975 sample of 
closed probation cases in Philadelphia. The findings showed that several 
base expectancy scales, specifically California Forms 61 Band 65 A, were 
va1.id for closed probation cases in Philadelphia. The GAO study further 
recommended the adoption of predictive devices as management tools. 

One of the scales which had be~n validated by GAO for Philadelphia was 
then adopted with slight modifications. This version, Form 61 B, includes 
period of time arrest-free, present offense, opiate use, age, aliases, and 
adult incarcerations. This BES was implemented on a limited basis as part 
of federally funded special programs in September 1976, and by July 1977, 
was in use fer all new intake cases. Subsequent research has validated the 
predictive accuracy of this instrument for active cases as well. 

Screening and Decision Process j 

Following sentencing, an intake clerk completes the form based on 
information contained in the case file, and a brief face-to-face interview. 
Completion of the form usually takes only two to ten minutes. Six clerk/ 
interviewers ~nd a supervisor are assigned full time to the.Intake Unit. 
They process 500 new cases per month, of which approximately 85% - 90% are 
completed on the day of sentencing. 

After the basic information is collected by the intake clerk, he assigns 
the client to the appropriate unit and/or probation officer. The clerk takes 
into account any court imposed supervision stipulations, as well as con
current supervisibns and the BESscore. If all the past criminal history in
formation is not available, thereby delaying completion of the BES, the client 
is assigned to a unit, but not a specific officer. If the person is a sex 
6ffender, or drug or alcohol abuser, he or she may be referred to special 
Services, regardless of score. If the offender is 18 to 40 years old, 
has committed robbery, burgl ary or assault (or some o-t'her target"crfme), 
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and has no concurrent supervision with the Department, he or she is placed 
in the Experimental Unit of the Field Services Divison. These two special 
categories of offenders (those assigned to Special Services or the Experi
mental Unit) comprise approximately 15% of all new probationers. If the 
BES score is'62 points or higher, then the offender is tentatively assigned 
to minimum supervision on an administrative caseload (approximately 35% of 
the new intakes). 

All new clients ~eport to a probation 'officer, usually within one week 
of the intake procedure. The officer interviews the offender to obtain more 
detailed information for clinical assessment, and then verifies the informa
tion obtained through telephone calls to collateral contacts. 

The client is placed on the administrative caseload with monthly phone 
reporting if he or she was tentatively screened for administrative caseload 
(minimum supervision), does not exhibit major problems or major needs for 
services, and the sentencing judge does not disapprove. The remaining clients-
those not assigned to administrative caseloads, the Experimental Unit, or 
Special Services--are assigned to regula~ field services caseloads. For 
regular case10ads, levels of supervision are determined by the BES score 
and clinical assessments based upon in-depth ;niti~l interviews performed 
by probation officers. 

In about 10% of the cases, the probation officer's subjective assessment 
conflicts with the BES score. For example, a probation officer may recommend 
to his supervisor more intensive supervision than the BES score suggests. 
In most cases, the officer's recommendation is upheld. Feedback is available 
to probation officers in the form of rearrest data on individual c\ients. 

In Field Services, rescreening is accomplished after the first 90 days 
by the supervising probation officer who uses information from the criminal 
extract, personal client interviews, and if available, the presentence investi
gation report. The 'latter is usually not available at intial contact, and is 
only available on 30% of new convictions. This rescreening is done at neigh
borhood probation offices by 116 different supervising line off'icers in Phila
delphia who perform an average of three new intakes per month. 

In the Experimental Unit, intensively supervised cases must make at least 
four face-to-face contacts per month for at least 90 days. Reassessment is 
based upon the client's performance during this supervision period, needs assess-
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ment, and clinical judgment of the probation officer and the supervisor. The 
rationale for a 90 day reassessment i~ grounded on the fact that most repeat 
offenders will recidivate with'in this time frame. Conversely, if they remain 
arrest-free for 90 days~ they are less likely to recidivate. 

To summarize briefly, 15% of all new intakes are sent either to the 
Special Services Divi~ion or to the Experimental Unit of the Field Services 
Division. Approximately 35% are ass1gned to minimum supervision or admini
strative caseload~ and the remaining 50% a~e assigned tO,regular caseloads. 
These latter two operations occur within the Field Services Division. 

Results and Impact 

Recent monitoring of the administrative case10ad has shown that only 
about 10% of these cases were rearrested within six m~nths. Of these rearrests, 
only 3.1% were reconvicted with 3.4% presently pending disposition. These 
figures compare favorably with data presented at an informal seminar indicat
iny that less than 5% of persons placed under minimum supervision in the 
past were rearrested within four months. Other informal studies have shown 
10% rearrested within six months and 5% convicted. 

Using the BES as a risk screening device has also effected considerable 
c~s~ savings. Approximately 35% of new field services intakes now go on 
mlnlmum supervision immediately, whereas they previously stayed on moderate 
supervision at l.east one year. Moreover, by moving low r'isk offenders to 
minimum su~ervision on administrative caseloads, the Department has freed 
ten positions at a cost saving~ of $120,000 per year, plus fringe benefits. 

Probation Department administrators also perceive the program as 
Psychologically beneficial to line probation officers because it reduces 
the burdensome aspects of their job. The administrators interviewed be
liev~ that risk screening permits more effective casework by introducing 
varYlng levels of supervision; in other words, since screening diverts 
large numbers of minimum supervision clients to adminstrative caseloads, 
agents have more opportunity to recognize client needs for services and to 
concentrate on preventive casework. . 

However, line officers interviewed expressed considerable concern over 
using ~he BES.for screening and shifting more clients to minimum supervision, 
refe.rrlng to It as a II numbers ll game. As stated earlier, probation officers 
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have traditionally resisted using objective devices instead of their own 
clinically oriented judgments which permit professional discretion. The 
caseloads of most probation officers have remained high~ about 80 clients 
per officer. In addition, officers possibly supervise a higher ratio of 
high and moderate clients now since low risk clients are frequently assigned 
to administrative caseloads. Nevertheless, it is 'important to recognize 
that administrative caseloads were implemented at a time when the number of 
probation officers decreased due to financ~al constraints. Despite the oppo
sition of line officers to risk screening, without the introduction of admini
strative caseloads, regular caseloads would be even larger under the same 
budget constraints. 

During the site visit, probation staff, judges, and the public defender 
were asked to identify potential legal ramifications of using such an instru
ment. None of the persons interviewed could perceive any difficulties,except 
that in certain situations the risk assessment score could potentially conflict 
with the application of a judge's special condition, such as probation with 
maximum supervision. In actual practice, however, whenever any special judi
cial considerations are stipulated, these conditions are always followed. 

Yet in another context, use of risk screening in probation may involve 
potential constitutional in'fringements of the equal protection and due process , 
guarantees of the fourth and Fifth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 
These infringements could arise if persons screened for supervision were not 
assured the legitimate opportunity to benefit from the freedoms and services 
offered by the Probation Department. This possibility, however, is mitigated 
in Philadelphia because a cl~rkadministers the risk instrument from objective 
criminal history records. The objectivity of this process should leave little 
room for subjective interpretation based on experience. In addition, it is 
difficult to conceive of a probationer or parolee objecting to reduced levels 
of supervision. In all cases, new intakes are informed that additional services 
are available, if desired. 

CommentarY 

The Philadelphia Probation Department has effectively used risk screening 
to implement varying levels of supervision. Thirty-five percent of new field 
service intakes have been moved to minimum supervision, thereby effecting 
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considerable cost savings while achieving low recidivism rates for minimum 
supervision clients. 

In response to line QPposition to the BE~, the Department is s~eking 
alternative instruments to test against it. The Department ha~ rec~~t-" 
ly implemented "the Environmental Deprivation Scale (EDS) on a pilot basis in 
the Experimental Unit. The EDS~ which is currently in use in Alabama, is 
used for needs assessment as well as risk prediction. It is also highly 
sensitive to interviewer interpretation and subjective clinical judgments. 
It covers 16 variables: employment, income, debts, job participation, job 
status, hobbies and avocations, education, residence, church, organizational 
ties, friends, relatives, . parents , wife or equivalent, children, and fear. 
The EDS is used in conjunction with the BES, and later analysis will test 
the predictive validity of the two scales in risk assessment. 

The Philadelphia Probation Department has succes?fully achieved its 
goal--providing satisfactory levels of supervision in the face of dwindling 
resources and decreased staff. Without the use of screening procedures and 
varying supervision levels, the caseload size would undoubtedlY have increased 
significantly in the past several years. Research is continuing to determine 
whether or not the provision of increased supervision and services to high 
and moderate risk offenders results in a decrease in recidivism. 
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APPENDIX A 
Name: 

:::S.::C~O~n.:;.::I~.!~:..:..l G:.:.;:-=S.:.:F.:..:t:::.E:.:T=---_.:::n;;;..A;.;:S;..;;.B~· _E_' X_'_P_E_C ~ ~\ ~~ i:y 

A. POSITIVE FACTORS 

* 

All persons get 21 points: Add 21 

If arr8~t ~rce fivecr more years: Add 16 

J.f preseni.: O£fCT"lSC? ·not. forget.y, checks or 
burglary: )l.c.d 13. 

If no history of opi~te U3e: Add 13 

Multiply pres~nt age times .~ 

ADD ALI, POS ITIVE FAC'!'ORS, TOTAr. t~[l. = 

HuJ.tiply 3 ti~es numbcl." of aliases 

lot u 1 J~ Ii? 1. '1 5 ti;;-;es nUIT.uer of tldul t inc~rc:c::"a tions 

ADD Z .. LL NF.G.!l.TIVE P]\CTORS, TOTJ\L #B = 

SUBTiti,\CT '!:O'!'Jl..1. liB" PROt·! ,TOT]\L .. p.1I 

,FniAL SeO.RE = 

~i 
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Date ________________ __ 
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APPE~IDIX B 

DEFINITIONS -BASE EXPECTANCY 

ARREST FREE FIVE (5) OR MORE CONSECUTIVE YEARS 

If the current arrest is the only arrest, probationer 
receives credit for th.is item. If not the only arrest, 
then determine if there is any five year arr~st free period 
between the first arrest and the current arrest. COo not 
count time confined to a correctional or mental institution.} 

PRESENT OFFENSE NOT FORGERY, CHECKS OR BURGLAJ~Y 

Only the following kinds of offenses 
as forgery, checks, or burglary offenses: 
credit cards, ,or prescriptions, burglar!, 
commit burglary. 

NO HISTORY OF OPIATE 'USE 

should be considered 
forgery of checks, 

or conspiracy to 

Check criminal record and, if necessary, then ask 
probationer if he has ever used any opiates without prescrip"': 
tion, even on a casual basis. 

The most common opiates are: cocaine, codeine,' 
demerol, heroine, methadone, morphine and opium. 

The following are not opiates: benzedrine, LSD, 
marijuana, speed, phenobarb, "Bennies,1I "Blue Angels," 
"Goof Balls,." Red Devils, II and "~ellow Jackets." 

Nur-mER OF ALIASES 

Consider only the criminal record. Do not count obvious 
nicknames. 

NUMBER OF PRIOR KNONN ADULT INC"_'i.RCER.'\.TIONS 

The c=iminal record may not include a record of all 
incarcera tions. I f a computerized crimi'nal his tory is at.t~ched, 
check that as w~ll. Otherwise ask the probationer. The 
incarceration must have occurred after t.~e 18th birthday. The 
incarceration nl~st have incluced sentenced time, not ~erelz 
a detention in jail for investigation, awaiting trial, 
protective custody, or enroute to another destination. Do not 
count any jail sentence all of which was susp~nded. 

If two or more sentences were served consecu~ively, count 
only as one incarceration. . 
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SITE VISIT REPORT 

DECISION POINT: PROBATION AND PAROLE SUPERV·ISION 

WISCONSIN STATE BUREAU 
OF 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS 

CASE CLASSIFICATION/STAFF DEPLOYMENT PROJECT 

SITE VISIT: May 15 - 17, 1978 

INTERVIHJERS: Peggy Smith, Ph.D. 

Garry Kemp 

CONTACT PERSON: Chris Baird 
Research Director 
Case Classification/Staff 
Deployment Project 
Tele: (608) 266-1409 
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Overview 

Classification procedures were introduced in the Wisconsin Bureau ~f 
Community Corrections in conjunction with a reallocation of staff resourCeS. 
In 1973 the Wisconsin Bureau of Probation and Parole (as it was then called) 
requested 37 new positions in order to reduce client-agent ratios to 44-1. 
The 1973 budget bill passed by the legislature provided the additional posi
tions, but also mandated that the Bureau "implement" a workload inventory 
system and specialized caseloads for probation and parole agents. Therefore, 
in order to justify the requested ratio and to improve effectiveness of 
service delivery by systematically relating client needs to agent functional 
time requirements, the "Case Classification/Staff Deployment Project" was 
implemented in early 1974. This project was designed to develop classifica
tion instruments as weill as client needs assessment. The procedures are 
used to determine the appropriate level of client supervision, and to indicate 
appropriate intervention strat~gies based on client needs. 

The Case Classification/Staff Deployment (CC/SD) project was initially a 
federally funded cxper'imental unit wit.hin the Wisconsin Division of Corrections; 
Bureau of Community Co~rections. Its primary responsibility is to improve the 
effectiveness of service delivery to state probationers and parolees through a 
workload inventory and specialized classifications of clients. The unit has 
designed and implemented classification procedures now used on a statewide 
basis to assign clients to minimum, medium, and maximum supervision. In 
addition, the project has cooperated with clinical services staff within 
the department in implementing client needs assessments aimed at improved inter
vention strategies. 

Figure 1 shows.the organization of the Department of Health and Social 
Services. Under this umbrella department are the Division of Corrections, 
the Bureau of Community Correc:ti ohs (headed by Di rector Edward Buehl er'), and 
finally, the CC/SD Project. The Project Director of CC/SD, Robert Capener, 
supervises a research section headed by Chris Baird and a field section headed 
by Sally McBeath. The CC/SD project employs a total of 18 persons. Besides 
the CC/SD Project Director (Bob Capener), there are five research staff, eight 
probation and parole aSlents, two half-time paraprofessionals, and four secretary
typists. 
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FIGURE 1 

ORGANIZATJON CHART 
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The Bureau of Community Corrections serves the entire State of 
Wjsconsin but the CC/SD project is located and staffed in Madison. Accord
ing to the 1977 census, the population of the state is slightly over 4.4 

million, and is concentrated primarily in urban areas where 65% (2.9 million) 
of the inhabitants live. Although Wisconsin is primarily a rural state, 
there are 81.1 persons per square mile on a statewide average. RaCially, 
Wisconsin can be divided into three groups: whites account for 95% of the 
population; blacks about 3%; and other races, 2%. 

The crime rate for the State of Wisconsin in 1975 was as follows: 

(Population estimated at 4.6 million) 
Rate Per 100,000 population 

Total Crime Index 
Violent Crime 
Property Cri me 

= 183,157 

= 6,992 
= 176,165 

3,975.6 

151.8 
3,823.9 

These figures compare to the nationwide ave~age as follows: 

Wisconsin 
Total Crime Index 3,975.6 
Violent Crime 151.8 

Property Crime 3,823.9 

. 
Rate Per 100,000 Population 

U.S. as a Whole 
5 ,28.1.7 

481.5 
4,800.2 

% D 
24.8 
69.5 

20.4 

The above table shows that the Wisconsin crime rate is considerably lower 
than the national average. 

Referrals to the Bureau of Probation and Parole come from two sources: 
(1) the trial courts, and (2) the parole board when persons are granted 
parole from a state institution. During 1976, 8,124 new clients were admitted 
to adult probation status; during the same period, 1,074 persons were paroled 
(this represents a combination of 968 first releases and 106 re-releases). 
Probationers make up 86% of the caseload and parolees 14%. Only 16.5% 
of the correctional population is held in institutions; 83.5% are under field 
sUpervision. 
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Treatment., depending on classification. includes maXimum, medium. or 
minimum supervision. Usually clients a~ aSSigned to the highest level Of 
supervision indicated either by their score on a needs scale or their risk 
Score on a claSSification scale (see Appendices A and B). If Circumstances 
warrant, however, it is Possible for an agent to subjectively override the 
client1s score on either scale and recommend to the supervisor that a differ
ent supervision level be established (either higher or lower). The supervisor 
then must deci de "hether or not to approve ·the agent's request. Such depart
ures occur in 12% of the cases. 

, , 

Maximum supervision clients are believed to have a high potential for 
continued unlaWful behaVior and/or demonstrate a substantial need for agency 
services (ge~erally fthese supervision clients score high on both risk and 
needs assessments). Maximum supervision clients are seen at least two times 
a month while medium supervision clients are ~een once. a month. l Minimum 
supervision clients must be seen 'once every 90 days. These latter cases can 
be handled by a mail-in report every 30 days, with home visits as appropriate, 
and at least one verification of residence and employment before discharge. 
Approximately 45% of the new cases start in maximum superVision, and all cases 
are reassessed every six months. 

The Instrument and Its Development 

The claSSification scale is found in Appendix A. As indicated above, 
claSSification occurs in conjunction with needs assessment (see Appendix B). 
The classification scale itself has two main dimensions: prior criminal 
record (including both JUVenile and adult Offenses), and social faGtoY's. Six 
variables are scored under prior criminal record: age at first conviction, 
prior probation/parole supervision, revocations, fel,ony convictions

s 
and 

number and type of prior offenses. Social variables include: address changes, 
employment, alcohol and drug problems, and attitude. Although there is no 
formal discretion category, the latter three variables are obviously influ-
en ted by subjective assessments. However, agents report that scoring of 
these variables is made only after several interViews, and that background 

1. A more intensive visiting schedule of four times a month is being 
expe.rimented with by 20 agents in three regions.' Policy regarding 
minimum visits for those under intensive superVision may change depend-
ing on the results of thin study, ' 
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information is often compiled from pre-sentence reports, probation social 
evaluation reports, and from collateral contatt~ who have verified the' 
agent's data. The needs assessment scale used in conjunction with the 
classification instrument includes eleven var.iqbles rated (largely on 

subjective assessments) by the agent. In addition, a clinical needs form 

is also completed if the agent believes a clinical referral is advisable. 

Chris Baird, CC/SD project research director, developed the classifi
cation instrument and associated procedures~ IJe had previously conducted 

similar research for the state of Illinois and was familiar with classifi
cation instruments. The instrument was constructed using variables shown 
to be statistically associated with .risk in a construction ,sample. The con
struction sample consisted of 250 randomly selected probation or parole 
cases during a six to nine month pretest period. These terminated cases 
were either discharged, closed, or case$ in which parole or probation was 
revoked. 2 Preliminary analysis narrowed the list of potential predictor 
variables to 22, which were then further refined to the list of ten factors 
isolated and weighted as shown on the current instrument. 

Two items from the original list which proved to be good pr~dictors 
(response to court or bureau-imposed conditions and use of community re
sources) were not entered because they are difficult criteria to assess at 
intake, and classification must be completed within 30 days of reception. 

Policy considerations also affected the ultimate selection of predictor 
variables. For example, assaultive offenses were weighted an additional 

15 points, thus assuring that any assaultive offender would receive maximum 
supervision for the first six months. This was done b2cause of the concern 
that new assaultive offenses 'represent a higher cost to society than other 
outcome variables. 

Although the factors analyzed explain in total only 58% of the variance 
in criminal behavior, the research staff concluded that this was sufficient 

to classify clients into appropriate levels of supervision. Establishing 
cut-off scores for high, medium, and low levels of supervision ~correctly 

--~----------

2. Details of this research can be found in Project Report #2, "Development 
of the Wisconsin Risk Assessment Sca1e," W.isconsin Divisi'on of Corrections, 
Madison, Wisconsin (1976). 
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placed" 72% of the cases in the appropriate supervision category. In 

an attempt to improve predictive accuracy, three additional variables were 

added to the scale: specific offenses, employment status, and drug usage 

problems. All ten variables comprising the final scale were assigned weights 
based upon their correlation with outcomes. For example, alcohol usage 

problems showed a correlation of .421 with outcome (further criminal behavior 
during period of supervision). These problems were then assigned a weight 

of +4 for serious problems, 0 for no problems, and the intermediate score of 
+2 for moderate problems. Actual scores for a client on the total scale 
range from 0 to 61. Cut-off scores are as follows: 

7 and below 
8 - 14 

15 and above 

Minimum 
- Medium 

Maximum 

Since the first six months are critical for successful completion of 
probation or parole, cut-off scores were established which place 45% of 

new clients in maximum supervision. Many clients move to lower levels at _ 

the first re-evaluation, resulting in the following breakdown for the entire 
probation and parole population: 

Maximum supervision - 33% 
Medium supervision 42% 
Minimum supervision - 25% 

Cut-off scores were initially establlshed to minimize under-supervision. 
It was assumed that under-supervision involves considerable risk from the 
standpoint of both public protection and "system risk" (public resentment). 
After establishing cut-off scores in the manner described above, it was 

found that only 5% of the construction sample fell into supervision categories 
lower than their actual probation/patole outcomes warranted. 

Implementation 

Funding for CC/SD has been provided through the Wisconsin State Office 
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of Criminal Justice Planning (LEAA). LEAA funds stay'ted in fiscal year 
1975-1976 in the amount of $110,400 on a 90-10% match basis. During fiscal 
year 1976-1977, funding was then increased to $135,361 through the same 
agency. Finally, for fiscal year 1977-1978, the final year of the grant 
funding was raised to $141,160. Grant funds were expended almost exclusively 

for personnel. For fiscal year 1978-1979, the Governor has Signed approval 
for interim funding. Although the exact dollar amount has not yet been 
approved, the budget request is for $150,000. If permanent funding is not 
approved after one year, CC/SD will terminate operation, although the system 
it has developed will continue to be utilized. 

As suggested earlier, the instrument was developed in response to a 
need to provide the state legislature with data which would allow budgeting 
and staff deployment on a workload, rather than a caseload, basis. The 
state legislature in early 1973 passed a new budget authorizing.an increase 
in probation/parole staff positions, but refusing to fund these additional 
positions until a workload inventory and client classification system were 
implemented which more effectively differentiated client need for supervision 
and allocated staff resources accordingly. Risk assessment, needs assessment, 
and other client screening interviews were implemented as a result of this 
1973 legislative mandate. The agency's purpose in implementing risk assess
ment, as well as client needs assessment, was to more effe:ctively deploy 
staff resources in the supervision of clients and to develop more effective 
case management strategies. The project staff feel these goals have been 
realized. 

Among the obstacles the CC/SD staff encountered during implementation 
were the following: 

1. Time pressures to quickly construct and implement a scale 
posed problems. Considerable time elapsed between the passage 
of the legislative mandate and the hiring of a staff, yet 
immediate action was expected. 

2. Establishing inter-rater reliability was a problem since field 
agents were not always available to participate in reliability 
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ratings at the scheduled time. However, such tests have 
. ' 3 

since been completed with excellent results. 

3. Weighting ~nd defining predictor variables involved a tedious 
process of simplifying procedures. Complicated forms would 
have yielded unreliable information if agents were unable or 
unwilling to take the scoring process seriously. 

4. Some staff resistance was encountered to the new procedures 
early in the life of the project. Strong top management support 
and participation by line staff in the implementation process 
helped eliminate this resistance. Staff now fully support the 
classification system. 

5. Agent variability in scoring was a ~oncern; therefore, precise 
definitions were incorporated in the forms in order to assist 
agents in scoring ptoblem cases. 

6. Adoption of new forms posed several problems. The research 
director recognized that any collection of new data must be 
time-efficient. He therefore devised a set of forms that re
duced time spent on paperwork. However, the new forms also 
required collecting additional information for Offender Based 
State Correctio'ns Information System (OBSCIS), an information
sharing system. Once the forms were designed, it took nearly a 
year to secure department approval of them. 

7. Some agent resistance to change was encountered, but was reduced 
by several strategies including the new time-effective paperwork, 
and tying the client classification system to workload inventories 
that recommend additional probation staff. -Agent fears were re
duced by a scoring system that minimiz~s risk of under-supervision~ 

3. See Project Report #12, Analysis of t.he Client Needs Assessment Scale," 
Wisconsin Division of Corrections, Madison, Wisconsin (1978). 
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preserves agent discretion, and initially places most new 
clients in high supervision, thereby reducing supervision 
only as the client demonstrates successful adjustment to 
probation or parole. 

There have been no legal challenges to the classification (risk assess
ment) screening. This may be due in part to the fact that Wisconsin made 
an early effort to conform to the standards, of Mor,ri ssey vs Brewer. A staff 
of impartial hearing examiners and a statewide public defender system has 
also been established to represent all probationers and parolees at revoc~tion 
proceedings. 

Screening and Decision Process 

The 385 probation/parole agents in the State ~creen newly assigned cases 
for both risk and needs assessment. Agents receive assignments (cases, investi
gations, etc.) on a workload basis; caseloads therefore vary a great deal. The 
agent will receive an average. of three new clients per month and must complete 
screening within 3~ days. On an agency basis, approximately'l,OOO new screenings 
are performed per month. 

; .. 
Either a pre-sentence investigation, a.social history, or an admission 

investigation is completed for every client admitted to the Wisconsin Division 
of Corrections. These investigations require about eight to nine hours to 

complete. While the information gathered does provide a basis for classification, 
it must be collected regardles~ of whether or ntit classification is a part of the 
system. Completion of the risk and needs assessment scales (classification) 
requires approximately 10 - 30 minutes. There is no testing component to classi
fication althQugh Psychological testing and/or evaluation may be done if the 
agent feels it is needed for his report to the courts or for case planning 
purposes. 

In order to complete the classification instrument, information is needed 
on prior criminal record, emp'loyment and address changes in the last 12 months, 
drug and alcohol usage problems, and client attitude. Sources of information 
include: 
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1. Self-reports at client interviews~ Three to four client 
interviews may be conducted during screening. 

2. 

3. 

Follow-up verification of social background. Collateral 

contacts may be made with e~ployers, landlords, family, and/or 
school. Paraprofessional case study aides may also assist in 
collateral contacts. 

Criminal background verification through a central crime index, 
local police department files, and p'revious probati~n reports. 

4. Auxiliary agency contacts may be utilized to assess emotional 
stability or psychiatric problems. 

Occasionally, information on juvenile records is not available; and the 
agent must rely on client-supplied information. In Milwaukee: juvenile re
tords are often not accessible; in other regions the agent can usually obtain 
juvenile records informally. Someti"1es an agent might 'interview a victim or 
the arresting officer if circumstances of the offense are ambiguous. Agents 
differed in their method of assessing attitude: Some indicated they assessed 
cooperativeness at interviews; others indicated they regarded prior record as 
an indication of attitude. ' 

Agents report that time pressure~ and,case)oad volume continually create 
pressures and reduce the quality of all servic~s. Usually an agent makes his 
best judgment on the basis of information available when screening assessment 
is due. The role of the client differs with the working style of the agent. 
Some agents will fully inform the client of the risk assessment and review 
the instrument.with him; others ~y simply interview clients without explaining 
the screening process. At six months, a reassessment ,of both client needs and 
risk determines whether a reclassification i~ warranted. The six months re
assessment instrument (Appehdix C) weights social adjustment and attitude 

t~ard supervision more h.avtly, while lo~~tng the ~eight~ng of prior record. 
Thus, most clients who are adjusting well to probation or parole are reassigned 
to a lower level of supervision at six mont~s. 

-77-



Results and Impact 

CC/SD re~earch staff have recently completed research assessing the 
impact of clieht classification on client outcomes. A two year follow-up 
study (see Appendix D) shows that offenses among maximum supervision cas,e
loads were reduced from 40.7% in the control group (diagnosed as high needs 
and/or high risk) to 20.4% in the experimental group. There was an insigni
ficant decrease in new felony ~ates from, 17.7% to 15.0%. 

In the medium supervision category, th'ey'e were no significant differ
ences in new offenses between the experimental group (19.7%) and the control 
group (21.1%). No differences were expected in this category since the level 
of supervision remained constant for these cases. In the minimum supervision 
category, incidence of new offenses among the experimental group (5.2%) was 
lower than that of the control group (12.1%). The follow-up data suggest 
that case classification which concentrates supervision resources on high
risk/high-needs clients, has reduced incidence of II new offenses ll among these 
maximum supervision clients. The differences noted in the minimum supervision 
category involve too few cases (10) to draw any conclusions at this time. ' 

Additionally, some preliminary evidence is availab'le which indicates 
that the classification instrument may be an 'improvement over agents' subjective 
impressions. In 1976 and 1977 a study was done assessing agents' ability to 
predict client risk of revocation. That study found little agreement between 
original agent im~ressiDn and actual client behavior. In contrast, construction 
sample results indicate that the classification instruments represent a signi
ficant improvement over agents' subjective impressions. Preliminary inter-rater 
studies indicate that needs scale items (the most subjective of the two scales) 
average .80. 

,Risk assessment and needs assessment instruments are being used jointly 
in workload reclassifications which will ultimately affect caseload size. At 
the time of review, however, only a small increase was expected as a result of 
the classification system in the total number of probation/parole positions in 
the State. By current estimate~, Wisconsin will need 430 probation and parole 
agents in fiscal 1980 to cover the projected workload. Under the caseload 
formula previously used for budgeting, the Bureau would be allowed to employ 
412 agents. Hence, implementation of differential supervision levels and 
standards would add 18 positions or an increase of 4:4%. No new positions will 
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be added in the second year of the bi enni um as a resul t of the c1 ass,i fi cati on 
system. Actually, the bul k of the 'expected staff increase is due to anti ci
pated'increases in the number of persons on supervision, yet two of Wisconsin's 
six regions are actually staffed at lower levels than they would have been 
under the caseload budgeting formula. 

Commen ta ry , 

It appears that risk assessment (in conjunction with needs assessment) 
has been successfully implemented in Wisconsin as an administrative tool for 

, . 
client classification and workload redistribution. As utilized in Wisconsin, 
risk assessment (along with other administratlve changes) will probably lead 
to increased staff and i'ncreased supervision of clients. At least, risk assess
ment is consistent with the new director's goal of more intensive casework 
and reduced caseloads. 

During discussions about the predictive accuracy of classification in
struments and the possible dangers in using imperfect instrumer,ts, staff and 
administrators viewed the danger of over-supervision as relatively benign but 
the danger of under-supervision as costly, in ~erms of'both client rehabilita
tion and threat to society. These concerns resulted in adjusting cut-off 
scores in the direction of greater rather than less supervision. Of course, 
other agencies using Wisconsin's procedures would probably establish differ
ent cut-off scores if 1 oca 1 pri or; ties wer\~ di fferent. 

There is evidence that the classification process as implemented has 
reduced the risk of additional misdemeanor arrests among maximum supervision 
offenders, without increasing the risk of recidivism among low-risk/low-needs 
clients who receive less supervision. The system is :a~so well received by 
staff, and it clearly has the support of top management as a useful tool in 
making decisions about staff deployment and department needs. 

The Wisconsin instrument has also been frequently investigated by other 
agencies interested in formalizing their case classification procedures. In 
response to these requests, and in order to meet local needs, several research 

reports have been proposed which.~es.cri.bf!.·the"system in more detail than is 
possible here. The interested reader is referred to Mr. Robert Capener (Wisconsin 
Division of Corrections; ~1adison, Wisconsin) for copies of the available report. 
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In general, the Wisconsin system is on~ of'th~ bet~e;re~earched instruments 

in the country. The instrument ~a's'carefldli~o'n~tY'ucted, and it has ~een 
subj ect to an unusually vi gorous .' refi nemen·(pt,6ces.s si nce its imp 1 ementati on. 
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Wis. TIept. 01 Health amI Social Services 
Dlvi~ion of CorrrctiorlS 
Form C ·502 (Rev 12·77) 

ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT RISK APPENDIX A 

... 
CI ' N Cliflnt Numl)cr ICO! amc -r-L-as,.,.'---------~----f'i~rs.,.I--------..,"''''~.,., _ _ __________ _ 
Probation Control DillC or 
Ins I i I u tioo Release D:J te _-.;..-.;:-:-:;:-;:;:-:::-;:=:--__ 

Month. Dav. Year 
Agent last Name ________ _ Number ______________ _ 

Date of Evaluation 
i 
I 

Select the appropriate answer and enler the associated weight in the score column. 
TOlal all scores to arrive al the risk assessment score. 

Number of Addrcss Chilnges J Last 12 Months: 
(Prior to incarceration for parolers) 

, 

I 
Percentage of Time Employed!in Last 12 Months: " 
(Prior to incarceration for parole~sl 

! 
, , 
! 

Alcohol UsagelProblems: . .I 
IPrior to incarceration for paroleeF) 

I 

I 
Other Drug Usage/Problems: • i . 
(Prior to incarceration for parolees) 

Altitude: 

Agt! at First Conviction: 
(or Juve~ile Adjudication); 

Number of Prior Periods of 
ProbationlParole Supervision: 
(Adult or Juvenile) 

! 
) 

· ..... . 

· ........ . 

· .. , ....... 

.................... 

............ 

Number of Prior Probation/Parole Revocations: 
(Adult or Juvenile) .. " . " . 

Number of Prior Felony Convictions: 
(or Juvenile Adjudications) , 

....... , .. ;- ... 

Convictions or Juvenile Adjudications for: 
(Select all app/icilble and add for score) 
IIl1clude currcnt offensc) 

........... 

o None 
2 One 
3 Two or more 

o 60% or more 
1 40%· 59~ 
2 Under 40% 
o Not applicable 

o No ilpparent problems 
2 Moderate problems 
~ Serious problems' . 

o No apparent problems 
1 Moderate problems 
2 Serious problem~ 

o Motivated to change; receptive 
to assistance 

3 Dependent or unwilling to 
accept responsibili ty 

5 Rationalizes behavior; negative, 
. "liOt motiiiated to change 

o 24 or older 
2 20·23 
4 19 or younger 

o None 
4 One or more 

o None 
4 One or more 

o None 
2 One 
4 Two or more 

2 Burglary 
2 Theft 
2 Auto theft 
2 Rolllwry 
3. Wor thless checks 
3 Forgery 

Conviction or JUlienile Adjudication for 
Ass:lultivtl Ofbnse:. • .'. . • • 
(An ofhHls(! v .. hlch involves the use of iI 
weapon, physical force or the threat of force) 

.......... • 15·Yes· 
o No 
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Wis. Dept. of HCiJ1th ancl'SocialScrvicf!s 
I Divi~i()n of Corrcc:tiullS 
Form C ·!J(J2a (Huv 12·77) 

ASSESSME!NT 9F CLIENT NEEDS APPENDIX B 

Client Name Client Numbe; _____ , ______ _ 
[a~! Fin! MI 

Probation Control Dille or 
Institution' Relc~se Date ____ .. _________ f\!Junt List NOlme __ Numlll:r ____ _ 

MOlllh. Uav. Year 

Select the appropriate answer and enter the associated weight in the score column. 
Date of Evaluation Higher numbers indicate more severe problems. Total all scores. 

ACf\DEMIC/VOCA TlONAL SKI LLS 
High school or Adequate skills; 

·1 above skill 0 able to handle ,every· 
level day requirements 

EMPLOYMENT 
Satisfactory employ· 

., ment (or one Yl'ar 
Secure employment; no 

or longer 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
Long·standing patlern 

., of self·sufficiency; 
e.g., good credit 
rating 

o difficulties repllrtetl; 
or homemaker. student 
or retired 

No current 
o di fficul ties 

MARITAL/FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS 
Relationships and Relatively stabl.! 

., support exception· 0 relationships 
ally strong 

COMPANIONS 
Good support and 

., influence 

EMOTIONAL STAOILITY 
Exceptionally well 

·2 adjusted; accepts 
rcsponsibili t y 
for actions 

ALCOHOL USAGE 

OTHER DRUG USAGE 

MENTAL ABILITY 

HEALTH 

SEXUAL BEHAVIOR 

No adverse 
0 relationships 

No symptoms 01' emo· 
0 tional instilbility; 

appropriate emotional 
re~ponses 

No inter ference 
0 with functioning 

No interference 
o with functioning 

Able to function 
. 0 indeperldently 

Sound 'physical 
o health;selclom 

ill 

No appal/lilt 
o dysfunction 

AGENT'S IMf'nESSION OF CLIENT'S NEEDS 
·1 Minimum 0 Low 

,\ 

Low skill level 
2 cilusing minor ad. 

justment problems 

Unsatisfactory 
3 employment; or 

unemployed but has 
adequate job skills 

Situiltional or 
3 minor difficulties 

Some disorganization 
3 or struss but poten· 

tial for improvement 

Associations with 
2 occasiofHlI nngative 

results 

Symptoms limit hut 
4 do not prohihit ad· 

equate functioning; 
e.g., exces.ive anxiety 

Occasional abuse; 
3 some disruption of 

functioning 

Occasional substance 
3 abuse; some di!lrup, 

tion of functioning 

Some need fOI" assis· 
3 tance; potential for 

adequatn adjustment 

Handicap or illness 
illwrferes with func· 
tioning on a recur· 
ring hilsis 

Rl!al or pt!rceivcd 
3 ~ituational or 

minor prl~lJlrm1S 

3 Ml!dium 

4 

6 

5 

5 

4 

7 

6 

5 

6 

2 

5 

5 

Use the reverse $.idfl to list <lny special circumstances which should inlluence the level of ~upervision. 
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SCOHE 
Minimal skill level 
causing serious ad· 
justment problems 

Unemployed anel 
virtually unemploy· 
ahle; needs train· 
ing 

Severe difficulties; 
may include garnish· 
ment, bad checks or 
bankruptcy 

Major disorgilnization 
or stress 

Associations almost 
co-nplntnly negative 

Symptoms prohibit 
adequate functioning; 
e,g., lashes out or 
retreats into sell 

Frl'quent abusn; 
serious disruption; 
needs treatment 

Frequent substance 
abuse; serious disrup. 
tion; needs treatment 

Deficiencies severely 
limit inclvpelldent 
functioning 

Serious han-dicap 
or chronic illness; 
needs frequent 
rnedical care 

Rf:al or perceived 
chronic or severe 
prohlems 

Maximum 

TOTAL 

,", 'J 

'1\ • 

(SIX MONTHS REASSESSMENT FORM) APPENDIX C 

. GHent N£IIlll 
Client 1Mbcr 

FIrst HI 
Agmt Last ::ane NuiiJcr 

Date of Rccvnl.UAticn 
B3ilth. fuYi Ycar 

Select the Llpproprint:c !Ill!l\o.\!r and a'ltcr the AlI90ciJltcd ~i".ht in tho score colum, Totnl 
all scores to arriw ,411: the rislt rcuS(!ssmant scor~, 

i 
0 None Nwber of Address Cwlges in'L!lst 12 tbntha: 

i 2 One , 
3 '1\.0 or ltDre 

At,>e at First Conviction: , 
I' 0 24 or older (or Jll\IeIlile Adjudication) 1 20 - 23 

2 19 or,younger 

Nwber of P'robatioolParole Revocations: 0 None (Adult or Juvenile) 2 (he or 1fOt'e 

NlrIDcr of Prior Felony Convict;ions: 0 Ncaa (or Juvenile Adjudicaticns) 1 (he 
3 'I\Io or trOre 

i 
Ca."lVictions or Juvenile AdjucU.cat1ons for: , 1 ~~ (Salcct all l!pplicnblc and add for Bcon) 1 

1 Auto thef!; 
1 P.ob~ 
2 l\brth1cSI chew 
2 Forgery 

PATE '!HE ~ BASED CN PEIUOD OF SUPERVISICN ONLY: -- ----- -
PercQ'lt:age of TiI::e Enp10yed While l.hde.r Supervisicn: 0 60'1. or nm-e 

1 407. - S9'4 

Alcohol Usage/Probleoa: i ,. 

Problems in Inter-Perllcn!1li RelationahipI: 
(o.:rra'lt Living Sit:untian) 

Soc:1Al. Idcnt:iflcatic:n: • 

Rupcnae to Court: or Burcau-Iuposed Condit:.1.cna: 

2 lhder lliJ/. 
o Not applicable 

o No apparent problma 
2 Mxlara~1t problmw 
.5 Ser.I.oua problema 

o No apparent problanl 
1 Moderate probIea. 
3 SerioUi problllllll 

o None 
1 Few 
3 lbderllte 
.5 Severe 

o Ma.1n1y with positive 1ndivJ..dusls 
3 Mainly with delinquent :Lnd1vidual.. 

o No problam of consequence 
3 Mxlcrllte carpliance problCllll 
.5 Haa been \r.W1111ng to caTllly 

o Not needed 
o Productively utilized 
2 Neadad btlt not availnhl'l1 
3 Utilized wt not beneficial 
4 AvailJlble but rejected 
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E~tRIMENTAL/COMP~ISON GROUP 
TWO YEAR FOLLOW-UP STUDY 

MAXIMUM 
Nw::113 

MEDIUM 
N=71 

MINIMUM 
N=58 

COMPARISON EXPERIMENTAL COMPARISON EXPERIMENTAL COMPARISON EXPERIMENTAL 
Assessed Criminal Behavior: 

Any New Offense 46 (40.7') 23 (20.4') 15 (21.1%), '14, (19.7\) 7 (12.1\) 3 ( 5.2\) 

Most Serious. Reported: 

'Fe~ony (Total) 20 (17.7\) 17 (15.0') 1 (1.4') 1 (1.4') 0, { 0.0\' 0 ( 0.0') 

Assaultive Felony 10 .( ,'8.<'8\) 6 ( 5.3\) O. ( 0.0\, 1 ( 1.4\) 0,( 000\-) 0 0.0\) 

Non-A,ssaultive Felony 10 (8.8\) 11 ( 9.'\) 1 ( 1.4\) 0 ( 0.0\' ,0 ( 0.0') 0 0.0') 

Misdemeanor 26 (23.0\) 6 ( 5.3\)' 14 (19,. '\) - "'13 (18.3\) 7 (12.1\) 3 ( 5.2\) 
,> 

Any Absconsions Reported 
During Supervision i4 (12.4\' 9 ( '.9\) 1 ( .1.4\) 4 ( 5.,6\) 4 ( 6.9') 3 ( 5.2\) 

Any Arrests. Reported 51 (45.1') 25 (22.n) 15 (21.1%) 15 (21.1\) 8 (13.8\) 3 S.2\) 

Any Rules Violations 
Reported' 43 (38.0\' 34' (30.0') 13 (18.3\) 14. (19.7') 3 5.2'J 4 6.9\) 

Revoked 23 (20.4\) 12 (10.6') 3 ( :4.2\) 4 ( 5.6\) 3 5.2") 4 6.9\) 
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; TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

AGENCY: Alameda County Probation Dept. 

LOCATION~ Oakland, California 

DECISION POINT: Probation and Parole 
Superv,i si on 

TYPE I NSTRU,MENT : Supervi s ion Level 
Classification Form 

CONTACT: Larry Walker 
Director Adult Division 
(415) 874-7585 

! 

The Alameda County' Probation Department uses a "Supervision Level Classi-
fication l~orm" to help classify about 800 felons and misdemeanants per month 
for level of supervision while on probation or parole. The form consists of 
a fixed set of weighted criteria that generate a single, overall socre. The 
classification form is designed to measure risk of recidivism and harm to 
others, as well as a subjective factor labeled "amenability." 

At one time, the Department used the Jessness Inventory as an aid in de
ciding level of supervision. Its use was discontinued, however, due to the 
relatively high cost of its administration and interpretation. The present 
Supervision Form was developed aftel~ a review of similar devices in other 
agencies. Its factors and weights were determined subjectively by a committee 
created for that purpose and have remained unchanged since implementation. 

A probation officer completes the instrument according to a written set 
of guidelines. After applying weights to the factors (criteria) on the form, 
ani overall risk score is obtained which forms the basis for the supervision 
level decision. A degree of discretion is allowed officers in scoring. The 
recommendation of the classification tool is overruled in about 10% of the 
cases, usually due to special circumstances such as an offender with special 
needs. No special expertise is considered necessary to administer or inter
pret the form, which requires about ten minutes to fill out; cost is approxi
mately $8.00 per screening. Offenders are not made aware of the classifica

tion procedure or its results. 
The effectiveness of the device is being studied by compiling data on 

revocations and 'rearrests of those classified as low risks. This type of re
search, however, is confounded by the fact that those assumed to be low risks 
are not;'.;pervised as closely. 1n spite of this, preliminary results show 
that those classified as low risks have fewer revocations and rearrests even 
though they receive minimum supervision. The agency also reports that use of 
the instrument has resulted in more clients being assigned to minimum supervision 
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case10ads. Although some of those who use the instrument"com~lain that it 
;s insensitive to important factors, most of those who ar,e invohted with the 
instrument are positiv~ about the procedure. The instrume,nt was not s,ubmitted 
for legal review prior to its implementation. 

At the time of publication, a copy of this classification instrument was 

not available. 
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TELEPHONE I~TERVI~W,SUM~RY', 

AGENCY: Marin County Proba~ion Dept>~" "TYPE :fNSTRUM'ENT: Case C1assifica-
: ' .~!", /.' , .' ·,tion,:Form' .: 

LOCATION: San Rafael, Ca1if;ornia CONTACT: .Donald Olson 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole 
I Supervision 

Director of Adult Services' 
(415) 479-110.0 

I 
I ' 

The Marin County Probation Department employs;'a base-expectancy type 
I ' 

scale, the Case Classificati!on Form, in determining the appropriate level of 
probation supervision for approximately 100 adult felons and misdemeanants 
each month. The Classifica~ion Form consists of a risk prediction scale 
(BE61A), a weighted system for classifying the seriousness of past criminal 
behavior, and an amenabilit~ score determined 011 the basis of the client's 
stated attitude. An overall score is derived by combining the rating for all 
three elements, and level of supervision is then determined according to the 
total points achieved. 

The Classification Form, the first of its kind to be used by the Depart-
m~nt, was developed to better al~ocate Department resources, that is, to give 
the most supervision attention to those clients most likely to recidivate. 
One aspect of the instrument, the BE61A scale, was borrowed directly from the 
State of California; the other two elements were created intuitively by the 
local Department. Since its implementation, the only modification made in 
the device was a change in the points foY' type of past criminal behavior. 

The three components of the classification device are completed by a 
probation officer according to written guidelines using information obtained 
through offi ci a 1 records and a personal i ntervi ew. Di screti on is a 11 owed in 
scoring individual items~ Officers using the instrument l"eceive brief, fo\,,-
mal training in its use, ,but extensive training or technical expertise is not 
required. The total score 'is overruled in about 5% of th~! cases, usually due 
to extenuating circumstances hot covered by the device suc:h as short-lived 
crises which require temporary maximum supervision. Filling out and scoring 
the instrument takes about two minutes and costs approximately $8.00 per 
screening. Clients are not aWare that their case is being classified, nor 
are they formally told of the supervision decision. 

, The instrument has not been formally evaluated to as.'Sess its impact on 
caseloads or Department operation. Yet experience with the instrum~nt has 

, " 

left the impression with agency personnel that the Department's case distri-
, " 

- -.. ' ~ 
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bution is now more realistic. They believe fewer individuals are receiving 
maximum supervision, and many more are receiving supervision more appropriate 
to their needs. Staff also feel that the instrument has provided a common 
vocabulary which has helped to increase decision consistency. All of those 
who use the instrument are positive about the procedure; no complaints have 
been registered regarding the instrument or the classification process. The 
instrument was not submitted for legal review prior to its implementation • 
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Cl i ent 
------~------------------------

ADULT SERVICES DIVISION 
Case Classification Date 

CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR 

Most serious type which there is 
~. 1 ike 1 i hood defendant wi 11 
commit (consider overall criminal 
behavior, not just present 
offense) 

HIGH ' 
-Serious physical harm or threat 

(particularly w/weapons) 
-Drunk driving w/physical harm or 
threat or accident 

-High property loss (generally 
ove r $2,000) 

-High cumulative property loss 
-Lewd behavior w/children 
-Large scale drug dealing 
-Opiate addiction 

MEDIUM LOW 
-Moderate physical harm or -No physical harm or threat 
threat -Minor property loss 
~Moderate property loss (generally misdemeanors 

(generally felonies under under $200) . 
$2,000 or repetitive mis- -Nuisance offenses 
demeanors) -Routine traffic offenses 

-Possession of weapons -Non-support 
-Occ'asi onin-ITse-6f--Olfi-a1:'es-- -Vi c-t-i-mless -,OH..er.IS e5 ___ '-i-n c 1 u de' 
or physical/psychological non-addictive drugs without 
addiction to other drugs other illegal activity) 

-Drunk driving wino accidents 
or violence 

2 ~ 
~~~-------------------------+--------~--------~----------~----------------------------;-----------------,----~ ~ RISK -02 =---. ' :;:0 To obtain score, add: on 

11 - for all persons BES 41.2 and below BES 41.3 - 80.6 BES 80.7 and above ~g 
19 - if no more than - ;j~ 

0-< 2 prior arrests 2 

(based on adult c~ 
I'T1 r-info i f j uven i 1 e "tJ _ 

record unknown) • 0 -I '"T1 

15 - if not arrested - 6 4 2 ~ 
for 5 yrs previously ~ 

14 - if no known prior 
j ail sentence 

8 - if offense was not 
check fraud or burg-
1 ary 

0.6- times age of offender ____ 

~ASE EXPECTANCE SCORE 

~MENABILITV 

Based on demonstrated attitude 
~9T a guess as to hI·ow sincere. 

J 
O::l 
'.0 
J 

... --.------.. --'~ .. -

Cooperative 

3 

Questionable 

2 

TOTAL SCORE: 12-15 
8-11 
5,"'7 

Uncooperative 

MAXIMUM SUPERVISION {A) 
= MEDIUM SUPERVISION (a) 
= MUHMUM SUPERVISION (c) 

-
-U) -0 

c: ''''I -co 
1'Ot7 
"'1111 
<c-t ..... -'-
1Il0 
' .... :::1 

:';-0 
I'll 

~"'1 
:::10 
III .,..... 
rtm 
"'1 
c: 
3 
1'0 
:::I 

11 

I 
I 
! 

" 

o 

1 
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY, 

AGENCY: Monterey County Probation Dept. 

LOCATION: r·10nterey, Cal'lfornia 

DECISION POINT: Probation and Parole 
Supervision 

TYPE INSTRUMENT: GNPR' Base Expect
ancy Scale 

CONTACT: Marvin Bohnstedt., Ph.D. 
American Justice Institute 
(916) 444~3096 

The Monterey County Probation Department uses a classification instrument 
entitled the IIGNPR Base Expectancy Scale ll to determine level of probation super
vision. The GNPR generates a single, overall score upon which the supervision 
decision is based. The classification tool is used to screen approximately 
160 adult felons and misdemeanants each month mainly for risk of recidivism 
while on probation. 

A base expectancy measure developed by the California Youth Authority 
(CYA) was used previously in the department, but it was discontinued because 
of a general feeling among probation officers that it was cumbersome, confusing, 
and open to a great deal of subjectivity. Although a few of the variables on 
the GNPR scale were adapted from the CYA instrument, the currently used instru
ment was principally developed on-site through the intuitive selection of pos
sible prediction variables. These variables were then tested on closed cases 
by a multiple regression analysis. Since implementation of the GNPR scale, 
the major change has been in the delivery of field services. Staff now util
ize the IICommunity Resources Management Team ll concept which focuses on linking 
the offender with community resources, rather than the traditional one-to-one 
caseload approach. 

The classification device is filled out by a probation officer according 
to a written set of guidelines at the time the court report is completed. 
Nine items on the scale are scored for each client and then totalled to pro
vide an overall score. Officers who complete the form are given two brief, 
formal training sessions, but no special expertise is required to score or 
use the instrument. A degree of discretion is allowed in scoring some varia
bles. The only exclusions to screening are drug diversion cases. Each screen
il'lg costs about $8.00 and requires about ten minutes. Offenders are not aware 
that a classification is being made and are not officially informed of the 
results in their case. The pOint score can be overruled for cause, but this 
rarely happens (less than 1% of the cases). 

-90-

The courts are aware of the classification system and that the GNPR level 
(or score) is available to any sentencing judge upon 'request. Classification 
s~ores are,not themselves included in pre-sentence reports, but they are con
sldered Whl1e preparing an evaluation. 

,An evaluative report prepared in June of 1978 stated that although con
Cluslons were tentative, the GNPR scale appeared to be a good indicator of a 
probationer's future Success or failure while under supervision. There have 
~ee~ ~hanges in the caseload since implementation of the instrument with more 
lndlvlduals receiving minimum supervision. However, factors other than the 
~lassi:ication system could account for these changes (e.g., changes in admin
~stratlOn policy). Those who use the scale have no complaints with either the 
lnstrument or the classification procedu're. Agency administrators and those 
in other criminal justice agencies who are familiar with the instrument are 
also positive about the procedure. The instrument was not submitted for legal 
review prior to its l'mpl t t' 

emen a lon, nor were legal concerns directly considered in its development. 
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MONTEREY COUNTY CALIFORNIA 
PROBATION DEPT. 

TALLY SHEET 
GN?a 3ASE EXPECTANCY SCAL~ 

No Prior 

(Probation/Parole 
Supervision InstrurnentJ 

Hocord Nisdemeanot' Felony 
12 3 I~ ____ ~1~,~1~7 ____ . ______ ~2~.~1~~ ________ ~3~~~~~.~. 

II -.53 -1006 -1.59 

2~ ?amlly Criminaltty I 
:fi 

Yes 
1 

-~81 

No 
2 

-1.6?, 
.... 88 

.J ., 

4 .. 

5., 

-ol}"4 

Yen No 
1 2 

Previous Parole or ~I ______ ~-~.~6~2~ ________ ~_~~~~ 
Probation II -.86 -1.72 

Yes No 
1 2 

Six Nont;hs or Mo:-e I .11 022 
on One Job ~I~I------~1~o2'~9-----------2~.~5~8 

Yes 
1 

Assaultive Behavior T -016 
II -1.01 

1-5 Yrs. 1-8 Y,."S.. 9-12 Yrs.. College 
1 2 J' l~ 

~~----~9~30~ ____ ~~~60~ ________ ~ft9~Or-______ lg~O, 
-.12 -.24 -.)6 _. 8 

0 1 2 
0 _202 .04 
0 .. ;0 .60 
Yes No 

1 2 
-.38 -1 '16 
.0) .'0"6 
Yes No 

1 2 
.11 .22 .. • 76 1 • .52 , 

Alcohol Involved 1n ~I_' ____ ~r-_________ ~~~ 
Present Offense II 
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MONTEREY COUNTY CALIFORNIA 
PROBATION DEPT. 

GNPR BASE EXPECTANCY SCALE 
SCORE SHEIn' 

I 

I 

1 Prior Record 

2 Family Cr 1mInality 

:3 Previous Parole or Probat1on 

4 S1x Months or More on Job 

5 Assaultive Behav10r 

6 Education Level 

7 Arrest Free Per10d 
-""" 
8 HIstory of Marijuana 

9 Alcohol Involved In Offense 

Constant -.15 

Totals 

INITIAL CLASSIFICATION DATE: 

Level I ( ) 

Level II " ) l 

Level III ( ) 

RECLASSIFICATION: DATB: 

Level I ( ) 

Level II ( ) 

Level III ( ) 

, -93-
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(Probation/Parole 
Supervision Instrument) 

II 

I 

I 

1.64 

SERVICE LEVEL: 

Level I ( ) 

Level II ( ) 

Level III ( ) 

SERVICE LEVEL: 

Level I ( ) 

Level II ( ) 

Level III ( ) 
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TELEPHONE I NT'ERVI EW SUII/MARY 

AGENCY: Santa Clara County Adult 
Probation Department 

LOCATION~ San Jose, California 

DECISION POINT: Probation and Parole 
Supervision 

TYPE INSTRUMENT: Case Classifica
tion Form 

CONTACT: Gerry Gruwell 
Supervising Probation 
Officer II 
(408) 299-36~4 

; 
The Santa Clara County Adult Probation Department employs a point system 

entitled the "Case Classification Form" (CCF) in making the level of proba
tionsupervision decision. The classifiGation instrument generates a single~ 
overall score that mainly assesses risk of recidivism while on probation. 
The CCF consists of four weighted variables, plus a lisubjective" category which 
allows the probation officer completing the form to add or subtract one pOint 
from the total score at his discretion; this change of plus or minus one point 
is sufficient in most cases to raise or lower the classification of the defen
dant. The form is used to screen (classify) approximately 450 adult felons 
and misdemeanants monthly. 

In 1975, Santa Clara County received a large federal grant with five major 
objectives; the development of a probation classification system was one of 
these. The resulting instrument and case management system encountered objec
tions from unions who disagreed with the distribution bf cases, and mild re
sistance from probation officers who questioned the system's classification of 
cases. As a result of this resistance, a new classification system was devel- c, 

oped. The variables used in the new classification instrument (the CCF) are 
based upon the classification of offenses'develop~d for Senate Bill 42, which 
denoted classes of offenses based on severity and threat to the community. 
The selection of variables was performed by a committee formed for that pur
pose. The instrument has not as yet been tested or evaluate~ through valid
ation research. 

The Case Classification Form is completed by a probation officer in con
junction with pre-sentence investigations. After the officer .scores the four 
objective variables and the subjective category, he totals the points to ob
tain the overall score which~indicates the appropriate level of supervision. 
When special circumstances are preSent, the instrument's recommendation may 
be overruled (about 5% of the cases). No written instructions are provided 
with the instrument, and officers receive only modest, informal training in 
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its use. Yet no comp1aint)s have been registered by officers who use the de
vice. Non-support cases are the only ones not screened by the instrument, 
which costs approximately $8.00 per screening, and requires about five minutes 
to fill out. Clients are not aware that they are being classified, and they 
are not offiCially infSt'med of the resL~lts. 

It is too early to know what impact the instrument will have on local 
probation services; as stated earlier, no research is underway to validate or 
assess the impact of the CCF. Those who use the instrument mentioned a few 
areas of concern, including: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The instrument's insensitivity to important factors (although the 
"subjective categorylf allows for some sensitivity and flexibility), 

The vagueness of some of the definitions given by the instrument, and 

The questionable predictive accuracy of the instrument (although 
strictly speaking the CCF was not deSigned to predict). 

No feedback was available as to how the public and other criminal justice agen
cies viewed the classification procedure. The legal ramifications of using 
the instrument were considered during its development, but the device was not 
submitted for legal review prior to its implementation~ 
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY CALlFORNIA 
ADULT PROBATION DEPT. 

(Probation/Parole 
Supervision Instrument) 

RATER'S NAME __________________________ _ 

DEFENDANT'S NAME _____________ _ 

CASE CLASSIFICATION 

A. Offense (most serious conviction) 

1. Misdemeanors 
2. Class I Felony 
3. Class II Felony 
4. Class III and IV Felonies 

Su,b Total 

B. Circumstances of Offense(s} 

1. Infliction of Bodily Harm 
2. Possession of Deadly Weapon 
3. Sex offense involving a minor 

Sub Total 

C. Prior Record 

1. One or more convictions 12 
months preceding offense or 
currently on proba~ion at the 
time of offense 

2. Prior revocation of probation 
or state con~itment within 
seven years 

Sub Total 

D. Personal 

1. Unemplpyed at time of offense 
(exclude housewife, student, dis
abled or retired) 

2. Need for educational and/or 
vocational services 

3. Need for treatment (psychiatric, 
drug, alcohol, family counseling) 

Sub Total 

Eo' Subjective - may add or subtract one 
point supjectively, briefly explain 
reason. 

Circle Level of Supervision 
A 6 points or more 
B 3 to 5~ points 
C - 2~ or less 

o 

TOTAL 
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DATE __ ~ __________ ~_ 

OFFENSE __ ~ ____ ~ ___ ___ 

o points 
2 
3 
5 

2 
1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

Specialized Caseload 

" .. 

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY 
\~. ":::-.. 

AGENCY:Connec'ticut Department of 
Adult Probation 

LOCATION: Haddam, Connecticut 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole 
Supervision 

TYPE INSTRUMENT: DCMBO Case Screen
ing/Management Instrl/ment 

CONTACT: James Sull ivan 
Caseload Classification Mgr~ 
{2Q3} 549-3100 

The Connecticut Department of Adult Probation employs a case screening/ 
management instrument entitled the "Differential Caseload Management by Objec
tive ll (DCt~BO) in determining objectives and strategies of probation supervision. 
The screening tool contains six weighte~ criteria which are scored and then 
sumned to arrive at a risk-prediction score. The DCMBO is used to screen ap
pY'oximately 1,200 adult felons and misdemeanants each month primarily for risk 

, 

of recidivism. Clients are also rescreened ~t point of case discharge. 
The DCMBO screening form was developed in response to: (1) the Govern

ment Accounting Office report stressing the value of predictive devices, and 
(2) the administration's need to better supervise clients and evaluate the 
work of probation officers. After performing local research and extensively 
reviewing instruments used elsewhere, criteria and weights were selected on 
the basis of research findings and subjective opinion. The DCMBO instrument 
has not been altered since its implementation~ nor was any classification de
vice used prior to it. 

A probation officer completes the form which assesses risk and client 
needs, as well as collecting administrative data and monitoring client per
formance. Officers receive about 20 hours of training in how to use the in
strument, and a training manual is available. Discretion is allowed in scoring 
one category, and instrument results are overruled in about 10% of the cases 
due to court orders or extenuating circumstances. In most cases, however, 
level of supervision is assigned on the basis of the point total and a diag
nosis of the client's motivation to improve or maintain specific behaviors. 
Client motivation is determined by the officer on the basis of a subjective 
interview. Each screening costs about $24.00 and requires about 8 minutes. 
Offenders are aware that a case screening is being conducted, but they are 
not aware of the criteria involved; offenders mayor may not be officially 
informed regarding their final case classification. 
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The DCMBO classificatipn program was implemented in 1977, and a preli
minary data tabulation (The Connecticut Caseload at Intake: A Profile of Adult 
Probationer ,Characteristics and Needs) was completed in 1978. A second, large
scale, one year evaluation is now in progress, but results are several months 
away. Mr. Sullivan believes, however, tha~ introduction of the classification 
procedure has resulted in a trend towards handling cases at differential levels 
of supervision determined by client risk, needs, and motivation. Most of the 
initial negative reaction common to the introduction of n'ew programs has dissi
pated. Those using the instrument complain somewhat that it is insensitive to 
important factors, but they generally agree that is is a useful tool. The ir:J.,. 
strument was not submitted to legal review prior to implementation, but one 
variable, "homemaker," was added to the~occupation category to avoid possible 

. " charges of sex discrimination. 
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CONNECTICUT STATE DEPT. OF ADULT PROBATION (Proba-t-i-on-/-P-ar-o-'-e -S~upervi sioi1) 
, 

. o CASE SCRF.'ENING / MANAGEMENT INSTRUMENT 7/18 D. C. M. B. .... .;:d 
4 . --

Clienl" NOnie (F'lm and lAJI I Stille Number !l!!111 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I II I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I -L I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I ' I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

Offiecn Namel ~ Leul, Flm Inillal) 
I I I "'1 

FROM: OJ rnm~';;lmnrn cr I I I I I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

O((enoe(.) (UJI all ofT"''''' j,>r which probation WaJ Imposed) - I Clienl ElhnlcilY (Indicat: by number) 0 L I I' Whll' 3 • J/iap.nio , • Amer. Ind, 

. .. - 1 • Block 4 • A,ian 6 • OIber -

0 OF INSTANT OFFENSE(S): 
( Scoring range is 0 to 6 points. Rate most serious offense thcn ,ubtraCl I point 

1. SEVERITY for each additional count andlor offense. Enter score in bOlt ot left.) . . 
"'B~Fe!." = I "C-Fel." = 2 "'I)-Fe!. ~ = 3 '"A·Misd." = 4 "B.Misd." = 5 "C-Misd." = 6 

D 2. PRIOR RECORD: 
( Che~k bolt indicating agc. Conver! feloni~ to misdemeanors; I Fel. = 3 Mi.d. "For clients age 16-19, prior 

juvcnile commit. = 6 misd., juvcnilt: pr<)balion = 3 misd. Entcr score in bolt at left. ) 

AGE + 7 MISD. 7 MISD. 6MISD. , MISD. .. MISD. 3 MISD. 2 MISD. IMiSD. NONE 

16 - 19$ 0 0 0 .2 4 6 8 10 12 

20 - 23 0 0 1 2 5 , 9 11 12 

~ 24 - 27 0 0 2 3 6 8 9 11 12 
t:;) 

28·35 0 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 12 c:t: 
~ < 36 - 45 0 0 3 5 6 9 10 12 12 
~ = < U 46·60 0 0 3 5 1 9 II 12 12 
~ 

en ... 
+ 60 0 0 3 6 8 to 11 12 12 0 • ......1.-.... 

DO 3. EXTENT OF IiTJUCA TlON: ( Indicate hiahesl "ode oomplelcd by enlering 1C0r. in inlAke box al left) 

I LT 81h =IQ] L~~.d I 9th =lU ~.liJ ~kl [H.S. GRAD./ Is I I·POST 11.5. EOUC'I, I ~.POST rr§E O.f..D. OR TRAtNING EDUC.I~!i!NO 

DO 4. EMPLOYMENT RELATED ACTIVITIES DURING PAST 12 MONTHS: 
( CIIECK APPROPI.-.TE BOXES AND ENTER SCORE AT l,.EFT) 

FULL TIME D PART TIME 0 MONTHS OF ACTIVITY FULL TIME PART TIME 
POINTS: POINTS: 

'""0'"'''' ....... § '""o'"m .... ~ 1·2 MONTHS ......................... I ~ .......... "~ I SCHOOL ............. SCHOOL ............. 2 3· 4 MONTHS ......................... ............ 1 
TRAINING ........... TRAINING ........... '·6 MONTHS ......................... 3 .. .......... Iii 
HOMEMAKING ...... HOMEMAKING ...... 7·g MONTHS ......................... 4 .. .......... 2 
RESID. PROGRAM ••. UNEMP, COMPo •••••• 9· 10 MONTHS ......................... 5 .. .......... 21-\ 

005. 

SOC.SEC./PENSION .. \I • 12 MONTHS ......................... 6 .. .......... 3 

ALCOHOL. DRUG &/or MENTAL HEALTH PROBLEMS: ( Check appropriale boxes and enler .cor. At I.rl) 

'\\ 

0 3 5 7 0 = Serious currenl proMem For CAles Involving mo", 

ALCOHOL I-- t-- t-- I-- than one problem, enter 
.............. t ••••••••••••• 3 = ModerAle curn~nt problem o 01 \'(1, Exception: 

DRUGS r-- t-- t-- I-- Minor .bu!e or bUill 
• I ............................. 5 :: Prior or minor problem drug' and .Icohol, 

MENTAL HEALTH r-- t-- t-- I-- enler 3 Allert. 
., ................ 7 = No problem 

'-- '-- I...- '--

DO 6. EXISTING FAMILY STRUCTURE: ( Enler malt appropriate leore 10 box 01 1.(1) 

Rf!SJIlIlS AWAY I'ROM I'MIILY wn II fEW OR NO FAMII.Y TIF.S , ••.••••...•• , •• , .• , ••.••••••...•••.•• I 
RESIDES AWAY FROM I'AMII Y WITH SOME TIES TO EXiSTENT FAMILy .............................. 2 
SEPERATED/DIVORCED FROM SPOUSE BlIT CARINO FOR OR SUPPORTING CHILD ................... 3 
SINGLE EMANCIPATED FROM PARENTAL HOME WITH STRONG TIES EXISTENT FAMILY •••••• , ••• 31i 
RESIDES IN ONE PARENT HOt.jE OR MARRIED WITHOUT CHILDREN, SUPPORTS SPOUSE •••• , ••••••• 4 

f---. 
RESIDES IN iWO PARENT HOME OR MARRIED WITH CHILDREN, SUPPORTS FAMILy ................ 6 

" D TOTAL RISK 
MODEL PRIMARY FINAL OUTCOME INDEX: ( Check one box upon dw,hargo ) 

. _ PREDICTIVE OF GOAL I. AClual Violation of Probation Determined by the Court 
RECORD ( To be compleled 

SCORE: ( Add I. Ihru 6. ) ( Check one box ) 
uf'~" disch.t.e or 0 M·11l ca.es only) la. Probation Revoked 

DO GOAL: TO 0 TOTAL lb. Probation Continued .. .. B.E.A.I., I 0 0 Prcsentmenl in Court IlS Violator OR Application 
~ ~ 2. made for ArreS! Warrant 
~ t:;) SCORE 

~ ~ ( Add 3. Ihru 6, ) 0 Convictcd for subsequent offense while on probation 

< II 0 3. resulting in incarceration of probationer 

~ = 0 Conviction for .ubu:quent oCrcrue while on probatioD 
U 4. NOT resulting in incarceration of probation'· 
CIl - III 0 Percent n% 0 Cl A~hit':verl' 0 5. No conviction while on Probation -99-



TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

AGENCY: Federal Probation/Parole Office 
U.S. District Court 

LOCATION: Washington, D.C. 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Pa~ole Supervision 

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Base Expectancy Scale 

CONTACT: William Hemple 
U.S. Probation Office 
(202) 633-0477 

The Probation and Parole Office of the U.S. District Court in Washington, 
D.C. employs a base expectancy type classification instrument (USDC~75) in 
making level of probation/parole supervision decisions. The instrument. consists 
of a fixed set of weighted variables which are tqtalled into a single, overall 
score which recommends an appropriate level of supervision. The office uses 
the USDC-75 to screen approximately 45 adult felons and misdemeanants per month 
for recidivistic tendencies . . 

The office previously used the California BE61A for classification purposes. 
After subjecting theBE61A to a series of validity tests, however, administrators 
decided to modify the scale by dropping some variables and adding others that 
were appropriate predictors for the Washington, D.C. area; the result of these 
modifications was the USDC-75. 

Probation officers complete the classification tool according to a written 
set of guidelines. Each screening requires about 10 minutes and"eoits about 
$8.00. The form contains only five variables which makes it quick and easy to 
administer. No specialized training or expertise is required. Recent studies 
by the agency show that the instrument's recommendations are overruled by a 
classification committee in about 30% of the cases; ~et the scale is a guide, 
not an absolute criterion for determining supervision level. Occasionally 
circumstances such as the need for drug treatment require the committee to 
assign ~n alternative level of supervision according to their judgment. Offenders 
are not aware' that a classification is being made, nor are they officially in-
formed of the results. I 

The USDC-75 is one of the few instruments used for supervision level decisions 
that has been tested for: validity in the setting where it is used. " A recent study 
involving 413 probation cas~s demonstrated ~ Significant correlation of .38 be
tween the point scale scores and probation parole success. Exact data are not 
available regarding the device's impact on caseloads, but the agency believes 
more cases are being treated at lower levels of supervision since implementation 
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of the instrument. There have been few s~bstantive complaints about the 
instrument and its administration, and those who use it feel that it provides 
a valid and useful evaluation tool. The instrument was not submitted to legal 
review prior to its implementation, and legal concerns were not expressly con
sidered in its development. 
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FEDERAL PROBATION/PAROLE OFF'ICE 
U.S. DISTRICT COURT 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 

SCORING FORM - CHARACTERISTIC - USDC-75 SCALE 

(Probation/Parole 
SuperVision Instrument) 

Instructions: If the client has a high school degree (exclude GED) and no 
hiStoriOf-opiate abuse, check the box to the right, ignore items A through 
E, and place the client in the Excellent Risk Category. ' 

Otherwise use items A through E to determine the rating. 

A. 28 years of age or older at time of instant: conviction .7 • 
\ 

B. Arrest-free period of five (5) or more consecutive years • 4 • 

C. Few prior arrests. (None, one, or two) 
10 • 

D. No history of opiate usage 

'9 
E. At least four (4) months steady employment prior to arraignment 

of present offense 3 • 

SUM OF POINTS 33 
RISK 

(0-9) High 

(10-19) Medium 

(20-33) Low 
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TELEPHONE lNTERVlEW SUMMARY. 
AGENCY: District of Columbi~ 

Superior Court TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Base Expectancy 
Scale (BE65A) LOCATION: Washington, D.C. CONTACT: Nancy Cohen 

Chief of Research DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision (202) 727-1866 

The Social Services DiVision of the District of Columbia Superioi" Court 
employs a base expectancy scale (Calif. BE65A) in determining level of proba
tion supervision for all adjudicated adults. The BE65A consists of weighted 
criteria that generate an overall score .which mainly assesses risk of recidivism. 
The agency screens approximately 400 indi'viduals monthly. 

The BE65A was borrowed intact from California. The instrument was modeled 
after the California BE61A, although the BE65A includes juvenile record when 
considering the number,of priors. The BE65A. has undergone no changes since 
implementati on and.i s the fi rst <1 ass ifi cation instrument used by thi s agency. 

Probation officers complete the'instrument according to a written set of 
instructions, and then a Supervisor reviews the ~tlng and level of supervi~ion 
deCiSion. Staff receive eight hours of training in the procedure including a 
description of the total research project, although the screening process is 
straightforward and requires no technical expertise. Risk of recidivism is the 
primary factor used in deciding the level of supervision. However, the instru
ment's recommendation can.be overruled if the officer and supervisor feel that 
the probationer requires a m9re intensive level of supervision due to unique 
case problems, or the sentencing judge orders a specific supervision level. No 
formal procedure exists for informing offenders that they are being screened, 
but the officer may do so if he or she so desires. 

Although data should be available by January 1980, impact of the screening 
procedure on caseloads, costs, etc. is presently unknown. An N.I.C. evaluation 
study now in progress will measure the predictive accuracy of the instrument. 
Agency administrators are satisfied with the screening process; it has enabled 
the Division to equalize caseloads within the Adult Branch and to impose minimum 
levels of supervision. Those who Use the instrument (officers) are less enthusi
astic; some complain that the instrument minimizes their professional judgment 

(a Common complaint in these situations). Others believe the instrument is sensi
tive to unique ',factors and cas~ problems. The instrument was not submitted for 
legal review prior to its implementation, and legal·factors are not expressly 
considered in its adminstration. 

A copy of the BE65A was not available at the time of publication. 
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TELEPHONE lNTERVIEW SUMMARY 

AGENCY: Probation and Parole Office 
U.S. District Court TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Case Management Form 

LOCATION: Atlanta, Georgia CONTACT: Patrick Murphy 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision 
Chief Probation Officer 
(404) 221-6441 

The Probation and Parole Officr of the U.S. District Court in Atlanta, 
Georgia employs a screening· instrument entitled the "Case Management Form" in 
determining probation level of supervision. This base expectancy type form is 
used to screen approximately 45 adult felons and mi sdemeanants monthly for :,ri sk 
of recidivism. 

With the exception of Salient Factors Score, this is the first objective 
instrument used by the Atlanta Office for superVision level decisions. The form 
was developed by modifying the California BE61A scale, and then using the modi
fied form to classify 100 aqtive and 100 closed cases to determine instrument 
validity. The currently used classification tool has not been altered since 
implementation: 

Probation officers complete the form according to written guidelines using 
official records and interview data to identify specific offender characteri~tics. 
These factors are then weighted and summed to arrive at an overall score designed. 
to predict recidivism. This score is used to determine the level of supervision 
unless,in the professional opinion of the officer and supervisior,extenuating 
circumstances exist in the case which the instrument has not considered. In these 
cases, instrument results are overruled (about 10% of the cases). The only auto
matic exclusions from screening are organized crime cases and those sentenced 
to less than three months supervision. Offenders are not aware that they are 
being classified, nor are they formally informed of the results of ciassification. 
No special expertise is necessary.to complete the instrument,although new officers 

- . 
receive brief training as part of orientation. The form requires about 10 minutes 
to fill out. 

Those who use the form are satisfied that it is an efficient and 'useful 
means of reaching a supervision level decision. Agency administrators report that 
the instrument has a 11 owed them to equal i ze offi cer workloads and to more effi
ciently'use per$onnel resources. The caseload of probation officers is now 
determined by the amount of supervision each client will require, rather than by 
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L ______________________ _ 

aSsigning equal ,numbers Of client$ t<;> eqch offic~r. The device Was not 
reviewed by legal counse·l prior to implementatioti, nor were legal concerns 
directly considered in its developm~nt or admjnistration. 

jl 
!I 
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A. ---

FEDERAL PROBATION/PAROLE OFFICE 
U. S. DISTRICT COURT 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 

CASE ~~NAGEMENT FORM. 

Probation/Parole 
Supervision Instrument 

(Select only one score for each category or zero if applIcable) 

PRIOR CONVICTIONS 
(7) Instant offense or prior convictions do not involve~checks, 

forgery, burglary, or crimes of violence against the'p.erson. 
B .. FIRST ARREST 

--- (5) Not for drugs or auto theft 
C. 

D. 

E. --

F, 

G. 

H. ---

I. 

J. ---

K. 

NO ALIASES 
(5) 

ARREST FREE PERIOD PRIOR TO COMMITTING INSTANT OFFENSE 
(12) 5 consecutive years~ 
(8) 3 consecutive years 
PREVIOUS JAIL COMMITMENTS 
(8) None 
(7) 1 
(6) 2 
PRIOR ARRESTS 
(4) None 
(3) 1 
(2) 2 
NO FAMILY CRIMINAL RECORD 
(6) 
FAMILY 
(4) Married (include Common-law Wife/duration of 1 year); 

living with immediate family; or if single, living with 
parents or in a favorable situation. 

DRUGS 
(9) No history of drug or marijuana usage; 
(3) History of marijuana usage only; 
(1) History of soft drug usage 

ALCOHOL 
T~Not drinking at time of instant offense or no history 

of excessive use of alcohol. 
EMPLOYMENT - SCHOOL t 

TIOJ 12 consecutive months prior to arrest for present offense; 
(4) 4 to 11 consecutive months prior to arrest for present 

offense. 

-- TOTAL. PO INTS {7 

SUPERVISION 

MAX. MED. 

40 - 63 

MIN. 

NEEDS: 

1. 

2. 

~ 
;1 

n NAME: 
3. 

4. 

S. ~ 
~ 
11 
;~ 

II 

TYPE: 
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.. TELEPHONEINTERV,IEW SUMMARY 

AGENCY: Illinois 16th Circuit Court' 
Proba t i on Sect ion . TYPE OF INSTRUMENT~ Behavioral 

Assessment Devices (EDS and MBR) 
LOCATION: Springfield, Illinois . CONTACT: James Marzec 

Instructor,- Center for Legal DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision Studies,SangamonState Un;v. 
(217) 782-3356 

The Probation Section of the Illinois 16th Circuit Court currently employs 
the Environmental Deprivation Scale (EDS) and the Maladaptive Behavioral Record 
(MBR) as a guide in making level of probation supervision decisions. The EDS 
and MBR are two separate forms that screen for recidivistic tendencies through 
an analysis of client behavior. The combined EDS/MBR classification system 
posits a single, overall score which recommends an appropriate level of supervi
sion. The EDS/MBR is used to screen approximately 60 adult felons and misdemean
ants monthly. 

The combined EDS/MBR is the first instrument used by the Circuit Court in 
s~pervision level decisions. It was borrowed intact from the University of 
Alabama Research Center and has not been altered since implementation. The now 
defunct Illinois Probation/Services Council originally introduced the instrument 
to Illinois probation departments in 1974; ten departments are still using it. 

\\ 

The two forms are completed by probation officers as part of an overall 
screening and case planning process. Officers do receive training in use of the 
form which calls for a certain amount of skill in techniques of interviewing and 
interpretation of responses. The results of the instrument are overruled in about 
25% of the cases, mainly becaUse the EDS/MBR is used only as a guide which fits 
into a primarily clinical decision process. Offenders are aware of the screening 
process, but they are not formally informed of the results of the classification. 

The University of Alabama Research Center has demonstrated that the EDS and 
MBR are reliable and predictive of recidivism. However, these instruments have 

not been'modified to fit the characteristics of the local setting, nor have they 
been researched to determine if they are valid and useful in the Springfield 
jurisdiction. Due to this lack of research, specific impact of the instrume~ts 
on the agency is also unknown. Those who use .the instruments have regi s tered 
some complaints about the EDS/MBR, including the time required to administer the 
procedure (about 90 minutes), the questionable predictive accuracy of the forms, 
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and the limited utility of the tools in supervision planning. Theagency 
reports that these two instruments will probably be replijced by one developed 

,by the Kane County (Illinois) Diagnostic Center which does employ variables 
that are reflective of local socio-economic conditions. The EDS and MBR 
were not submitted for legal review prior to implementation. 
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ILLINOIS 16TH CIRCUIT COURT Probation/Parole 
PROBATION SECTION Supervision Instrument 

ENVIRONMENTAL DEPRIVATION SCALE (EDS) 
! 

Experimental Manpower Laboratory for Corrections, Rehabil itatton Research Foundati on 
P. O. Box AG University, Alabama 35486 

Name Date ID - _ .. 

-
ITEtI SCORE 

::~;c 
BASIS FOR SCOP.E -I 

<> 
, .. 

'" ... 

El!lployment 

1ncome 

.-
Debts 

-,---..- - -----
Job r<.i:rticipCition 

.- --------.-
Job Status 

- ----_ ... _-
· Hobbies & Avocations u 

-;.--- -· Education 

- --
nesidence 

----.. 
· Church 

;:..:-1-'--1 Other Organiz,:,-tions. "\ I 1.\ " -- .-Friends 
() - ----_. .. , ... _--------

Relatives ,. 

· , - ------_ ... 
· Parents 

. _-- ... 
· Spouse 

------~ · Chiltlren -
.---_.-.. -.-'- --_ ... ----_.- '---f-._--.--
· Fear , 

_ .. __ ." .L .. __ .--------...... " -... ,- ···1-........ -... -. .. j'" ... ..... • ....... o. ...... j'.' .. .. - ... _--- ..... _--_ .. ---_. . 

Total Score Intervie\-1er . . 

.;) 
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Ill. mOTS i6TH CIRClJJTCOURT - PROBATION SECTION 

MALADAPTIVE UEHAVlon nr::conD (MIHi) 

(abbreviated form) 

Probation/Parole Supervision 
Instrument 

EXPEfOMENTAL MANPOWER LABORATORY FOn CORKECTIONS 

Rehabilit,tlcion neseilrch Foundation 
P. O. Box 1107 
Elmore, Alabama 

M. C. Barton, A. D. Witherspoon and W. O. Jenkins 

'1'111: ~f i~R m;lIw:ti ~hOLlld be 8tullied ClICC(lllIy be/ore using this form of die scile ~nd the illtorvi.}wcr should holYe suffici;mt exporienc.: 
In liI~ u~ or the IlfIubbNviutcd form of the MnR bt:/ore using this abhrevi:ltc:d vcr)ion. 

Client's nnme: ' __ ---,.,,,.,---,-_~.,.._.,,,..-__,.~ 10: ______ ' Date: 
( Las t) ( First) (M iddl e I il i ti aU "7:( M:'7I-on~t-;-h"-) --:(=D-ay-')---"'( y"'-e-a-;r):--

Item Sc;ore_" .~pe'ci!~_~.~_ti~n of Basis .. f~r Score 
~. ----------~~----------+-~==~==~===~---===~~~-~~--I 

I. HEIIA VIOItA!. RESPONSE 
TO /KcmlE 

2. HEfJAVIORAL RES}'O~SE TO 
\,'OHh:Ii':G CO~OlT!oNS 

J. 1,'jTER,\CTIO;-'; WITII 
"" CO·WORKEltS 

,,' 'I~NTERAcT'ON wrru 
Dil'l.OnR 

(,. USE OF ALCOHOL 

I 1. LISE OF niWOS 

Il. CAo\IllLl;-lC 

'J. f1(;1ITI!':G 

/0. VERBAL ,\(lI}SIVENESS 
~-'------------~------------~----------4-----------.-------------------~ 

II. 1.1'\I.,~:L>'\J'TI\,f. ,\SSOCIATIONS - , 

12. l"!\K/~;E~If.I"T OF MONF.Y 

/3. Rr·;:)I'oN)}.ES TO PHYSICAL . \\ 
CONI>ITI011'I 

1·1. I'SYCI/OLOC;ICAl. AOJUSTMENT " 
r-------------------.-------!-~---------_+~------------------------------~ 15. lIWiAVIO:{Al. I~ESI'ONSES TO 

LEO,\!.:' "IWCESSI'S' 
-----------------------~------~_1------~----~--------------~ 

/6. OT!lFlt nr:IIAV 10;(;\1, rROlllE~IS 
~.---------------------------~---.----~ .. ----~------------------------------~ 

INmRymWER _....;... _____ -,--_______ _ 
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

AGENCY: Iowa Bureau of Community 
Correctional Services 

LOCATION: Des Moines, Iowa 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision 

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Case Management 
Planning System 

CONTACT: Marvin Bohnstedt 
American Justice Institute 
(916) 444-3096 

The Iowa Bureau of Community Correctional Services employs a "Case Management 
Planning System" (CMPS) in determining level of parole supervision. This classi
fication system consists of a Risk Assessment Form and Needs Assessment Form, 
in addition to a Clinical Needs Form and a Subjective Evaluation Statement. The 
latter two forms, which are completed during a 30 day assessment period, represent 
a more subjective appraisal and don't affect the initial parole level decision. 
The Risk and Needs Assessment Forms are the primary obj,ective criteria used to 
screen about 83 adult felons each month for recidivistic tendencies and client 
needs. The two forms both contain weighted criteria that when calculated and 
totalled generate an overall score which recommends a level of supervision. 

ThE) CMP System is the fi rst attempt by the State of Iowa to use objecti ve 
" classification tools. The forms arId procedures used i,n the system were developed 

subjecti~ely on the basis of ins~ruments used in othe~ locations. 
A probation officer completes the forms according to written guidelines 

using information obtained from official records, a social history, and a personal 
interview. Officers attend special training classes in the use of the system and 
its specific forms. Discretion is allowed in scoring the forms, a task that gener
ally requires about 1-1/2 hours and costs about $8.00 per screening. Offenders 
actively participate in the screening process by providing some of the necessary 
information; they are made aware of the decision criteria and are formally informed 
of the decision in their case. The point system is overruled in about 10% of the 
cases when the probation officer and a supervisor believe there is reasonable cause. 

Research on the impact and usef~lness of the classification system has not 
yet been initiated. The system is fairly complex and involves some additional 
paperwork, but the agency reports that the process has been generally we 11 accepted 
and has received few complaints from line staff. The instrument was not submitted 
fqr l~gal review prior to implementation, nor were legal issues expressly considered 
in its development. 
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IOWA BUREAU' OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONAL SERVrCES Probation/Parole 
Supervision Instrument 

Iowa Dept. of SQcial Services 
Division of Corrections 

Client Name Client No. 
~L~a~s~t~------------~F~i~r~s~·t~----~------~~~1I~- -------------

Probation Control Date or 
Institu;;-ion Release Date Ascnt T ast f'ame 

"Mo7J3aylYear" -"- -' ~ N~er------------
Select the appropriate answer and enter 

Date of Evaluation the associated weight in the score column. 
Total all SCores to arrive at the risk 
assessment score. 

Number of Address Changes 
in Last 12 Months ........•.•.••••.•• O None 
(For Parole, use 12 months 2 One 
prior to conviction) . 3 Two or more 

Percentage of Time Employed in 
Last 12 Months .....•..•..•.••.•••••• O - 60% or more 

40% - 59% (For Parole, use 12 months 1 
prior to conviction) 2 - Under 40% 

o - Not applicable 

Alcohol Usage/Problems ........•.•• ~.O No apparent problems 
2 Moder,ate problems 
4 Serious problems 

Other Drug Usage/Problems .•.•.•..••• O No apparent problems 
1 Moderate problems 
2 Serious problems 

Attitude •.....•..•... ' .•.....•••••••• 0 Motivated to change; 
receptive to assistance 

3 Dependent or unwilling 
to accept responsibility 

5 Rationalizes behavior; 
negative, not motivated 
to change 

Age at First Conviction .•......••.•. O - 24 yrs. or older 
(or Juvenile Adjudication) ~ - 20 - 23 yrs. 

4 - 19 yrs. or younger 

Number of Prior Periods of 
probation/Parole Supervision ••.•.••• O None 
(Adult or Juvenile) "4 One or More 

Number of 'Prior Probation/ 
Parole Revocations (Adult or o None 
Juvenile) ........••..•..••.•. ' •••••.• 4 One or More 

Number of Prior Felony Convic- 0 None 
tions (or Juvenile Adjudications) •.• 2 One 

4 Two or More 
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SCORE 
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ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT RISK 
PAGE 2 \\ 

Convictions or Jtiv4nile Adjudi- 2 Burglary 
cations for: (Select all appli- 2 Theft 
cable and add for score) ...••..•••.. 2 Auto theft 

2 Robbery 
3 Worthless checks 
3 Forgery 

Conviction or Juvenile A'djudi-
cation for Assaultive Offense •••• ~.15 Yes 
(An offense which involves the 0 No 
use of a ,weapon, physical force 
or the threat of force) 

TOTAL SCORE 
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IOWA BUREAU OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONAL SERVICES 

ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT NEEDS 

Probation/Parole Supervision 
Instrument 

leMa r:X~partrrent of Social Services 
Division of Adult Corrections 

Client Narre 
Probation Cb:--n~tx-o~l'-~D~a~t-e------------~---

Client No. 

or Inst. Rele:::;.se rEte Agent last Name No. 
-.-M:,nt.h7bay"/'i'"ear-Select the approprIate answer aid enter ""'thT""e-

associated weight in the score colurnn. Higher 
rEte of Evaluation mmbers indicate rrore severe probleru;:;. Total 

-------------....;all scores 

ACADEMIC/VOCATIONAL SKILIS 
High school or Adequate skills; 

-1 above skill o able to handle 
level everyday require-

rrents 

EMPIDYMENI' 
Satisfactory Secure enployrrent; 

-1 enplo,yrrent for o no difficulties 
one year or reported; or horre-
longer maker, student or 

retired 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
Long-standirig No current diffi-

-1 pattern of self- 0 culties 
sufficiency; e.g 
«;POd cre<J.j.t rat-
ing 

MARITAL/FAMILY REIATIONSHIPS 
:Relationships 

-1 and support 
exceptionally 
strong 

CXI-1PANIONS 
Good support 

-1 and influence 

EM.'YI'IONAL STABILITY' 

o Relatively stable 
relationships 

No adverse 
o relationships 

Exceptionally NO symptoms of 
~2 well adjusted; 0 enotional in-

accepts responsi - stabili ty; appro-
b~lity for priate errotional 
actions responses 

ALQOHOL USAGE 
No interference 

o with functioning 

0lHER DRUG USAGE 

No interference 
o with functioninJ 

I1::M skill level 
2 causing minor 

adjustnent prob-
lems 

UnsatisfactOJ:Y 
3 anploynent; or 

unenployed rut 
has adequate job 
skills 

Situational or 
3 minor diffi

culties 

Minimal skill . 
4 level causing 

serious adjust-
mant problems 

Unemployed am 
6 virtually tm-

employable; 
needs training 

Severe diffi-
S culties; nay 

include garnish
m:mt, bad checks 
or bankruptcy. 

$CX)RE • 

---

Same disorgani- Major disorgani-
3 zation or stress 5 zation or stress 

but potential for --
irrprovanent 

Associations 
2 with occasional 

negative results 

Syrrptoms limit 
4 rut do not pro

hibit adequate 
functioning~e.g. 
excessive anxiety 

Occasional abuse; 
3 sorre disruption 

of functioning 

" 

Associations 
4 al.nost c0m

pletely negative 

Syrnptans pro-
7 hibit adequate 

functioningie.g. 
lashes out or 
retreats into self 

Frequent abuse; 
6 serious disrup

tion; needs 
treatment 

OcCasional sub- Frequent sub-
3 tance abuse; same 5 stance abuse; 

disruption of serious disruption 
-114- functioning needs treatment 

~---~-----------

-----------~-~---

ASSEf;f.:.r,1F:trr Of' CI,JI·:tJT NEEOO 
PNiE; 2 

MENTAL ABILITY 

HEALTH 

SEXUAL BEHAVIOR 

Able to function 
o independently 

Sound physical 
o health; seldame 

ill 

No apparent dys
D function 

AGENT'S IMPRESSION OF CLIENTS NEEDS 

-1 Minimum o II::M 

Sane need for 
3 assistance; 

potential for 
a02<IUate adjust
DEnt 

Handicap or il1-
1 ness interferes 

with functiOning 
on a recurring 
basis 

Deficiencies 
6 severely limit 

independent 
functioning 

SfFrious handi-
2 cap or chronic 

illne'ss; needs 
frequent nedi ~ 
cal care 

Real or perceived Real or perceived 
3 situational or S chronic or sev-

minor problans ere problems 

3 r.Edium 5 MaxinlLlI!\ 

Use the reverse side to list any special circurnstcU'lC8s Which should . fl 
the level of supervision. . 1.11 uence 
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TELEPHONE ~NTERYXEW SUMMARY 

AGENCY: Hennepin County Court Services 

LOCATION: Minneapolis, Minnesota 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision 

TYPE OF lNSTRUMENT: Case Classification 
' Supervision Form 

CONTACT: Jeffery Benson 
Principal Probation Officer 
(612) 348-2603 

The Hennepin County Court Services employs a "Case Classification Supervision 
Form" in determining level of probation supervision. The form is a modified base 
expectancy type instrument used to classify about 150 adult felons and misdemeanants 
monthly for risk of recidivism. The form consists of 11 weighted variables that 
consider a probationer's background and living situation. When the points given for 
each variable are totalled, a single, overall score is generated that recommends an 
appropriate supervision level. 

The Supervision Form is the first classification tool used by. Hennepin County. 
It was developed by a committee which selected criteria and weights subjectively 
after reviewing instruments used by other agencies. It has not been altered since 
implementation. 

A probation officer comp1etes the form'according to written guidelines. Officers 
do not t'eceive special training in instrument usage, nor is any special expertise 
required to score the device. The recommendations of the instrument are overruled 
in about 15% of the cases, usually due to unusual circumstances in the case not 
considered by the instrument. Discretion is also allowed 'In the scoring of certain 
variables. Each screening costs about $8.00 and takes about five minutes. Offenders 
are not aware that their case is being classified, nor are they officially informed 
of results of the classification. 

The classification system has been evaluated locally, but results of the research 
were not yet available at time of publication., Nevertheless, preliminary feedback 
suggests that more probationers have been assigned to minimum supervision since 
the implementation of formal classification. Although administrators are generally 
pleased with the instrument, probation officers have complained that instrument 
recommendations are overruled too frequently due to its insensitivity to important 
factors. These complaints will be taken into consideration during future analyses 
and revisions of the instrument. One novel and interesting aspect of Hennepin 
County's program is the use of volunteers to supervise minimum risk probationers, 
a feature that effects , substantial cost savings. The instrument was not submitted 
for legal review prior to implementation, nor were legal concerns expressly con
sidered in its development. 
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338'4 (Rev 10/31/75) 
PROBATION/PAROLE 
SUPERVISION INSTRUMENT 

P.DS' 

NAME 

D.C.# 

HENNEPIN COUNTY COURT S~R"'ICES 
M'tNNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 

{ -

CASE SUPERVISION CLASSIFICATION 

DATE 

CIRCLE POINTS IF APPLICABLE 
(to be comp1etea prior to sentencing) 

A. Arrest free for past five or more years . . . . 
No drug dependency . . B. . . . . . . . . 

C. Not arrested for crimes against person (present offense) 

D. Not checks, forgery, burglary (most recent court appearances) 

E. No alcohol dependency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
F. Few (Q,1,2) jailor institutional commitments . . . . 
G. Six or more months on same employment or school 

H. Favorable environment . . . . . . . . . 
I. First felony charge • 

J. Few prior arrests (0,1,2) 
• • • II • • • • 

K. No family record . . . . . . . 

• •• t. • 

. . . . . . . . . 

HIGH RISK 
o - 26 

... ". 
" ' 

MEDIUM RISK 
27 - 44 

CLASSIFICATION 

TOTAL SCORE _, _____ , 

LPW RISK 
45 - 70 '. 

-----------------
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

,',,: IV1: St. Louis County 
Community Services, 

LOCATION: St. Louis, Missouri 

TYPE: OF INSTRUMENT: Clienf Analysis 
Sca,le 

CONTACT: Peter Manion 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision 
Director of Community Servic 
(314) 889-2531 

St. Louis County Community Services employs the "Client Analysis Scale" 
(CAS) in determining level of probation supery,ision for adult misdemeanants re_

t 

leased in the county. The CAS, which consists of 'five weighted factors, generates 
an overall score which recommends one of three levels of supervision. The instru-

• ,1 I , 

ment also provides the scorer with the opportunity to add or'sJbtract two points 
, I 

at his di,scretibn in borderline cases. ,Th~' scale is: used to :screen approx'imately 
400 clients each month for their p~tentiallto Irecidi~ate. I: 

This is the first classification inst~ume;nt to be used by ':Community Services 
for supervision level decisions. the devige ~as borrowed intact from the State 
of Missouri which developed and has used the d'evice extensivEn~' for a, similar 
purpose. The only change that the county agen'cy made in the CAS was to drop the 
Ile~a1" category which assesses prior arrests and convictions, and to modify some 
weights and cut-off scores. 

Probation officers complete the fonn according to written guidelines with 
information obtained from official records and a personal interview. Officers 
receive four to si,x hours of s'f,recialized training in instrument usage. The CAS 
is used as a guide only in the decision prQcess; in about 30% of the cases the 

! 

instrument's recommendation is overruled by the subjective opinion of the officer 
and a supervisor. Clients are ,not aware that they are being classified, nor are 
they officially informed of the classification decision. 

Research to evaluate the impact of the device has not been conducted. However, 
the agency reports that there is, a general feel ing among staff that better case 
decisions are being made asa result of the screening process, and that more pro
bationers are now receiving lower levels of supervision. Those using the instru
ment have complained, however, th~t the scale occasionally does not adequately 
cons i der important factors ina case. In add; ti on, the agency reports that i nter
pretations sometimes vary in using the fonn Which results in inconsistent scoring. 
The ;nsti~ument was not submitted for legal review prior to implementation, and 
legal concerns were not expressly considered in its development. 
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___ ~ __________ --=--___ ' ___ ~-c __ '---"'::_'----_ 

EbuCATIONAL/VOCATION AIl: 
1 

Not working or not in 
school wIno effort to 
do either 

SPECIAL PROBLEMS: 
o 

Indication of drug or 
alcohol abuse, mental 
deficiency or other 
special problem. 

FAMILY/SOCIAL: 
1 

Maj~r disorganization 

AGGRESSIVE/ASSAULTIVE: 
1 

Pattern of two or more 
incidents in past year 

CLIENT RESPONSIBILITY: 
1 

Li ttle or no under
standing of himself or 
societies expectations 
(irresponsible) 

Drugs ----
Alcohol -----
Other ------

ST. LOUIS COUNTY COMMUNITY SERVICES 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 

A.ddre.ss 
~on~ ~---------~-------------
llmployer. ________ _ 

2 
Not working or not 
in school w'/efforts 
to do one or the 
other 

2 

4' 
School training 
or· part-time 

4 

Probati on/ Pa ro 1 e 
Supervision Instrument 

Date: 

6 
Full-time work, 
retired or 

, housewife 

8 
Pres'ence of problem 
which has potential 
of becoming serious 
and or presently in 
treatment program 

Advanced progress 
in treatment or 
Counseling 
programs 

No indj.cation 
of any special 
problem 

3 
Some disorganization, but 
potential of growth 

3' 
Prior incident in p~st 

I year f 

4 
Partial understanding with 
behavior based on that 
understanding (moderately 
responsible) 

6 
Relatively 
stable rela
tionships 

4 
No demonstrated 
aggressive behavior 
in past year 

6 
Good self under
standing with cor
responding behavior 
(revponsible) 

Subtotal Legend Points: 
Subjective-or +2 points Intensive 4-13 

or o points Regular 14-23 
Total Minimum 24-30 ------------------

Probation/Parole Officer 
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

AGENCY: Missouri Board of Probation 
and Parole 

LOCATION: Jefferson City, Missouri 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision 

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Client Analysis 
Scale 

CONTACT: Hail Hughes 
Chief State Supervisor 
(314 ),]51-2441.. 

The Missouri Board of Probation and Parole utilizes the "Client Analysis 
Scale" (CAS) in determining level of sUPervision for all individuals on pro
bation and parole in the State of Missouri. The scale is used for initial and 
subsequent classification of approximately 5,500 clients per month; results 

of these classifications are entered into a computer file to provide administra
tive statistics. The instrument is comprised of six weighted categories that, 
when calculated and totalled,generate an overall score which recommends one of 
three levels of supervision. The CAS also provides for a subjective plus or 
minus point to be applied by the scorer i'n cases which fall on the borderline 

. between two supervision levels. The device primarily screens for recidivistic 
tendencies. 

In 1970, the Board began using a modified California Base Expectancy Scale 
for client classification. After three years, this instrument was discontinued 

because it was not easily adaptable to a system where offenders are classified 
regularly. ThE~ Client Analysis Scale was therefore created through a combina

tion of research and subjective opinion to be more flexible and comprehensive 
than the California Base Expectancy Scale by including factors such as 

client responsibility and family/social problems. 
A probation officer completes the form according to written guidelines 

using official records and interview data obtained from clients. Officers 
receive instruction in how to use the instrument as part of the training program 
given to new officers. Cases are classified solely on the basis of risk, as 

" 

defined by the instrument, except in about 10% of the cases in which the point 
system is overruled by the judgment of an officer and supervisor due to unusual 
circumstances in the case. Screenings generally take about ten minutes and cost 
approximately $8.00. Clients are informed of the screening results and supervision 
decision, although they typically are not involved directly in the classification 
process. In some instances, however, clients fill out the CAS themselves, and 
their response;"'~'are then compared with the officer's rating. 

-120-

n 

Although research data on the validity of the instrument was not available 
at time of publication, a study conducted by the University of Missouri shows 
that use of the instrument has resulted in a 50% increase in the number of 

clients receiving minimum supervision. The CAS seems to have generated mixed 
,reactions from officers in the state system; some are highly enthusiastic about 
its use, while others reject it completely. Agency administrators, on the other 

hand, report extreme confidence in the classification device. Complaints that 
have arisen center on the vagueness of some instrument definitions, questionable 
predictive accuracy of the device, and its insensitivity to some important factors 

in determining level of risk. The instrument was not submitted for legal review 
prior to implementation, and legal factors were not expressly considered in its 

,development. 

The classification system used by the State of Missouri is significant for 

a number of reasons. First of all, the Client Analysis Scale has been adopted 
intact and with slight modification by a number of other probation/parole agencies . 

Secondly, the large number of clients that the Board screens each month (5,500) 
makes this the largest case screening program among the 23 probation/parole 

! 

agencies in our study sample. In addition, the use of a computer to record the 
classification data is uncommon in probation/parole agencies. 

Ii 
" 

, .. ' 
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MISSOURI STATE BOARD OF PRoBAtroN'AND .mOtE. 

E~licationill/Vocational: 

1 b 
Not working or not in school 

Legal: 

1 0 

olle or more convictions and/or 
2' 01' mOl'e arrests 1n' past year 
01' pending charge 

* Special ~roblems: 
00' 

Indication of drug use, alcoholism, 
mental deficiency. or other special 
p I'obl em s . 

Family/Social: 

1 0 

Major disorganization 

Aggressive I Assaultive: 

1 0 

Pattern of two or more incidents 
in past year 

Client Responsibility: 

1 0 
'.\ 
'\ 

Little 01' no Ilnderstanding ot him
self or society's expectations 

Drugs 0 
Alcohol D 
Other 

fipecial D ,Code 

CLIENT ANALYSIS SCALE 

4 0 
l ' , 

School, training or part-time work. 

3 0 

No convIctions, but one arrest in 
past year 

20 

Presence of problems which tiave 
potential of becoming s,eriolis and I 
or presently in tr~atmE!nt program 

30 

Some disorganization but potential 
of growth 

30 

Prior incident in past yeal" 

, 
40 ,I 

Partial und~rstandhlg with be-· 
havior~based6n that understanding 

'\ 

\;; . 

Subtotal 
Subjective - or - 1 point 01'0 
Total .;..' ___ ~--,. 

" 

-122-

.' ~ 

. ,If: 

~.,.~, ... jJr 
·r',.~ ". ~ )lIP Ie " cnrron· J~.ro 

Supervis;Qh,:'lnsb'ument 

Dilitrlet~, • ~'.~: '. 

6 0 

Full-time .work, retire~, or 
housewife 

'. ''', 

4 0 

No at rest or convic~oninpast 
year 

4.0 

No indication of . any : special 
. problems 

6 0 

Rellitively stable relationships 

4 0 

No demons~rated aggressive::behavior. 
in past year 

6 0 

Good selC understanding. with 
'corresponmng behavior, 

Lelend -Points: 

Intensive 4-16 0 .---
Re&-ular 16-25 0 

--:--_. Minimum' 25-3i 0 

,.. MBPP-167(S-76) ~) Copyright Missouri Board of Probation &, Paro.le, i~73 

: '":,, 

TELEPHONE INTE;RVIEW SUMMARY 
I, 

AGENCY: New York State Division 
of Probation 

LOCATION: Albany, New York 

D~CISION POINT: Probation/ParolE! Supervision 

, -, ...... 
'. tYPE; OF INSTRUMENT: RiskAssessment 

l." Form 
CONTACT: Mark Diefendorf 

Sr. Probation ' Program Analyst 
(518) 474..,4173 . 

The New YorkState Divisionofp'robadon:currently employs' a IIRisk Assess
,men,t Form II {RAF} in determining level of p'robationsupervision, in addition to 
a client needs formentHled IIAssessment of Probationer Needs/Strengths. II 

~. "' - ..... _ ..... _ ........ -. ~ ...... - ..... -~ ------ -, - -~"" .-.~ .. __ .- ... -............ _-
The instY'uments are used to screen ~pproximately 50 adult felons and misdemeanants 
,per month in a pilot program being conducted in one county probation department. 

This is the first classification tool us~d by the. State of New York to assist 
~n probation claSSification decision making. 
of Wisconsin without modificattoh along with 
Nee~s/Strengthsll form. 

:The RAF was borrowed from the State 
Wisconsinls IIAssessment of Probation 
I 
I i , 

i Probation officers complete the risk form at the Itime tliey complete the pre-
, sentence investigation, but the risk ass~ssment is no~ used in preparing the pre
sentence report~ The needs assessment form is filled out by the officer assigned 
to supervise the case. No special expertise is required to complete the forms 
which were initiated after an orientation meeting only. Information for the 
forms is obtained from official records and a personal interview. The actual 
level of supervision is determined by th'e scores on the two i~struments and the 
officer's subjective judgment~ Recommendations of the classification procedure 
were overruled in about 50% of the cases in the pilot program. Offenders ar~ not 
aware that they are being classified, and they are not officially informed of 
screening results. 

Reseat~ch has not been conducted to determine the impact of the instruments, 
but department ~dJTIinstrators believe it is very unlikely that using the forms has 
had a significant'~mpact on caseloads or costs in. the pilot program because the 
instruments are so often overruled.. There have also creen a number of complaints 

() . tbat defi.nitions on th~ forms are vague, that they are insensitive to important 
factors, that they are not predictive, and that the needs form takes too long to 
complete. In all fairness to tre instruments, . however', their apparent lack of 
impact in the sett,ing 'described m~y be due to the ma~ner in .which they were intro"" 
duced. They apparently Were pushed onto staff rather than being offered as 
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useful tools. The hiring of a new director at time of implementation and 
general organizational confusion also probably contributed to the limited 
acceptance of the devices. The instruments were reviewed by legal counsel 
prior to implementation, but legal concerns were not expressly considered in 
their development. 

The New York State Division of Probation has recently added a.new screen
ing procedure and classification .instrument. The Division's Intensive Super
vision Program (ISP) has begun using a Risk Assessment, Classification and 
Assignment Form for referring and entering~'!high risk" probationers into the ISP. 
The referral is based on the likelihood of the probationer unsuccessfully com
pleting the probation sentence. During the coming year, about 15,000 clients 
will be screened by the form, with 2,500 to 3,000 being referred to the ISP for 
supervision. This is the first instrument introduc~d by the NYS Division of 
Probation to be used by almost all of the local counties in the State; most 
counties began screening in December 1978, with the remaining counties opera
tionalizing the program during January 1979. The form, which consists of ten 
weighted criteria, was constructed and validated on a sample of 1,243 NYS pro
bationers. The instrument was reviewed by legal counsel priot to implementation. 
A copy of the Risk Assessment, Classification and Assignment Form, as well as 
the two instruments used in the pilot program, follow this report. 

.,! 
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1)1'·70 (10/711) 

(Form used by the Intensive Supervision ~rogram) 
New Vork State Division of Probation 

Probation/Parole 
Supervision Instrument 

RISK ASSESSMENT. CLASSIFICATION AND ASSIGNMENT 

fJame ______________________ ;--_ Case No. ___________ _ 

NVSID No. _________________ ~ __ ~~- Date of Birth _________ _ 

I. Risk Assessment: Select the appropriate responses as they apply to the probationer at the time of the current 
offense. Enter point value in score column. . 

1. Arrested within five (5) years prior to the purrent offense. Ves (4) No (OJ _ 

2. Nineteen or under at time of first conviction/adjudication. No (0.)_ 

3. Prior convictions/adjudications for robbery. Ves (16) _ No (G}_ 

4. Three or more prior misdemeanor or one or more prior felony convictions, a JU lca Ions. es _ ._ • •• I d' d' t' V (10.) . No (G) 

5. Incarcerated while on a prior probation or parole sentence. 

6. Neither employed nor in school full-time. 

7. Members of his family (j.e., spouse, children, parents, siblings) have a criminal record 
(J.D, or Adultl. 

8. One or more address changes in the year prior to current offense. 

9. Currently living in a situation judged to be unfavorable. 

10.. Has an attitude that is either one in which he rationalize~ ~is behavior; or he is ~e~?tive 
and not motivated to change; or he is dependent or unwlllmg to accept responsibility. 

ISP Referral Score __ _ 

Completed by: ----~------_______ Date 

II. Classification: 

Ves (20.) _. No (G) _ 

VIl5 (4) _ No(Q)_ 

Ves (10.)_ No(G)_ 

Ves(6) _ No(o.l_ 

Ves (6) _ No(G)_ 

Ves (14)_·_ No(G)_ 

TOTAL 

ISP Score: Ves __ No __ Referred to ISP. Unit: Ves __ No __ 

SCORE 

Reason for referral if low score: _______________________________ _ 

Referred by: ---______________ -... Date _____________ _ 

III. Assignment: 

ISP Probation Officer Assigned: ------------------_____ Date: _______ _ 

Assigning Officer: --------------------_______ Title: ____ ---' __ _ 

Referred to regular supervision caseload. Date: ______ ..,---'-__ _ 

Referring Officer: --------'-------------____ .Title ____ ....;.-__ _ 
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(Instrument us"ea by New York State Div. of Probation Pilot Program) 

Page 2 
ASSI'iSSMENT OF' PROBATIONFm NElmS/S'J'ltENG'fHS 

ACADEMIC/VOCATIONAL SKILLS 
Hlah acbool or above 

-I IIkW ievel 

EMPLOYMENT 
Satlltactory employ

-I ment· tor one year or 
lonler 

Adequate &IdlI. ab~ 
o to hlnclJ.~ everyday 

requJrcmenti 

Secure employment; 
o no difllcultlel repu .. ~d ; 

or homemaker, ltudent 

FINANCIAL MA."lAGEMENT 
Long .. tanding pattern ot 0 No current difflcultiel 

-I 01 selt'lufticlency; e ••• 
good credit rating 

MARITAL/FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS 
Reiationahipi and support Relatively .table 

"'1 exceptionally .tron. 0 reiationabipi 

COMPANIONS 
Good IUPPOrt and 

-I Influence 
No adverse relation

o ships 

EMOTIONAL STABILITY 
Exceptionally well ad-

4 lusted; accepts ralpon. 
aibWty for actlo.nl 

ALCOHOL USAGE 

OTHER DRUG USAGE 

MENTAL ABILITY 

HEALTH 

PROBATION OFFICER 
"'1 Minimum 

No Iymtoma of emotional 
o lnatabWty; appropriate 

emotional response8 

No Interference with 
o functiOning 

No interference with 
o functlOnIng 

Able to function 
o Independently 

Bound phyaical health; 
o IH!ldom W 

o Low 

Low IkIlllevel caultnc 
2 minor adjuatmcnt 

problems 

Mlnimallkllllevel caualni" 
4 sedous adlUlf,ment 

problem. 

Unaatlsfadory employment; Unemployed and virtually 
8 or unemployed but hu 6 unempi~yable; need. 

!!dequale Job Ikln. tralnlng 

Situational or minor 
3 difftculUeI 

Some dlso:taanization or 
3 atrell but potential lor 

Improvement 

Severe dlfi:leultle. may In
& clude camuhment, had 

cheeka or bankruptcy 

Major diaollllDization or 
6 stress 

Associations with ocawonal A.ociationa almo., com-
2 neeatlve results • plete1y negative 

Symptoms llmlt but do not Symptoms prohibit adeqUate 
prohibit adequate function- 7 functiOnInll; e.l .. lp ... hes out 
Ing; e.I., exce_ve anxiety or retreatllnto !MIlt 

OcCwonalabuae; IonIC Fl"eqUent ubUle; aerioUi d.Ia-
S disl'uption of functioning 6 ruptlon; neede treatment 

Occasional 9U bstance 
3 abulIe; some diaruptlon 

of functlonlnll 

Some nped for IlIIlnance; 
3 potential iOT adequate 

adJUitment 

Handicap or illnealnler
I tere. with functlorJnc on 

• recurnnll bula 

Fn:quent substance abuae; 
& lledou. dlaruption; neede 

treatment 

Deficiencies severely limit 
6 Indcpendentlunctlontnll 

SedoUi handicap or chMnlc 
2 illness; neede frequent 

medical care 

& Maximum 

TOTAL 

P~O~ATIONER __________ ~~~ __________ . __________ ~.~ _______ , ___________________ __ 

Lut Firat 
Ml 

Probation Identification number ____ __ 

Probation Otflcer 
-------------------------------------------------------I>lteScored __________ _ 
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7/17 NYS Dlvialon of Problltlon CRM Unit 

SCORE 

1._ .. - -:--___________ _ 

(Instrument used by New York State Div. of 'Probation Pilot Program) 

Page 3 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

PROBATIONER 
Laat 

PROBATION OFFICER 
MJ Number 

DATE OF EV AI,UATION ________ _ 

Select the appropriate lUUWer and enter the aa.~oclaf.t'd wellht in the lCore column. Total aU scored to arrive at the rlak UIflSl\I1lent acore, 

Number of Addre,. ChIlllllCO in the Last 12 Months .......................................... 0 

2 
8 

Percentalle ot TIme Employed in LlItlt 12 Months ............................................ 0 

I 
2 
o 

None 
One 
Two or more 

tlO%OJmo!(" 
40~·6n% 
Under40\1i 
Not aPPUCllble 

Attitude ........................................................................... ,.............................. 0 MotlVllted to chlUllle, receptive to 
assIatance 
'Dependent or unwWfnll to accept 
reaponalbWty' 
Rationalizes behavior, n~lIative. not 
motivated to chanee 

Alco~ol UDle/Problems ................................................................................ 0 

2 

• 
No apparent problems 
Mod\lr&te problems 
Serious problema 

Other Drul1 Usal/e/l'l.·oblcms ........................................................ , .................. 0 No apparent problema 

I Moderate problema 
2 Sedous problema 

Age at Ffrn Conviction (or Juvenile DeUnquency Adjudication) ................... 0 2. or older 

2 20 -28 
4 Ie or youn.er 

Numbe~ of PrIor Periods of Probation SUpervision ......................................... 0 

• 
Number of Prior Probation ReVocations (Adult or Juvenile) ......................... 0 

4 

Number of Prior Felony Convictions (or Juvenllc Delinquoncy 
Adjudication) ."............ .............................. .............................................. ..... 0 

2 
4 

Convictions or Juvellile DoUnquency Adjudication tor ................... ,.............. 2 
(.elect aU appllcable lind add tor score; Includinll pre~~nt offenae) 2 

Conviction or Juvenile DeUnquency Adjudication tor Assaultive 
Ottenoe <an oUeme which Involves the lise or a weapon, physical 

2 
2 

• • 

None 
One or more 

None 
One or more 

None 
One 
Two or more 

Burglary 
Larceny 
Auto Theft 
Robbery 
W orthlell Checka 
FO!1Cery 

force or threat of force) ................................................ H ........................ ".'"" 15 Yes 
o No 
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

AGENCY: Suffolk County 
Dept. of Probation 

LOCATION: Yaphank, Long Island, New York 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision 

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Base Expectancy 
Form 

CONTACT: Marvin Bohnstedt 
American Justice Institute 
(916) 444-3096 

The Suffolk County Department of Probation employs a base expectancy type 
instrument entitled the "Suffolk Probation Differential Classification Form" 
(SPDCF) in making level of supervision decisions. The instrument ;s a base 
expectancy type scale containing five categories of information, with from one 
to four variables per category. These variables are weighted an'd summed to"arrive 
at an overall score which recommends an appropriate supervision level based on a 
client's potential to recidivate. Approximately 350 adult felons and misdemeanant~ 
are screened using the form each month. 

The instrument was developed through original resea~ch perf;ormed by the 
Department. Arter selecting and testing a cl~ster of variables on a stratified, 
random sample, the resulting draft instrument'was then tested, redesigned, and 
revalidated. Additional validation work and modification of the device has occurred 
over time. 

Probation officers complete the form ~ccording to a set of specific wX]tten 
guidelines. Technical expertise is not required to use the instrument,although 
its continued validation requires per'sonnel experienced in statistical methods. 
Specific definitions are also given for the more subjective elements on the forms. 
Instrument results are the sole basis for the decision, except in rare cases (less 
than 1%) where the instrument is overruled due to specific factors not considered 
by the device. Offenders do not act'ively participate in the screening process; 
however, they are aware that they are being classified and are informed of scre.en
ing standards and results. 

Ongoing validation research on the instrument has been conducted, and results 
are available by contacting the agency (James Golbin, Principal Research Analyst). 
The SPDC Form has proven to'be valid in the setting for which it was designed, and 
has resulted in an increased movement toward placing cases under minimum supervision. 
Statistics indicate that recidivism has increased little (if any) despite the trend 

. " 
toward minimum supervision. Staff were initially resistant to using the instrument 

-128 ... 
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although they are more supportive at present~ fears of having decision 
authority circumscribed end enduring additional paperwork demands have dissi
pated with the introduction of an override feature in decision making, and 
the reduction of required paperwork in other areas. Although decision makers 
are concerned wi th the 1 imited resources avail abl e for the screening process, 
they are confident that the instrument is accurate and reliable. The instru
men~ was not submitted to legal review prior to implementation, but legal 
concerns were considered in its development and administration. 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY NEW YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION 

Prob~tion/Parole 
'Supervision Instrument 

DIFFERENTIAL CLASSIFICATION FORM FOR THE SUPERVISION OF PROBATiONERS 

NAME: CASE NO: 

PROBATION OFFICER: S.P.O: 

A. Current Offense - Status: YesD NoD ~ 

1. Felony conviction(s) (2 pts) 

2. Assaultive conviction(s) (2 pts) 

3. Driving While Intoxicated ( 1 pt) 

B. Psychological Instability: YesD NoD 

1. HospitalizDtion or committment tr) a 
rehabilitative program (2 pts) 

2. Diagnosed psychotic, severely emotionally 
disturbed, severely retarded (2 pts) 

3. Alcohol or drug dependent (2 pts) 

C. Prior Record (last 7 years) : YesD NoD 

1. Felony conviction(s) (2 pts) 

2. Misdemeanant conviction(s) (2 pts) 

3. Youthful Offender (YO) convictions (2 pts) 

4. Juvenile Delinquency (JD) Adjudication (1 pt) 

D. Social Instability: YesD NoD 

1. Educational vocational. employment deficits (1 pt) 

2. Weak. non-existent positive family or 
community attachments (1 pt) 

3. Recidivism or Recidivistic tendencies (2 pts) 

E. Age; This variable is only used for marginal cases. - Between 16 . 24 years old (1 pt) 

Variables Status 

A. Current Offense 

B. Psychological Instability 

C. Prior Record 

D. Social Instability 

Subtotal 

r5, Age XXXXX 

Total 
LENGTH OF SENTENCE: TIME SERVED: 

CLASSIFICATION: Intensive [J Activ~ D 

Prob. 30·120 -130-

DATE: 

OFFICE.: 

SCORE 
I I 
I I 
I I 

[:==J. 
[=:1 

c.-==:J 
C-:J 

Leliel 
of ~~everitv 

LENGlH OF A.S: 

Special D 
)) 

23·617 

6 
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. , 
TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

, ,'.", . . " .. ~" : .. 
AGE~py: Multnomah County ,.'. !."': , ~,' .... 

.:<,' ',~ Probation Dept •. 
'~ ;', ~!. :.' J ~ ::~ \~. -

, sLOGI:\'F,ION:. Portl and, Oregon 
-\,. ""'I :"", ' , 

~';D'EC.I$fON POINT~ Probation/Parole Sljpervisipn, 
, . t 
" 

TYPE OF INSTRUM'E"NT: Wei ghted Personal 
History Form 

CONTACT: Wi 11 i am Wood 
Supervisor,Corrections 
(503) 248-5167 Counseling 

',', ~"The Multnomah County Probation Department utilizes a "Personal History 
~ . 

FO'rIJ1~,i'n making level of 'propation ,supervision decisions. The form is a stan-. .~ \',.. , . ". 

dard~biographical information questionnaire in which weights (points) have been , ~ 

assigned to eleven individual it~ms. After calculating the points for each t '; 

v,ari.~ble, the scorer sums the points,. to arrive at an overall score which recommends 

~ s~~~tvision level based on the recidivistic potential of the client. The form 

'is .us'ed~,to screen approximately 100 adul t felons and mi sdemeanants monthly. The . , '" ; 

ma.i'ri'c'riterion measured by the form is community stability. 

', .. ": ,IheP~rsonal History Form has gone through several re-evaluation stages,with ~'.... ~ 
.• : It <' 

. ~acH~modification made on the basis of the subjective opinion of a committee re-

spoll,fible' for the screening process. The several refinements the form has under

gori~;h~ve served to tailor the device to the specific characteristics of the local 

community, but. the lack of research in its development and implementation renders 
the'usetulness of this instrument in other juri~dictions uncertain. 

',,' .. ;P.robati on officers complete the form according to specific guidelines. The 

for~"'A~ straightforward and its admi ni strati on does not require technical experti se. 
~ Nevertheless; special training in, its use is provided to all officers, and random 
' .\.,. ~ ~', . 
a'udits 'a,re conducted to ensure scoring consistency. The form also calls for the 

~ (-

'subJective opinion of the scorer as to the degree of supervision required by the 

tase:: in approximately 5% of the cases screened, the recommendation of the instru

mentis overruled due to special circumstances in the case. The classification 

pr,ocess is open for discussion with the client, and clients are informed of the 
,outpom~ of the screeni ng. However, cl ients are hot tol d of the speci fi c screen

ing ~~iteria or the classification score in their case. 
; ,1,1. 10_' '. • 

,the instrument has not been carefully researched or evaluated, but admini-
stra~iye statistics do indicate that a larger proportion of cases (about 5%) 
are. i~ minim~Jm sup'ervisioi1 since classification has been initiated. No other 
data on the instrument are presently available. After ah initial period of 

" 
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confusion and criticism, those who use the device are supportive of it. Agency 
'c ' ~ 

administrators are a.,ls0"'R~Sitiv~ about the instrument. The form was not sub-

mitted for legal review prior tC(implementation and legal concerns were not 
,\ )\ I 

expressly consid~red i~ its devel~pment or implementation. 

The Personal History Form i'; one of the few known attempts to weight items 
,! 

on a standard biographical form with the intent of p~edicting risk. The weights 
were derived intuitively, however, and the instrument has not been validated. 

Research to gauge the usefulness and validity of the instrument could therefore 
prove very insightful in determining if this type of claSSification tool is 
practical to develop and implement. 
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MutTNOMAHCOUNTY OREGON 
PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

'Probationfrtarole Supervi sion 
Instrument 

Mur,TNOMAU COPN"Y rI\OIlA'I'ION SP.RVICk:S 

PERSONAL HISTORY ~ 

PLeASE FILL OUT THIS FORM CAREFULLY AND COMPLETELY. AN 
INTERVIEWER WILL DISCUSS IT WITH YOU AFTER YOU HAVE COMPI,ETED 

IT AND YOU MAY ASK QUESTIONS YOU flAVE AT THAT TIME. DATE: ____ ~ ___ ~ 

NAME: ________________________________________________ ~--
FOR OFFICE USE ONI,Y 

OTHER NAME USED: _____________________________ --__ 

PRESENT ADDRESS: ______________________ ~------------_(p 

HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED THERE? ______________________________ _ 

5+ 1-5 < 1 (6 me 
/7/ / 5// 3 / / 0 / TELEPHONE NO.: __________________________________ _ 

SOCIAL SECURITY NO.: 

DRIVER'S LICENSE: STATE: _________________ NUMBER: ______________ ~ 

DATE OF BIRTH: iIJJ 40+ 26-40 21-26 < 21 
------------------------------ ,/ 5/ / 3/ / 1/ / 0/ 

HOW LONG flAVE YOU LIVED IN TH~: ME'rHOPOLITAN AREA? ____ --'IN OREGON?' ____ _ 

GTHER STATES YOU HAVE LIVED IN: _________ ---_---_-'--_____ __ 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON (SOMEONE WE CAN CONTACT WHO WILL FORWARD A: MESSAGE TO YOU, OTHER THAN 
LIVING PARTNER) NAME, ADDRESS AND PHONE: ___________________ _ 

NAME AND' LOCATION OF LAST SCHOOL ATTENDED : ____ -..:. _____ -'--_________ _ 

DID YOU GRADUATE? YES NO 

~ 
Pest HS HS/GED (HS 

L3J' /3/ / 0/ 

HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED: ______________________________ __ 

WHAT IS YOUR USUAL OCCUPATION? ______________________________ _ 

WHERE ARE YOU EMPLOYED? --------______________________ di\ 

aI +3 1-3 ( 1 < 6 mn HOW LONG HAVE YOU NORKED THERE? ---------------------___________ .I 7 / I 5 I / 3 / I O! 

PRESENT SAI,ARY/NAGE: _______________________________________ _ 

PREVIOUS EMPLOYMEN'r: 
S~ART DATE ~ND DATE EMPLOYER JOB P2ASO~ FOR LEAVING 

SPOUSE/LIVING PARTNER'S JOB AND SALARY/WAGE: ___________________ _ 

OTHER SOURCES OF INCOME AND AMOUNT: _____________________________ _ 

BRANCH OF MILITARY SERVICE: ___________ TYPE OF DISCHARGE: _________ _ 

LENGTH OF MILITARY SERVICE: ________ -'DATES: ______________ _ 
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON 
PAG£:; 2 . 

FATHER'S NAME AND ADDRESS: 

MOTHER'S ~ AND ADDRESS: ________________________ ~ ___________________ ~ __ ___ 

FIRST NAMES AND AGES or BROTHERS/SISTERS: ____________________________ _ 

NAME AND ADDRESS OF NEAREST BROt'HER/SISTER/RELATlVE: _________________ _ 

DID YOUR PARENTS SEPARATE/DIVORCE? __________ WHEN? ___________ ___ 

WERE YOU HAPPY GROWING UP? YES NO 
EXPLAIN: ____________________ __ 

wr~N,YOU h~RE GROWING UP, WHICH FAMILY MEMBER DID YOU GET ALONG WITH BEST? WHY? 

1----H-O-W-MA~Ny TIMES' HAVE YOU BEEN MARRIED? __________ CURRENT STATUS: 

CURRENT SPOUSE/LIVING PARTNER'S NAME: 

CURRENT SPOUSE/LIVING PARTNER'S AD~RESS: _____________________ .:..--__ _ 

DATE OF MARRIAGE/BEGAN LIVING TOGETHER: 

DATE SEPARATED: ___________________________________________ _ 

CHILDREN BORN TO SPOUSE/PARTNER, NAMES AND AGES: _________ -.-; _______ ---

PRIOR MARRIAGES: FIRST SECOND THIRD 

NAME: _________________ ~ ____________________________________________ ---

DATE OF MARRIAGE: 

CHILDREN (NAMES AND AGES): ________________ ....:.... ___ -,--:-___________ -:--

(CIRCLE NAMES OF CHILDREN WHO ARE LIVING WITH YOU) 

MONTHLY EXPENSES: 

RENT: ___________ '-______ HOUSE PAYMENT: 

CHILD' SUPPORT:, _______ ~ ________ UP TO DATE? .:.-______________ _ 

ALIMONY: _______ --!_...,_----- UP TO DATE? _____________________ ~ 

DEBTS: NAME AMOUNT MONTHLY PAYMENT UP TO DATE? 

TOTAL: 

SAVINGS: 

-"34-

1-3 < 1 None 
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON 
PAGE 3 

. ~. ." .. 
YEAR, MAKE AND MODEl:. OF VEHICLE(S): _____________ -----________ _ 

LICENSE NOeS): ___________ TITLE HOLDER(S) 

DO; YOU CURRENTLY HAVE INSURANCE ON YOUR VEHCILE (S)? -'0. __ .:...:....:...:... ____________ _ 

\~HICLE INSURANCE COMPANY/AGENT: 

HAS YOUR DRIVER'S LICENSE EVER BEEN SUSPENDED OR REVOKED? WHEN AND WHY? 

MY PRESENT HEALTH IS: 

LIST ALL MEDICATIONS YOU ARE TAKING AND \'lHY: _________ -.-; __ --, _____________ _ 

WHO PRESCRIBED THEM? .:.-_________ .:...:... _______ , ____ ~-----------------

DO YOU HAVE 'MEDICAL INSURANCE? IF SO, WHAT COMPANy? 

HAVE YOU EVER CONTACTED A PSYCHOLOGIST, PSYCHIATRIST OR COUNSELOR? YES NO ___ _ 

WHO, WHERE AND WHEN? _________________________________ ___ 

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN HOSPITALIZED FOR EMOTIONlIL OR PSYCHOLOGICAL REASONS? YES __ NO __ _ 

HAVE YOU EVER HAD BAD EXPERIENCES WITH DRUGS OR ALCOHOL? (BLACKOUTS, OVERDOSES, ETC.) 
WHAT HAPPENED? _____________________________ . ________________________________ _ 

LIST THE CHARGE, D.'\,TE SENTENCED AND SENTENCE OF AU TRAFFIC CHARGES THAT RESULTED IN 
A FINE OF MORE THAN $50., PROBATION, OR JAIL: 

CHARGE DATE STATE SENTENCE 

LIST THE CHARGE, DATE SEN'l'ENCED AND SENTENCE OF ALL CRIMINAL CHARGES: 
CHARGE DATE STATE SENTENCE 

ARE YOU NOW, .OR HAVE YOU EVER BEEN ON PROBATION OR PAROLE = ________________ _ 

WHY, WHEN, AND WHERE?, ___________________________ ~--------
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY ORtGON 
PAGE 4 

DO YOU BELIEVE yOU WERE JUSTLY ARRESTED, TRIED AND CONVICTED? (~URRENT OFFENSE) WHY? 

WAS THERE A VICTIM--SOMEONE HURT PHYSICALLY OR FINANCIALLY DURING THE EVENTS 
SURROUNDING YOUR ARREST? WHO? HOW DO 'IOU .FEEL ABOUT THAT? _________ _ 

® 
None 

.I 5 I 

(!)None 
151 

NIV DC 
131 I 0 I 

V P 
1-:J7 I 0 I 

ARE YOU SEEING ANY AGENCY ON A REGULAR BASIS, I.E., WELFARE, DEPARTMENT OF .® 
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION, ALCOHOL CLINIC, ETC.? ____________ _ 

~ ~ '~ ~ 
ffi IS113/L2J 
\!I 
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TOTAL ---;P;;:::oT:in~ts:-----

A - / / 0 - 25 

B - ! / 26 - 36 

C/O- / I 37+ 

... 
: '~:;~ . 

. " ............... _./, ,." 

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW, SUMMARY 
"\1, .• 

AGENCY: Probation Office of' .. 
U.S. District Court 

"~--'~Y~EOF INSTRUMENT: Base Expectancy 
Scale 

LOCATION: Portland, Oregon . . ~ONTACT: ~1arvin Bohnstedt 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision 
American Justice Institute 
(916) 444-3096 

The Probation Office of the U.S. District Court in, Portland, Oregon employs 
a base expectancy type screening instr.ument in ma~ing probation and parole level 

" , 
of supervision decisions. The instrument consists of 17 weighted variables that 
when calculated genera~e an overall score recpmmending one of three supervision 
levels. The device screens clients for risk of recidivism and harm to others, and 
their ability to comply with probation and parole stipulations. About 20 felony 
and misdemeanor offenders are screened by the instrument each month. 

This is the first classification tool used by the Portland Probation Office. 
The scoring procedure and variables:inclu~~d on,the instrument were adapted from 
the California Base Expectancy Scale after substantial modification. The 
device has not been changed since implementation. 

A probation officer possessing"a B.A. degree and two years of probation 
exper'ience completes the form according to written instructions. The instrument 
is used as a guide for officers in the classification process--it is not a mandate. 
Officers also consider such factors as the rehabilitative needs of the client in 
making the supervisipn decision. In about 25% of the cases, the instrument1s 
recommendation is overruled. Offenders are unaware that they are being classi
fied and are not informed of screening standards or results. Each screening 
takes about ten minutes and costs approximately $1.00 . . ; 

No evaluative research has been conducted to validate this instrument. The 
office also reports that the device has not significantly affected the size of 
the supervision caseload. Decision makers express confidence in the accuracy 
and reliability of the scale, and those who'useit have experienced no major 
operational problems. Although other probation offices have borrowed this in
strument for classification purposes, the ia~k of an evaluation study and the 
limited impact of the screening procedure on the Portland Probation Office create 
uncertainty as to the validity and usefulness of this base expectancy scale. 

The instrument was not reviewed' by legal counsel 'prior ,to implementation, 
and legal concerns were not ex~res~ly cOnsider~d in its development . 

. I 
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SAMPLE 
FEDERAL PROBATION/PAROLE OFFICE 

PORTLAND, OREGON 
Propati.on/ParoJ e.-Sup.erv,is ion 

. Instrument 

NAME: 
SCORING PORM 

TYPE: 
Ch_a racter; s tJ£: 

A. Arrest free per~od of five or more consecutive years. 

B. No history of opiate usage. 

C. Few periods of incarceration. (None, 1, or 2) 

D. Most recent conviction does not involve checks, forgery 
or burgl ary. 

E. No previous probation or parole failures. 

F. No family criminal record. 
':.-" 

G. No alcohol involvement. 

H. Presently employed or otherwise productively occupied. 

1. No history of drug abuse or extensive use of marijuana. 

J. First arrest occurred aft~r ~he age of 14. 

K. Twelve months steady employment within one year prior to 
arraignment for present offense. 

L. Four to eleven months steady employment prior to arraignment 
for present offense. (If given 6 points on Item K, also add 4 
points for this item). 

M. Meaningful family ties. 

N. Favorabl~ living arrangement. 

O. High school graduate or equivalency. 

P. Few prior arrests. (None, 1, or2) 

Sub Total 

Q. If the offender's present crime involves one of the following, 
deduct 25 points from the sUb-total: 

1. Any crime of violence. 
2. Sale of "hard" narcotics for profi't. 
3. Ex torti on 

Total Points 
SCALE TO DETERMINE DEGREE OF SUPERVISION REQUIRED 

C B A 
00 -- 49 50 75 76 99 
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Poi nts: 

12 
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7 

7 

6 

6 

6 

5 

5 

6 

4 

5 

5 

4 

4 

--

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

AGENCY: Seattle Municipal 
Probation Service 

LOCATION: Seattle, Washington 

DECI?ION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision 

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: High-Low 
Supervision Form 

CONTACT: Gary Schaub 
Supervisor of Probation Service 
(206) 625-4618 

The S~attle Municip~l Probation Service utilizes a "High-Low Supervision 
Scoring Form" in making level of probation supervision decisions. The form 
consists of ten weighted variables, in addition to space for the opinion of the 
scorer. After computing the points for each variable, the scorer totals the 
points to arrive at an overall score which recommends either high or low super
vision. Approximately 150 adul~ misdemeanants are classified using the instru
ment each month for risk of recidivism. 

This is the first instrument used'by the agency for classification purposes. 
It was developed intuitively and from segments of the Fede~al Base Expectancy 
Scale. After completion, the form was validated through a research study using 
a sample of cases with known outcomes. As a result of the research, some weights 
were changed before the instrument was implemented. 

Probation officers complete the form according to a set of written guidelines. 
Officers receive informal training in instrument usage, but no special expertise 
is required to use the device. Officer discretion is called for on the form 
under the heading "Counselor Discretion." In about 10% of the cases, the instru
ment's recommendation is overruled due to unusual circumstances in the case. The 
only exclusions from the screening process are those cases involving restitution 
or community service sentences. Offenders are not aware of the screening proce
dure nor are they officially .informed of the )~esults. Each screening costs about 
$3.00 and requli res approximately ten mi nutes. 

Results of a controlled study of high-low supervision cases are forthcoming, 
but no data are available as yet. The agency reports, however, that no obvious 
change has oC'curred in the distribution of cases since the inception of screening. 
Those who use the form are satisfied with its predictive accuracy and see it as 
a useful screening tool. There have been no complaints regarding the instrument 
or the screening procedure. The device was not submitted for legal review prior 
to implementation, and legal concerns were not expressly considered in its develop
ment. 
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1 
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1 
0 

1 

4 

2 

1 

-11 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 
MUNICIPAL PROBATION SERVICES 

Proba tfon'/I"a'ro 1 e 
Supervision Instrument 

HIGH/LOW SUPERVISION SCORING FORM 

1. 

'I I. 

or 
TIl. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

NO VII. 
0-
0 
0 

0 
1 

0 

CHARACTERISTICS 

No prior arrests (if under 23 yiars).Arrest free period 
of five consecutive years prior to current arrest( if 
23 years of age or over). , . . 

Twel;e months steady income/employment within one month 
prior to arraignment for present offense. 

F 0 U r - e 1 (! V e n m 0 nth s ~ tea dy inc (l rn f.' / ern p loy III en t wit II i non e 
month prior to arraignment for present offense. 

No history of opiates, Rmphetamines~ barbiturates, ' .. 
hallucinogens. History includes any drug related convlutl0n 
in past year. Choose ONE: 
.n.. No hi stOI~y. 
B. Has uSed. 
C. Regul ar use. 

Alcohol involvement. Choose ONE: 
A. No alcohol abuse. 
B. Alcohol related offense 'in past year., 
C Current offense alcohol related. 
D: Professionally evaluated or admitted alcoholic. 

Mental Health Status. ':hoose ONE: , + • 
A. Defnndant has never undergone psy~~,a~rlc care nor been 

in f:ontact with mental health Ser\:1ce~. ,'n' 
f I t I U ..Jc.··r.rl .... '" "''''''y,.''' .. "' ........ 'c ,..:."'" Or' been B. De'l!n(an rias !1U ... I:;V:'O;;: j-'':> _I"" ... " ."'~<I:- "_ 

in contact with mental health serv~ces In t~e Pf~S(.· 
G • 0 e f (~ n dan t. i s p r n sen t 1 y un de r go 1 n 9 ps Y c h 1 a t r1 cor 

mental health services. 
D. Defendant has been hospitalized fot"' mental health care. ot 

both Band C above. 
L i V i n g' S; t u a t ion . '. . " . . t t . ? 
A. Are you satisfied with your home~famll~ ~'vlng S1 ~a ~on. 
B. ~re you satisfied with your Ph~SlC~l.llVlngosit~atlon, 
C. Do you provide two or more baslc 11vlng e~pcnse~ for 

someone el se? . . . . ~? 
D . H it V Q you 1 i v e d a t t ~ Ie pre s·e n tad ~ ~ e SSt ~ 0 ~ S 1 x m ~ ~ ~ ;1 ~ 9 
E. Do you have any social ,relations nps a are c 

problems in ydur life?' 
F. Has your reputation been adversel~ at~fected in the 

com~unity as a result of your ~rres : 

VIII. No misdemeanant commltments. 

IX. No felony 'convictions. 

X. No false information~ 

X I • T w. () 0 r m or-e-a r res t s ( inc 1 u din 9 cur r e n t) 1'"fjp a s t six m 0 nth s . 

COUNSELOR DISCRETION: 

HIGH: l-J5,pts. LO ~J : 36.·'55.pts'. 
-140-
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TELEPHoNE INtERV HiW gUMMA~V 

AGENCY: Western·Washington District 
Federal Probation and Parole 

LOCATION: Seattle, Washington 

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision 

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Salient Factor 
Score 

CONTACT: Marvin Bohnstedt 
American Justice Institut~ 
(916) 444-3096 

The Federal Probation and Parole Office in Western Wa~hington employs a 
classification form entitled th~ "WD/WA-7 Case Classification-Salient Factor 

. Score II in making probation and parole leve1 of supervision decisions. The in
strument includes seven weighted criteria that when computed and summed generate 
a Single, overall score; this sctire is then translated into one of three super
vision levels. The form is used to screen approximately 50 adult felons and 

.. misdemeanants monthly for risk of recidivism. 

The Salient Factor Score (S~S) was borrowed intact from th~ Federal Parole 
Commission. A modified base expectancy form was used previously by the agency, 
but it was abandoned because of a subjective opinion that it was not adequately 
predictive. The Salient Factor Score was then adopted because agency admini
strators felt that it had a stronger research base. Nevertheless, validation 
research has not been conducted locally on either form. The only change made 
in the original Parole Commission SFS was the addition of the "Prognosis!! 
section at the bottom of the present form. 

Probation officers complete the form according to specific guidelines using 
information from official records and a personal interview. Officers do not 
receive formal training in instrument usage, and no special expertise is re
quired. Most supervision level decisions are based on instrument recommenda
tions, but probation officers may assign clients to a different level at their 
own discretion. In these cases, officers are required to provide written 
rationale for overruling the instrument (this occurs in about 5% of the cases). 
The initial classification is reviewed after six months, at which time the client 
may be reassigned. Offenders are not aware that they are being screened, nor 
are they officially informed of the screening results. Classifications generally 
require about five minutes and cost about $5.00. 

Research has not been conducted locally to judge the instrument's validity 
or' impact on case processing and .distribution. However, the agency feels that 
the instrument is needed to improve d~cision consistency and accuracy, but that 
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d Those who use the'~evice report no prQblems with assumption has not been teste . 
it or the screening procedure. Agency admini,trators and representative7: of 

other criminal justice agencies are also posj'tive ab~ut the proce~ure. Th~ 1 
instrument was not subjected to legal review pri.or to imp·lementatlon, and ega 
concerns were not di rectly consi dered in,.i ts develop~ent. 
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FEDERAL PROBATION/PAROLE OFFICE 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON Probation/Parole 

SuperVision Instrument 

CASE CLASSIFICATION - SALIENT FACTOR SCORE 
CASE NAME: ______________ , __________ _ 

I tem A •••••••••••.••••••••••••••••• ' ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• '. ~ ( 
No prior convictions (adult or juvenile) = 3 
Dna prior conviction = 2 
Two or three prior convictIons = I 
Four or more prIor convictions = 0 

Item B •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ' ••••••••••••••••••••.•••• c 
No prior incarcerations (adult or juvenile) = 2 
One or two prior incarcerations = I 
Three or more prior incarcerations = 0-. , 

Item C •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ( 

,1\ge at -F i rst commitment (adu' t or juven lie): 
,26 or older = 2 18 - 25 = I 17 or younger _ 0 

I t em D ••••• '............. •••••• ' ••••••• ' ••••••• ' • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • ••• ( 

Commitment offense did not involve al.Jtotheft or checl<,(s) 
forgety/laroeny) = I 

Commitment offense Involved au'~o theft (X)~ or checkCs) (Y), 
or both (Z) = 0 

f tern E •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ( 

Nt')ver had para f e revol<ed or been comm I tted for a new offense 
whIle on parole, and not a probation vIolator thIs time = I 

Has' had paro.l e revoked or been comm r tted for a new offense 
whi·le on parole, (X), or rs a probation vIolator thrs tlme(Y)>> 
0, both (Z) = 0 

Item F •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ' •• ' •••••••••••••••• J ••••••••• ( 

No. history of heroin or opIate dependence;: I 
Otherwise = 0 I 

f-tem G •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ( '. 
Verified employment (or full-time school attendance) for a 

-~ota I of at I east 6 months dur I ng the last 2 years r n the 
comrnun ; ty ;: I otherw r se ,; 0 

TOT r\L SCORE: .......................................................... ( 

Very good 
( 11-9) 

. ---.,-
". , . -!'. 

~NOSI~. 

Fa; r 
(5-4) __ 

Poor 
Good 
(8-6) __ 

(3-0) __ 

PROBATION OFFICER'S SUPERVISION CLASSIFICATION -_.. ('f-
t,1inlrnlHn. ___ (green) Medlurn~',:_.(yolloW Maximum __ (red) 

Probation Offlcerls Rationale: 

tr: S:--Probcrr;'o;; Of i j cer -------
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