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Abstract

NIC, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD), and ICJC worked
with eight states over a 7-year period to develop, pilot-test, implement, and evall
ate internal prison classification systems. Seven unique models were tested. Florig
Connecticut, and Colorado developed computerized objective, behavior-base
models for housing and program assignments. Oregon developed an objecti
model based on behavioral and compatibility indicators for its female population

although preliminary results suggest that the system works equally well for its malg

population. New Jersey developed a behavior-based model for identifying th

aggression levels of its maximum-custody inmates. Washington state analyzed th

utility of the Adult Internal Management System (AIMS) for case management of]

minimum-custody inmates with long sentences. South Dakota and Missouri devel-

oped a personality-based system, the Adult Internal Classification System (AICS
modeled after AIMS.

The barriers to the development and implementation of these diverse systems led
the development of a model process and timetable for designing and implementir
internal classification systems. The importance of clearly identifying the targetec
inmate population and the issues to be addressed by the system was a critical |
son learned by each state. The diversity of the models developed suggests that th
is no “best model,” nor should there be one. Instead, the instruments and proce
must be tailored and validated to the specific populations for which they will be
used. A set of standards applicable to all internal classification systems was iden
fied, however.
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Executive Summary

The past decade has witnessed tremendous growth in the number of adult pris
systems that employ objective external classification systems to determine th
appropriate custody levels for increasing numbers of adult inmates. In addition
several systems have implemented internal classification systems to guide housir
program, and/or work assignment decisions to promote better inmate managems
at the facility level.

Recognizing the critical need to develop and refine internal classification system;
the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) funded three initiatives to work with
state correctional agencies to develop, implement, and assess the impact of obj¢
tive internal classification systems. The specific goals of these NIC initiatives were

& Phase I: Field test internal prison classification systems in three state
(1993-96).

—Design and pilot-test internal classification systems in three states
(Connecticut, Colorado, and Washington state).

—Conduct a national survey of existing internal classification methods.

& Phase II: Design, develop, and implement internal prison classification system
(1997-98).

—Develop a training curriculum that addresses internal classification issues
including the design, development, implementation, evaluation, and operatior
of an internal classification system.

—Provide training and technical assistance to five state correctional depar
ments that were committed to improving the internal management of thei
inmates (Oregon, Florida, Missouri, South Dakota, and New Jersey).

—Assess the outcome and impact of the training and assistance provide
through this initiative.

& Phase lll: Implement and assess internal prison classification system
(1998-2000).

—Provide continued technical assistance to help state correctional agencie
implement the internal classification systems developed and tested during th
Phase Il initiative.

—Assess the progress to date and impact of the Phase | internal classification

systems.

—Develop a publication that discusses the state of the art in internal classifica
tion and provides guidance to state correctional agencies regarding the desi
and implementation of internal classification systems.

[72)
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Executive Summary

Eight states were selected for these initiatives based on the sophistication of their
external prison classification systems, the operation of automated inmate tracking
systems, a strong commitment from system and facility administrators, the appoint-
ment of a working steering committees to move the project forward quickly, and the
clarity with which the states could identify problems to be targeted by the internal
classification systems. NIC also sought a diversity of correctional systems in terms
NIC sought a diver- of the size of the inmate population, geographic location, and the type of system to
be developed. The eight states and their initiatives are summarized below.

sity of correctional
The Connecticut Department of Correctionsdeveloped an objective method for

systems in terms making work and program assignments for high-custody male inmates. Because
housing assignments within the test facility, MacDougall Correctional Institution,
are based on work and program assignments, the primary objective was to provide

of the size of the

inmate population, structure to the housing assignment process.
geographic location, The Washington Department of Correctionssought to enhance the effectiveness
and the type of sys- of institutional case management and control of inmates by developing programs

specific to the inmates’ needs and providing better transition links between correc-
tem to be developed. tional facilities and the community.

The Colorado Department of Corrections sought to improve the quality and
accessibility of information for internal classification decisions (especially housing
decisions) by developing an automated master program scheduling system to struc-
ture program placement based on the inmates’ risk and needs, program eligibility,
and phase of confinement.

The Oregon Department of Correctionsimplemented a behavior-based system to
improve the specificity and compatibility of housing assignments in both men’s and
women’s correctional facilities. The original plan was to create independent systems,
with different criteria and scoring procedures, for its male and female populations.
Analysis showed, however, that separate systems for male and female inmates did not
appear to be warranted. The system originally designed for the female population has
been automated and implemented successfully throughout the system. Continued
research is needed, however, to ascertain its validity and reliability.

The Florida Department of Corrections embarked on an ambitious process for
systemwide implementation of a complex Risk and Needs Model that would iden-
tify internal management issues as well as program and job-related needs. The
model's complexity required sophisticated software and automation. Despite these
significant challenges, Florida has successfully implemented and automated this
system in all of its 141 correctional facilities.

The New Jersey Department of Correctionsidentified maximum-custody

inmates for an objective assessment of inmate aggression levels. The original plan
called for the transfer of highly aggressive inmates to a centralized housing unit, but
New Jersey encountered significant fiscal barriers to this task. Instead, contingent

Xii



Internal Prison Classification Systems

on the results of a validity and reliability study, New Jersey plans to establish sef
arate high-aggression units at each of its maximum-security facilities.

The Missouri Department of Corrections used the Adult Internal Management
System (AIMS) before this initiative to classify its inmates according to behavioral
typologies that dictated housing compatibility. To improve the accuracy and utility]
of this system, Missouri (in partnership with South Dakota) developed the Adult
Internal Classification System (AICS), modeled after AIMS. The pilot-test results
indicated low inter-rater reliability for the internal classification process. Additional
staff training and modifications of the instruments were undertaken to improve th
reliability of AICS.

\1%4

The South Dakota Department of Correctionsdeveloped AICS, an internal clas-
sification system modeled on AIMS, for the internal management of its facilities, in
partnership with Missouri. Full implementation of AICS was delayed pending the
resolution of validity issues. South Dakota continues to work with Missouri to
refine the system.

The barriers to implementing these diverse internal classification systems and the
strategies for overcoming them have led to several important lessons for this and
future initiatives. First, proper implementation requires increased specificity at the
beginning of the planning phase and additional opportunities for further refinement
toward the end. The major steps for developing and implementing an internal clas-
sification system are as follows:

1. Obtain a formal commitment from the central office.

2. Designate a strong project manager and establish a working steering committge.

3. ldentify stakeholders and include them in the process.

4. Define problems to be addressed and set realistic goals and measuralle

objectives.
5. Select the type of internal classification system to be adopted.
6. Select the pilot site.
7. Analyze current housing, work, and program assignment procedures.
8. Conduct a facility program and work assignment inventory.
9. Conduct a facility housing and bed inventory.
10. Develop a prototype instrument and policy manual.

11. Pilot-test policies and instruments.

xiii



Executive Summary

12. Develop a full implementation plan.
13. Monitor and evaluate the system.

In addition to encouraging states to identify the targeted inmate management prob-
lems clearly at the outset of the initiative, states are also encouraged to simplify
their proposed instruments to reduce staff training needs and make the system more
fication system initia- flexible. No distinct set of ideal, generalizable factors was identified to be included
in an internal classification system. Instead, the critical risk factors, operational def-
initions, processes, and timing appeared to be unique to each state and depender

Future internal classi-

tives must respond

to the diversity of upon its specific goals, resources, and system composition. In other words, there is
o . no “best model,” nor should there be; instruments and processes must be tailored to
facilities, populations, and validated on the population for which they will be used.

factors, and models. Future internal classification system initiatives must respond to the diversity of

This diversity sug- facilities, populations, factors, and models. This diversity suggests that there is still
much to learn about internal classification. At the same time, state and local cor-
gests that there is still rectional and detention systems continue to face growing inmate populations and

declining resources. The need to develop new management techniques for control-
ling and servicing the prison population with fewer resources becomes more criti-
internal classification. cal with each new prisoner admitted to the system. Future technical assistance
efforts should focus on helping states develop systems that are both practical and
feasible, given these harsh realities.

much to learn about

Xiv



CHAPTER

Introduction

Statement of the Issues

During the past decade, prison systems have experienced increased pressurg to
improve their system of classifying inmates according to custody, work, and pro
gramming needs. Fueled by litigation and overcrowding, classification systems ar
viewed as the principal management tool for allocating scarce prison resources ef
ciently and minimizing the potential for violence or escape. These systems are al$o
expected to provide greater accountability and forecast future prison bed-spag¢e
needs. In other words, a properly functioning classification system is seen as th

T O

“brain” of prison'mgnagement, WhiC.h governs many impqrtant decisions, including A properly function-
those that heavily influence such fiscal matters as staffing levels, bed space, af
programming. ing classification

Although objective prison classification systems were adopted by many states in tf ~ SYSt€m 1s seen as the
1980s, the late 1990s witnessed significant improvements in classification prag
tices. The level of overclassification has been reduced, custody decisions are ma
more consistently, criteria for custody decisions have been validated, inmate prq management, which
gram needs are assessed systematically, and institutional safety for both staff al
inmates has been enhanced.

“brain” of prison

governs many impor-
. . . . . o tant decisions, includ-
Despite these improvements, additional issues remain unresolved within priso
classification systems. In particular, decisions at the institutional or internal leve| ing those that heavily
that guide housing, program, and work assignments need to be as structured 4 .
organized as those made at the system or external level. As correctional facilitig influence such fiscal
become more crowded, internal classification decisions play a more significan
role. The widespread use of double-celling in high-security units and the expang
ing use of dormitories for low- and medium-custody inmates have triggered th¢ levels, bed space,
need for a systematic process for assigning inmates to beds or cells. As inmate pq
ulations continue to increase, decisions governing housing and programs, especial
for inmates with extremely long sentences, will become increasingly difficult. For
correctional officials to make more informed decisions, a second layer of prisor
classification—internal classification—is now required.

matters as staffing

and programming.

The Role of Internal Classification Systems

To deal effectively with the varying degrees of risk presented by inmates, som
prison systems have begun to classify inmates by personality or behavioral typologi

112
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The task of an inter-
nal system is to devise
appropriate housing
plans and program
interventions within a
particular facility for
inmates who share

a common custody
level (minimum,
medium, close, or
maximum). In short,
external classification
models influence
interinstitutional
placement, whereas
internal management
systems focus on
intrainstitutional
placement and pro-

gram assignment.

Chapter 1

(Megargee et al., 1979; Quay, 1984). Some offender typology systems are designed
by psychologists and are reasonably well researched. Others are simply sets of
additional criteria applied by individual institutions to augment the external classi-
fication system. All of these systems endeavor to address housing, program, and
compatibility issues to improve inmate management at the facility level.

Internal classification systems are designed to complement the previously estab-
lished objective custody-classification (or external) systems. The task of an internal
system is to devise appropriate housing plans and program interventions within a
particular facility for inmates who share a common custody level (minimum, medi-
um, close, or maximum). In short, external classification models influence interin-
stitutional placement, whereas internal management systems focus on
intrainstitutional placement and program assignment.

Exhibit 1 illustrates how an internal classification system should function within

a prison classification system. On admission, inmates are first assessed using
the ternal, systemwide classification system to determine their custody level
(maximum, close, medium, minimum, or community), program needs, and other
needs that may require special housing. This custody classification determines the
type of facility or housing unit in which inmates should be housed. For example,
maximum-custody inmates will be transferred to a maximum-security facility.

On arrival at the appropriate facility, inmates undergo a second formal classifica-
tion review—the internal classification process. Given their behavior, personality

traits, and specific program needs, classification staff identify the appropriate hous-
ing unit or cell block, programs, and work assignments for them. As with external

classification systems, formal internal classification systems may include structured
scoring instruments, staff specialists who have been formally trained to use them,
and a reclassification process to update previous classification records.

To date, formal internal classification systems have not been widely implemented,
although many informal systems do operate. A 1994 survey of state correctional
agencies by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency found that only nine

states had a formal internal classification system (Alexander et al., 1997). Some
kind of internal classification process exists in all prison systems to assign newly

arrived inmates to housing units, work assignments, and programs, but these
processes are usually informal and rely on subjective criteria. Most respondents to
the NCCD survey expressed strong interest in developing a formal internal classi-
fication system. Three types of formal internal classification systems that have

some level of documentation are listed below.

Adult Internal Management System (AIMS)

AIMS, developed by Herbert Quay more than 20 years ago, is one of the best
known internal management systeniis purpose is to reduce institutional preda-
tory behavior by identifying predators and separating them from vulnerable
inmates. AIMS is used by several facilities in the Federal Bureau of Prisons and the
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Exhibit 1. Overview of External and Internal Classification Systems

Admission to prison

Y

Initial classification
¢ Custody assessment

& Program needs assessment
o Facility designation

Y

Y

Internal classification

¢ Housing assignment
¢ Program assignment
¢ Work assignment

Y

Y

Reclassification

¢ External classification
— Custody

¢ Internal classification
— Programs — Facility
— Housing — Community
— Work programs

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction. The South Dakota and Missouli

Departments of Corrections also have fully implemented AIMS for their male
inmate population. The South Carolina Department of Corrections implemente
AIMS, but has stopped using it as a housing assignment tool.

AIMS attempts to identify and separate inmates according to a personality typold
gy. This classification relies on two instruments (copies of the AIMS checklists
used by the Missouri Department of Corrections are provided in the appendix):

i




Chapter 1

& Life history checklist. This checklist includes 27 items designed to assess
inmates on personality dimensions known to relate to their ability to be housed
successfully with other types of inmates. Checklist items focus on the inmate’s
adjustment and stability during time spent in the community.

& Correctional adjustment checklistThis checklist includes 41 items that are
designed to profile the inmate’s behavior while in a correctional setting. These
items focus on the inmate’s record of misconduct, ability to follow staff direc-
tions, and level of aggression toward other inmates.

On the basis of these scores, inmates are classified into one of five groups.
Originally, group labels described personality types (e.g., aggressive-psychopathic,
manipulative, situational, inadequate-dependent, and neurotic-anxious), but they
have since been revised to the following most common schema: Alpha I, Alpha II,
Kappa, Sigma |, and Sigma Il. Inmates in these groups are assumed to have differ-
ent rates and types of institutional misconduct. More specifically, Alpha | and Il
inmates are characterized as the offenders most likely to be a threat to the safety anc
security of the facility. Alpha | inmates are more likely to openly exhibit aggressive
or assaultive behavior than other types of inmates, whereas Alpha Il inmates are
more likely to be manipulative. Sigma | and Il inmates are unlikely to be assaultive,
but they pose other management problems, such as disregarding direct orders anc
disrupting the orderly operation of the facility. Kappa inmates are least likely to
present management problems. Alpha | and Il inmates are characterized as preda-
tors, whereas Sigma | and Il inmates are characterized as inmates at risk of being
victimized. Kappa inmates are neither predators nor prey. Thus, AIMS identifies
AIMS identifies inmates who are likely to be incompatible in terms of housing and inmates who are
most likely to pose a risk to the safe and secure operation of a facility. Washington
state pilot-tested AIMS as a strategy for housing and program planning for mini-
to be incompatible in mume-custody inmates with lengthy sentences. AICS, an internal classification sys-
tem modeled after AIMS, was pilot-tested by Missouri and South Dakota.

inmates who are likely

terms of housing

and inmates who are Prisoner Management Classification System (PMC)

PMC, developed by Gary Arling and Ken Lerner of the Wisconsin Division of

most likely to pose a Corrections, was adapted from an offender management system developed origi-

ek o e sl Al nally for probation and parole services (Lerner, Arling, and Baird, 1986). This sys-
tem is also commonly called Client Management Classification (CMC) or

secure operation of Strategies for Case Supervision (SCS). NIC has widely supported training in the

use of this system, and an estimated 8,000 to 10,000 staff nationwide have been
trained in its useé.

a facility.

PMC requires a semistructured interview to assist staff in identifying potential
predators and victims and those inmates who require special programs or supervi-
sion. The interview (a series of forced-choice responses) and ratings of objective
background factors are used to classify each inmate. Once inmates are classified,
detailed case handling guidelines provide staff with management techniques for
safe and appropriate handling of inmates within their designated housing units.




Introduction

Equally important, these guidelines highlight programming approaches to prepar
inmates for readjustment to the community.

[¢)

On admission, the PMC interview is conducted by a specially trained classification
officer and requires approximately 45 minutes. The interview protocol includes 44
attitudinal items that deal sequentially with the inmate’s attitudes regarding the cut
rent offense; criminal history (including juvenile justice history); family relation-

ships; relationships with staff, inmates, and peers; current difficulties

(psychological, sexual harassment, etc.); and plans after release. In addition to thgse
attitudinal items, 11 factual ratings assess the inmate’s social status and offense hjis-
tory and 8 behavioral ratings assess the inmate’s demeanor during the interviejv.
The assessment concludes with the interviewer’s impressions of the inmate’s magst

and least urgent problem areas.

Inmates are assigned to one of four groups: Limited Setting (LS), Casework Contr¢
(CC), Selective Intervention (Sl), and Environmental Structure (ES). LS and CC

inmates are expected to be more aggressive and harder to control, whereas S| and

ES inmates require minimal supervision and should be separated from LS and dC
inmates. When necessary, however, Sl inmates can be housed with LS and ¢C

inmates.

Although experimentally validated and shown to be useful in managing correctiont
al populations, PMC requires significant staff training for inmate assessment],
supervision, and interaction.

Behavior-Based Systems

As an alternative to these systems and their accompanying training requirements
third type of system has been developed that assesses inmates according to bel
ioral measures, as reflected by disciplinary records and work performance, in cor
trast to a personality-based assessment. The strength of behavior-based system
their high degree of structure, which builds directly on the inmate’s custody scors
by surveying dynamic measures of in-custody behavior.

This type of system has been implemented by the lllinois Department of Correction
(IDOC) in its three maximum-security facilities. Inmates are scored according tc
their level of aggression, which is largely determined by the severity and frequency
of disciplinary conduct and gang-related activities. Several items that are com

monly part of external classification systems, such as current offense and age, dre

also included. A historical assessment of the type of disciplinary incidents and resulf
ing days spent in segregation provides a dynamic measure of the likelihood
aggression. (See the appendix for the internal classification form used in IDOC’
maximum-security facilities.) This ability to assess the change in risk level over time

L L

is one of a behavior-based system’s key strengths. Three behavior-based classifica-

tion systems pilot-tested by three sites in Florida, New Jersey, and Oregon afe
described in this report.

The strength of
behavior-based
systems is their high

degree of structure.
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NIC Internal Prison Classification Initiatives

Recognizing the critical need to develop and refine internal classification systems,
NIC funded three initiatives to work with a total of eight states to develop and

implement internal classification systems. The specific goals of these initiatives
were as follows:

& Phase | field-test internal prison classification systems in three states
(1993-96).

—Design and pilot-test internal classification systems in three states
(Connecticut, Colorado, and Washington state).

—Conduct a national survey of existing internal classification methods.

& Phase Il: design, develop, and implement internal prison classification systems
(1997-98).

—Develop a training curriculum that addresses internal classification issues,
including the design, development, implementation, evaluation, and operation
of an internal classification system.

—Provide training and technical assistance to five state correctional depart-
ments (Oregon, Florida, Missouri, South Dakota, and New Jersey) committed
to improving the internal management of their inmates.

—Assess the outcome and impact of the training and assistance provided
through this initiative.

& Phase Ill: Implement and assess internal prison classification systems
(1998-2000).

—Provide continued technical assistance to state correctional agencies to help
implement the internal classification systems developed and tested during
Phase II.

—Assess the progress to date and impact of the Phase | internal classification
systems.

—Develop a publication that discusses the state of the art in internal classifica-
tion and provides guidance to state correctional agencies on the design and
implementation of internal classification systems.

In 1993, for Phase |, NIC developed a cooperative agreement with NCCD to initi-
ate internal classification systems in three states (Connecticut, Colorado, and
Washington). The goal of this effort was to design and prepare to implement three
different internal classification systems. NIC endeavored to create not a single
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model or system to be adopted by all correctional agencies, but, rather, a stande
procesdor designing and implementing internal classification systems (Alexander
et al., 1997).

The second NIC internal classification initiative was intended to build on the foun-
dation established in Phase | and to further the use of internal classification syster
by adult prison systems. The primary goal of Phase Il was to assist five state depa
ments of corrections in developing, implementing, and evaluating internal classifi
cation policies and procedures to improve their systems’ overall operations.

NIC’s third initiative was intended to continue the technical assistance available fo
full implementation of the systems in the five Phase |l states and to assess the s
tus and impact of the internal classification systems implemented by the Phase
states. This report, a product of this third initiative, documents the activities, meth
ods, and outcomes of NIC’s work with the eight states involved in the three inter
nal classification initiatives. The remainder of this section describes the process k
which the eight states were selected for participation and outlines the process
undertaken by the states. The next chapter of this report is organized by state a
describes—

& The problems, issues, and goals of the internal classification initiative ang
current classification system.

& The internal classification design process.

& The internal classification system’s impact on prison operations, its curren
status, and the next steps to be taken.

The third chapter documents the common problems, issues, and solutions encod
tered across the states, provides a step-by-step process for designing and img
menting internal classification systems within state prison systems, and highlight
future directions for the development of internal classification systems.

NIC Internal Prison Classification Initiative Tasks

The processes for selecting states to participate in the respective NIC internal pris

classification initiatives were similar for the three phases. The Phase | particit
pants—Connecticut, Colorado, and Washington—were identified through data colr

lected by NCCD during the national survey of the use of internal classification
systems among state correctional agencies. The primary criterion for participatio
in Phase | was that the state had to have a fully automated external classificati

system. In addition, the sites were selected to reflect a diversity in geographic loca-

tion and size of the prison system.

For Phase II, NIC sent a letter of invitation to the director of each state department

of corrections introducing the internal classification demonstration project. State
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create not a single
model or system to
be adopted by all
correctional agencies,
but, rather, a stan-
dard process for
designing and imple-
menting internal

classification systems.



Chapter 1

were offered an opportunity to develop a comprehensive internal classification sys-
tem tailored to their specific needs. Included with the invitation was an application
that asked each state to provide an overview of its current external classification
systent, indicate the level of automation of its external classification system,
describe its classification staffing pattern, identify and describe the facility for the
pilot test, indicate the composition of the proposed steering committee, and identi-
fy the current problems that might be solved or alleviated by an internal classifica-
tion effort.

Applications were received from more than 20 states, representing the entire spec-
trum of state correctional systems—small to large, all regions of the country, and

diverse levels of sophistication with respect to automation and current classification

systems. This diversity suggested that internal classification was still a critical issue

faced by many correctional agencies.

States selected to participate in Phase Il had to have—
& A validated and established external classification system.

& An automated system for accurately tracking inmate transfers and assignments
within and across facilities.

& High levels of commitment from the warden and key staff at the pilot-test facility.

& A steering committee composed of representatives from all major operational
areas within the department.

& Adequate resources for staff to design and pilot-test the classification system
and to travel to the two national workshops.

& Clearly identified goals for the internal classification system.

The five states chosen were diverse in terms of region of the country; rated capac-
ity and custody level (maximum, close, medium, minimum, special management,
and females) of the pilot-test facility; system needs and goals; and type of inter-
nal classification system to be evaluated (behavioral, personality traits, etc.).
This diversity was sought delikaely; by choosing sites with differing circum-
stances and questions, NIC could be assured that the initiatives would have broad
generalizability.

Once the applications were reviewed, the proposed chair of each steering commit-
tee was interviewed to clarify the information provided on the application and
assess the state’s commitment to the project. States were asked if they were willing
to commit staff time and resources for travel to the national seminars and if they
were fully prepared for the system changes required to develop and implement an
internal classification system.



Introduction

Based on a review of the applications, additional documentation submitted by th
states, and the interview data, Florida, Oregon, New Jersey, South Dakota, ar
Missouri were selected to serve as the demonstration sites for the Phase Il interi
classification initiative.

For Phase | and Il initiatives, the selected states were asked to complete the

following tasks:

& Establish a steering committee and identify a pilot facility for the project.

& Assess the department’s current external and internal classification systems.
& Develop preliminary internal classification instruments and procedures.

& Pilot-test the draft system on a sample of inmates at the selected facility an
make any necessary revisions to the system.

& Develop a plan to implement and monitor the internal classification system.

In addition, each Phase |l state was asked to participate in two seminars with th
four other Phase Il states to review internal classification systems, develop implé
mentation plans, and define strategies for monitoring their systems.

During Phases | and II, NIC conducted comprehensive onsite assessments of t
states’ current external and internal classification systems, practices, policies, ar
plans. An onsite protocol was developed to ensure comprehensive, consistent, al
comparable data. The site assessment protocol included the following activities:

¢ Orientation meeting with the steering committee.

& Interviews with central office and facility administrative staff.

& Observations of thexternalclassification process.

Review of writtenexternalclassification policies and procedures.
Observations of thmternal classification process.

Review of writteninternal classification policies and procedures.

* & o o

Examination of MIS (management information systems) data and analytid
capabilities.

& Exit interview with the steering committee.

The next chapter of this report describes each state’s activities and the outcom
resulting from these initiatives.
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CHAPTER

Description of the States’ Internal
Classification Initiatives

Connecticut Department of Correction

As of April 1, 1995, the Connecticut Department of Correction (CT DOC) housed
13,654 inmates in 16 facilitiegAn examination of the prison population indicated
that most of the population was black (45.6 percent) or Hispanic (26.8 percent) an
did not have a high school degree (62.5 percent). The modal age group was 20
29 years of age with a mean age of 29.8 years. Analyses of the CT DOC populatig
by crime type indicate that 30.9 percent were committed for an offense against pe
sons, 17.5 percent for property offenses, 25.5 percent for drug-related offenses, a
23.5 percent for public order offenses. The average sentence was 6.8 years. Won
made up 6.9 percent of the prison populatiGi. DOC identified the MacDougall
Correctional Institution near Hartford as the pilot-test facility for the internal clas-
sification system initiative.

Description of Pilot Site

MacDougall Correctional Institution is a modern, 1,017-bed, high-security facility
(Level 4 in a five-level security rating system) built in 1993 for male inmates. In
1995, approximately 450 staff were employed at the facility, 210 of which were cor-

rectional officers. The average daily population at MacDougall has remained stablg.

In 1996, for example, the average daily population (ADP) was 959; in 1999, the
ADP was 9