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PREDICTION AND INCAPACITATION: 
ISSUES AND ANSWERS 

by 
Daryl R. Fischer, Ph.D. 

Research Manager 
Iowa Statistical Analysis Center 

Critics of selective incapacitation and other prediction-based models 
of sentencing argue that under the current state of the art of predic
tion, fairness and justice must be sacrificed to achieve even marginal 
levels of impact on crime rates. Critics of just deserts models, on the 
other hand, argue that these models offer little in the way of predic
tive validity, and thus may lead to enhanced victimization. Using the 
results of a recent study undertaken in Iowa, it is demonstrated that 
efficient predictions of violence and serious property crime may be 
obtained within the just deserts framework. 

Introduction 

In this paper the author attempts to shift debate on the selective incapacitation issue 

awayfrom a discussion of the 7-factor score proposed by Peter Greem.,rood of the RAND 

Corporation and back to the fundamental issue of the identification of "high rate" 

offenders. It is the author's perception that the entire issue of selective incapac-

itation has inadvertently been identified with strengths and weaknesses of this scale, 

which has only a very marginal relationship to the quality research on criminal careers 

undertaken by RAND (Chaiken and Chaiken,' 1982),. 

'\ 
The author raises the distinct possibility, based on results obtained with Iowa data, 

that high rate offenders may be accurately identified with factors oriented more to 

the desert philosophy of sentencing than has previously been the case. Through the 

synthesis of more efficient measures of an offender's prior criminal record and drug 

use history, the author has been able to obtain values of the Mean Cost Rating (MeR) 

in the neighborhood of .650 to .700 'in conjunction with the prediction of violence 

and serious property crime among released,prisoners in Iowa. Further, the experience 

of the Iowa Board of Parole with the use of the Iowa method of prediction has served 

to demonstrate that select incapacitation can work in a practical setting. 

~' .t 
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The Debate on Selective Incapacitation 

Recent debate among criminologists has centered around the efficacy of the principle 

of "selective incapacitation" as advocated by Peter Gre~nwood of the RAND Corporation 

(Greenwood, 1982). Greenwood infers a potential for significant reductions in serious 

crime on a national scale based on self-reports of heavy criminal activity prior to 

incarceration among so-called "high rate" robbers and burglars incarcerated in Texas, 

Michigan, and California. From analyses ofsel~reported data undertaken by colleagues 

at RAND (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982a), Greenwood posited a 7-point scale based 

upon those seven factors which appeared to best separate the high rate offenders 

in the study sample from medi11m and low rate counterparts /, The scale assigns one 

point to each of the following indicators of a high rate offender: 

o Prior conviction for the instant ,offense type 
o Incarcerated more than 50% of preceding two years 
o Conviction before age 16 
o Served time in a state juvenile facility 
o Heroin or barbiturate use in preceding two years 
o Heroin or barbiturate use as a juvenile 
o Employed less than 50% of the preceding two years 

Categorizing those scoring four points or more as predicted high rate offenders, he 

then estimated potential reductions in serious crime to be associated with the extend-

ed incarceration of predicted high rate offenders and the earlier release (or more 

frequent diversion) of predicted lower rate offenders. The suggestion was offered 
'\ 

that Significant reductions in both serious crime and prison and jail populations 

could be obtained if judges and other releasing authorities would begin using the 

7-point scale, or constructs of similar thrust, in making release decisions. 

Since the release of the RA}TD report in 1982, a number of objections have been raised 

by academicians concerning perceived weaknesses in the selective incapacitation 

scenario as outlined by Greenwood (Blackmore, 1983; Cohen, 1983b; von Hirsch, 1984; 

Gottfredson, 1984; ~on Hirsch and Gottfredson, 1984). Cohen has summarized the 

debate on selective incapacitation in a monograph from the National Institute of 
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Justice (Cohen, 1983a). In a second monograph from NIJ, Greenwood and one of his 

most vocal critics, Andrew von Hirsch, go one-on-one in a clear,and succinct exposition 

of the fundamental issues at stake. 

Cohen itemizes the primary ethical and empirical concerns with the Greenwood proposal 

as follows (Cohen, 1983a): 

Ethical 

o Selective incapacitation would require that certain offenders serve longer 
periods than other offenders convicted of the same offense (and possibly 
with the same prior conviction records), which violates the principle that 
punishment should be deserved and that two persons convicted of the same 
offense should receive equal punishment. This sets up a potential conflict 
between the purposes of selective incapacitation and the "just deserts" 
philosophy of sentencing. 

o It is unfair to punish offenders for suspected future criminal activity, and 
especially so if those predictionsare frequently wrong. Historically, "false 
positive" rates in prediction studies havefallenin the 50-60% range, ,~hich 
would mean that over half of those incarcerated on the suspicion of future 
criminal activity would be falsely and unjustly detained on this basis. 

o Many of the items on which predictions are based are of questionable fairness 
for decision-making purposes, e.g., an emphaSis on the juvenile record over 
the adult record, employment-related data, and other possibly class-based 
information. This is particularly critical with the 7-factor scale, 
as three of the seven factors involve strictly juvenile activity, and a 
fourth employment data. 

Empirical 

o The analysis was entirely retrospective, i.e., the predictions were of past 
rather than future criminal ~ctivities. No attempt was made to validate the 
7-factor scale as a predictor of future behavior. 

o The scale was not validated on a separate sample of imprisoned offenders, i.e., 
outside of the sample used to construct the model. 

o The research involved incarcerated offenders only, with no indication given as 
to how well the scale would work in identifying high rate offenders in the 
community. This raises the question as to whether or not the 7-factor scale 
could or should be used in sentencing proceedings. 

o The scale is heavily based on frequently self-reported data such as the juven
ile record, drug use history, and employment information, raising the question 
of the reliability of the scale once implemented. 

o T~e "false positive" rate for the RAND data was 55%, which fails to improve 
s~gnificantly on prior attempts to predict serious criminal activity. It is 
not clear that the 7-factor scale offers any additional capability over pre
existing mechanisms for the identification of high rate offenders. 

-3-
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State of the Debate: lofuere Do We Go from Here? 

One thing has become clear from this author's reading of the debate on selective 

incapacitation, namely that the rules of the game have yet to be properly clarified. 

In this author's opinion,undue emphasis has.been placed on criticisms of the 7-factor 

sco.e, and not enough emphasis on the original findings of the RAND study. 

Perhaps the major contribution of the RAND research on criminal careers, much of 

which is due to work of the Chail<:ens (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982, 1984), is the 

finding that a vastly dispropartionate share of the serious crime reported by 

convicted robbers and burglars in the three states can be attributed to a relatively 

small group of offenders reporting exceptionally high rates of a variety of serious 

crimes. If one examines the distribution of crime rates among members of the RAND 

inmate sample, one finds that this distribution is extremely skewed. For example, 

Greenwood comments (Greenwood, 1982, pp. 45-46) that" ••• incarcerating one robber 

who is above the 90th percentile (upper 10% of the distribution of reported robbery 

rates) would prevent more robberies than incarcerating 18 offenders who are below the 

median for the same period of time (see also Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982)." Limitations 

of the research design notwithstanding, the RAND study contributes substantially 

to our knowledge of the actual, pOFential advantages of selection incapacitation, indic-

ating that the stated goals could be achieved if high rate offenders could be accur-

ately identified. 

Unfortunately, the debate has shifted from a discussion of the original research 

undertaken by the Chaikens, the major implications of findings on the distribution 

of crime rates, and the general problem of the identification of high rate offenders, 

to criticisms of the 7-factor score and 'its limitations. lofuat has been seriously 

overlooked is that the issue of selective incapacitation and its potential advantages 
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hinges only very marginally on Greenwood's formulation of this scale. 
From what is 

given in the RAND reports, it would appear that very little sophistication went into 

the derivation of this score, either in terms of the t ti i 1 s a st ca methodology used to 

isolate and combine the seven predictors, or the ethical concerns involved in synthe-

sizing a mechanism which might stand a chance of implementation. 

It occurs to this author that Mr. Gr(i~enwood devised the scale principally as a means 

of il·lustrating the potential advantages of the approach rather than as a suitalUe 

vehicle for achieving those advantages directly. Perhaps, in their eagerness to win 

support for the general concept, advocates of selective incapacitation have placed 

too much emphasis on the most tangible aspect of the research, namely the 7-factor 

score. It should be apparent to anyone who has been involved in research on recid

ivism prediction, for example, that the 7-factor score represents a relatively "quick 

and dirty" attempt at a prediction scale, despite the generally high quality research 

undertaken by the RAND staff. Gr d' d i ' f eenwoo s ec S~on to ormulate the scale as it is 

probably deri"es in part from a perceived need to provide a Simple method that could 

be easily m(plained to a layman. As it results, this was most likely a miscalcula

tion on his part. It would have been more propitious to undertake a more systematic 

analysis of the identification problem prior to coming out with a prediction scale. 
'\ 

Apparently, recent research by the Chaikens has been directly to this end. 

As things stand, criticisms of the 7-factor score have seriously compromised legiti

mate efforts to clarify the potential advantages of the general principle of selec-

tive incapacitation. By off ri t h' h ld e ng up a s rategy w ~c wou require the use of 

predictions based on data of questionable propriety, e.g., juvenile records and 

employment information, and which fail to improve on previous attempts at prediction, 

Greenwood has provided suitable fodder for the 
retributivists, whose natural inclin-
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ation is to eschew predictions of future behavior, not to mention those of question-

able fairness. 

By identifying the selective incapacitation issue with the 7-factor score, critics 

have ignored the fact that selective incapacitation is not a new concept. In fact, 

selective incapacitation has been around as long as public protection has been accepted 

as a major goal of ~ncarceration. 'Judges apd parole-boards at least attempt to estimate 

the risk of release to the community in sentencing and parole decisions. Further, 

many previous studies have attempted to formulate statistical devices aimed at 

predicting which offenders would, or would not, pose a threat to the .community if 

released. If one compares the factors considered in the RAND scale with those 

incorporated into such devices as the Federal Salient Factor (Hoffman, 1980), the 

Michigan Risk Screening System (Murphy, 1980), the Iowa Offender Risk Assessment 

Model (Fischer, 1984a, 1984c), and the Wisconsin mOdel of risk assessment, it 

becomes apparent that the 7-factor score constitutes little more than a new attempt 

at a recidivism prediction device, which may add little to our ability to accurately 

identify high risk offenders. In fact, recent analyses compa~ing the predictive 

validity of various prediction models agaj.nst Iowa recidivism data, show that the 

7-factor score exhibits about the same level of acaurac.j? in prediction as several 
'\ 

other popular devices (Fischer, 1984c), yet encompasses predictors of more question-

able constitution. 

In defense of the 7-factor score, the cr:Lticism of an unacceptably high level of 

false positives is largely vacuous, for two reasons. One, Greenwood's definition 

of "high rate" is, to an exte~t, arbitrary, the choice being the upper 25% of cases 

an the individual crime rate scale, and this only among incarcerated robbers and 

burglars. If the upper 50% had been chosen instead, then the false positive rate 
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would have been 25% rather th~n 55%, a much more tolerable level. Secondly, the 

study, as noted,was limited to incarcerated robbers and burglars, who tend to con

stitute a very high risk subgroup of the total offender population in this country 

(even among convicted felons). The upper 50% in crime rate among incarcerated 

burglars and robbers may well fall totally in the upper 25% in crime rate among all 

convicted felons. In other words, with a study of greater breadth, Greenwood might 

have classified high rate robbers and burglars instead as very high rate, and medium 

rate counterparts instead as high rate. The criticism that false positives are too 

high with the RAND scale is thus an oversimplification of a more complex statistical 

ques~ion dealing with the distribution of crime rates. 

What is sorely needed at this point in the debate on selective incapacitation is to 

reopen the question of the identification of high rate offenders. If, indeed, this 

group could be identified accurately and fairly, and in a manner suitable for use by 

:rosecutors, judges, parole boards, etc., then many of the criticisms of selective 

incapacitatimn, based on perceptions of weakness in the 7-factor score, could be 

overcome. For example, if a recidivism prediction device could be formulated, which 

demonstrated high levels of accuracy in predi~ting violence and serious property 

crime by released felons, and which passed the test of fairness, then a mechanism 
'\ 

would be available to implement the selective incapacitation philosophy on a broad 

scale. This could be achieved independent of the type of research undertaken by 

RAND (self-reported crim:1.nal activity), and in fact studies of this thrust have been 

undertaken (Fischer, 1981, 1984a; Forst, et. al., 1983; Murphy, 1980; Rhodes, 1982; 

Williams, 1979). However, the policy implications of such research were l~ited 

because no assurance could be given that the incapacitation of identified high risk 

offenders would have a noticeable impact Qn global crime rates. The most that could 
" 

be stated in this regard 'vas that recidivism rates could be favorably affected. With 

the findings of the RAND Corporation, howev&r, we now have some reasonable evidence 
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that such would be the case, and that selective incapacitation could provide a 

viable means of further controlling serious crime in this country without expending 

hugh sums for new prison and jail construction. 

The Research Agenda: Accurate Predictions in a Just Deserts Framework? 

In order to formulate predictive criteria which are accurate enough to' be useful for 

the purposes of selective incapacitation, it has often been judged necessary to 

include information such as employment history and juvenile record factors that 

tend to violate "just deserts" principles. A clear example is provided by the RAND 

7-fac.tor score. The researcher then must face a serious dilemma: to include such 

marginally admissible factors in an effort to maximize predictive accuracy, and yet 

risk the wrath of the retributivists, or to exclude such factors, sacrifice predictive 

validity, and thereby diminish the attractiveness of the model as a predictive mechan
ism. 

In this paper, we wish to illustrate that this state of affairs need not be a fact of 

life for the serious researcher. In a very real sense, the l'esearcher can "have his 

cake and eat l.' t too," in th t t d 'i b d a accura f'. pre l.ct: ons ase on primarily desert-oriented 

criteria may be isolated for purposes of violence and recidivism prediction. This 
, \ 

Wl.ll be demonstrated with data from a study of recidivism among.a sample of 1000 

offenders released from Iowa prisons during the period 1976-1980 and followed for 

four years each. 

In order to set the stage for a disGussion of the Iowa research, it is necessary to 

first examine the question of the efficiency of predictive instruments. It is 

vitally important that a mechanism be av~ilable to impartially gauge the accuracy 

of a given predictive instrument and to allow for comparisons among alternative 

instruments. 
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Measuring Predictive Efficiency 

In situations where the criterion variable is dichotomous, as is the case with the 

majority of prediction studies in criminal justice, the instrument of choice for 

measuring predictive efficiency appears to be the Mean Cost Rating (MCR). We will 

not attempt a detailed explanation of this coeffiCient, as such has been given 

elsewhere (Duncan, 1953; Glaser, 1954; Inciardi, 1973). Suffice it to say that 

MCR varies from 0.00 to 1.00, achieving the lower limit in cases of null prediction 

(identical distribution of successes and failures across risk levels), and the upper 

limit in cases of perfect prediction. ~ICR may be interpreted as the proportional 

improvement over chance in the predictive efficiency of the device in question. In 

the case of chance or null prediction, this improvement is 0.00, hence MCR equals 0.00, 

while in the case of perfect prediction, this improvement is 1.00, hence the value of 

1. 00 for MCR. 

In the case of a dichotomous criterion coupled with a dichotomous predictive scale, 

it is possible to measure predictive accuracy in terms of the proportion of cases 

which are correctly classified (Le., high r.isk cases which are failures and low 

risk cases which are successes). This measure has a minimum value which occurs in 

the situation of null prediction, and which depends on the base rate of the criterion 
'\ 

in question. ·If that base rate is R (proportion failing, for example), then it is 

straightforward to show that the minimum value of the correct classification measure 

is 2R2 - 2R + 1. It may also be demonstrated that the proportion of correct classi-

fication in general (not just for the null prediction) may be calculated alternately 

as the proportion of correct classification by chance, e.g., 2R2 _ 2R + 1, plus MCR 

times one minus the proportion of correct classification by chance. Thus t~e would 

have P =< Pc + HCR(l-PC) , where P is the proportion of cases correctly claSSified, 

and Pc is the proportion of cases correctly classified by chance. 
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In the case of a dichotomous criterion, where the predictive scale is multi-levelled 

(3 or more levels), it· is not possible to define the proportion of cases correctly 

c1assified~ However, it is possible to define what we term the "Rated Accuracy'! of 

the prediction in question as the value derived from the formula P = Pc + MCR(l-P
C
), 

where Pc is calculated as 2R2 - 2R + 1 (R the base rate), For a multi-levelled 

predictive scale, then, we may calculate the Rated Accuracy of that scale as the 

"·Chance Rated Accuracy" plus MCR times one minus the Chance Rated Accuracy. The 

Rated Accuracy varies from a minimum value equal to the Chance Rated Accuracy, to 

a maximum value of 1.00 (in the case of perfect prediction). Of course, Rated 

Accuracy may be expressed as a percentage. Thus we might refer to a given scale 

as 90% accurate in predicting violence, for example. * 

H~storical Levels of Predictive Efficiency 

Historically, researchers in criminal justice have been unable to obtain values 

of MCR exceeding .400 when attempting to predict recidivism and violence. For 

example, the Federal Salient Factor Score, which forms one dimension of the 

guideline matrix used by the U.S. Parole Commission, shows values of MCR in the 

.350 range (Hoffman, 1974; Hoffman, 1980). Also, the violence risk screening device 

used by the Michigan Department of Corrections shows a value of MCR in the .400 
'\ 

range, when tested against Michigan data. A general rule of thumb, which has not 

been given in the literature to my kno""ledge, is that for a device to show any 

utility for screening purposes, it must show a value of MCR of at least .250, and a 

value of a least .350 to signi.ficantly improve on existing clinical judgments. 

Taking .400 as a minimum expectation for MCR with a new device, we might judge our 

success in formulating that device in terms of the excess of MeR over the "norm" 

* In the discussion of the measures of accuracy referred to as "proportion of correct 
classification" and "Rated Accuracy", it is stated that the minimum value of these 
measures occurs in the situation of null prediction. Actually, these ~easures have 
a minimum value of 0.00, which occurs when prediction is perfect in the negative sense. 
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of .400. 

As an exercise to determine the accuracy of the RAND 7-factor score, we examined 

the Greenwood data demonstrating the relationship between the predicted and the 

actual offense rates among the 780 cases in the study sample. To calculate MCR , 
it was necessary to dichotomize the criterion in question. This was done in two ,,,ays, 

the first groupinf!, the tow and Medium Rate categories into a single category, and 

the second grouping the Medium and High Rate categories. Using the Greenwood 

predicted offense categories of 4+ as the predicted High Rate group, 2-3 as the 

predicted Medium Rate group, and 0-1 as the predicted t.~w Rate group, it was then 

straightforward to calculate MCR for each of the two criterion measures (Low/Medium 

versus High and Low versus Medium/High). For the first categorization, we found 

a Chance Rated Accuracy of .625, an MCR value of .397, and a Rated Accuracy of .774. 

With the second categorization, we found a Chance Rated Accuracy of .500, an MCR 

value of .413, and a Rated Accuracy of .706. Thus, in both cases, we found a value 

of MCR in the .400 range, indjcating a level of predictive accuracy which is not 

significantly higher than levels previously obtained in other predictive settings. 

Climbing Hount Everest: The Search for Improved Prediction~ 
'\ 

In an effort to improve on the .400 norm for MCR values associated with recidivism 

prediction, this author began a long-term research project back in 1975 using data 
• 

on released probationers and parolees in Io,,,a.:Hith a large data base of over 6400 

cases, a variety of alternative measures of probation/parole outcome, and a variety 

of offender background items to serve as potential,predictors, the author and his 

colleagues at the Iowa Bureau of Correctional Evaluation, and later the Iowa 

Statistical Analysis Center, devoted oveF 3000 hours of staff time and over $300,000 

in fede'ra1 funding to recidivism research over the period 1975-1980. 

-11-

.. 



... 4, 

The end-product of this research was a device termed the Iowa Offender Risk Assess-

ment Scoring System (Fischer, 1980, 1981, 1983a, 1983b). This system, which incor-

porated both a violence and a general prediction instrument, was validated against 

a separate sample of 9378 probationers and parolees released in the late ~eventies. 

Both the original construction sample data and the validation sample results indicat-

ed values of MCR in the range .550 to .650, depending on the criterion measured. 

Encouraged by these results, the staff began publicizing the new system and percep-

tions of its p,;Jtentia1 utility for improving sentencing and parole decis ions. As a 

consequence, the Iowa Board of Parole began using the instrument in April, 1981 in 

conjunction with a legislative mandate to increase paroles and reduce overcrowding 

in state prisons without compromising public safety. To further encourage a move 

in this direction, the General Assembly set a cap on the size of the prison po pu1a-

tion in Iowa, with most of the responsibility for observing the cap directed to the 

Board of Parole. In late 1982, the Iowa Statistical Analysis Center completed an 

evaluation of the first 20 months of experience with the cap and with the use of 

the risk assessment model by the parole board (Fischer, 1983a). 

The evaluation indicated that over the 20-month pe~iod, paroles wer~ up by 52%, while 

the rate of violence amo--~ parolees had fallen by 35%. These figures reflected 

changes from the preceding 21-month period, and indicated that the experience with 

the cap and the risk assessment model had largely been a successful one. At this 

point, with release of the evaluation report, the Iowa research began to attract 

attention from outside observors, including the Bureau of Justice Statistics of the 

U.S. Department of Justice. In early 1983, BJS signed a cooperative agreement with 

the Iowa Statistical Analysis Center to streamline the original version of the risk 

assessment model and to prepare materials suitable for examination by outside juris-

dictions interested in testing, validating, and/or implementing the Iowa model. 
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In conjunction with the decision to promote the model outside the state, it was 

determined that a new data base should be generated to allow for a more technically 

precise validation of the original version, and to facilitate the simplification of 

that version. As a result, a sample of 1000 offenders released from Iowa prisons 

by parole or expiration of sentence during the years 1976-1980 was selected. This 

sample was selected randomly, with the one restriction that a case was excluded if 

a comprehensive pre-sentence investigation was not available in the files of the 

Iowa Board of Parole. State-level criminal histories were obtained on each of the 
• 

sample members, and were supplemented by federal histories on a random sub-sample 

of 200 of the 1000 cases. A four f 11 d k -year 0 oW-up was un erta en in each case, with 

results coded for inclusion in the data base. All im" 1 h new cr ~na c arges were coded, 

with months to each new charge and to each new conviction specified. Finally, months 

until return to prison as a parole violator was included. 

Several criterion measures of recidivism were defined for purposes of model refine

ment. These included a simple dichotomous variable indicating whether or not the 

offender received a new charge for a violent felony, a weighted measure of all new 

violent felony charges (reflecting offense severity and time to rearrest), a dichoto

mous measure indicating a new prison sentence for what we refer to as safety crimes 

'. (essentially violent, property, and drug crimes), and a weighted measure of all new 

safety crimes. Independent variables in the data base (criminal history, drug use 

history, etc.) were then screened for their relationship to the various criterion 

measures. In addition to the computer analysis of predictive releationships, a 

manual analysis was undertakeu to identify additional factors that tended to separate 

recidivists from non-recidivists. To this end, two stacks of cases ,,,,ere examined, 

one constituting those with either a new violent felony during the follow-up period 

or with a new prison sentence for a safety crime during that period, with the other in

cludingthose not satisfying this criterion. A close visual inspection of the criminal 
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histories of off~nders in the two groups led to the identification of 24 "special risk 

faC'.tors," which most efficiently distinguished the two stacks. These factors were 

separated into two groups, with the Class II factors exhibiting the strongest rela-

. tionship to recidivism criteria, and Class I factors somewhat less of a relationship. 

These factors were as follows: 

Class I 

o 1+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years of Street Time 
o 2+ Total Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 3 Years of Street Time 
o 2+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time 
o 1+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last Year Street Time 
o 3+ Prior Arrests for Crimes Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time 
o 1+ Prior Felony Incarcerations in Last Year Street Time 
o 2+ Prior Incarcerations for Indictable Offenses in Last Year Street Time 
o Current Arrest is at Least Fifth Arrest for Same Type Felony in Last 5 Years 

Street Time 

Class II 

o 4+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 20 Years Street Time 
o 3+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 10 Years Street Time 
o 2+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time 
o 1+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 2 Years Street Time 
o 4+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 10 Years Street Time 
o 3+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 7 Years Street Time 
o 2+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time 
o 1+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last Year Street Time and 

2+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 3 Yea~s Street Time 
o 3+ Prior Arrests for Crimes Against Persons in Last 3 Years Street Time 
o Current Convictions for Felony Against Persons and Escape (Prison) 
o 3+ Prior Felony Convictions or Incarcerations in Last 3 Years Street Time 
o 2+ Prior Felony Convictions or~Incarcerations in Last 2 Years Street Time 
o Current Conviction is at Least Third Conviction for Same Type Felony in Last 

5 Years Street Time 
o Current Conviction is at Least Third Conviction for High Recidivism Offense in 

Last 5 Years Street Time 
o Current Prison Admission as Release Violator with New Felony Conviction for 

High Recidivism Offense 

From the manual analysis of risk factors and from a subsequent check with computer-

ized data, it was determined that these items constituted h'ighly efficient predictors 

of serious recidivism and violence in the study saI/lple. It is important to note in 

this regard that only the first 400 cases (approx.) were examined in the manual anal-

ysis, with the idea that the remainder of the data base would be used for validation. 

-14-

As a second major step in the process of refining the risk assessment model, the 

6400 cases in the data base used to construct the original version were re-examined, 

with the result constituting what we refer to as the 4-Factor Score. This score was 

the end-product of a configural analysis of four types of proven predictors of 

recidivism: Current Offense Classification, Substance Abuse Classification, Criminal 

History, and Age at Conviction or Commitment. Essentially, all possible "configura-

tions" of these four predictors were classified into seven ordered risk categories 

in a non-additive fashion so as to incorporate observed interactions among predictors, 

yet not so as to violate the basic mono tonicity of the individual predictors. The 

end-product was observed to demonstrate only marginally less predictive validity on 

the construction sample than Was the case with the original version. 

This 4-Factor Score was then validated on the new data base, and was then combined 

with the Special Risk Factors to arrive ata new model which we refer to as the 1983 

Version of the Iowa Risk Assessment Model. This model was then validated with all 

available data in the new sample, and was heavily publicized during the latter half 

of 1983 (Fischer, 1983c, 1983d). 

The new model was felt to offer a number of advantages not present with the original 
~ 

version, including greater predictive accuracy, a vastly simplified structure, and 

an emphasis on factors believed to be more acceptable to retributivists. A major 

change involved the elimination from the predictive structure of various "soft" 

factors, including marital status, employment status, job skill level, age at first 

arrest, and a generally heavy emphasis on the juvenile record over the adult record. 

The publicity on the 1983 Version attracted the attention of authorities in a number 

of states, with the consequence that the ... staff received considerable feedback on the 

utility of the new device. In early 1984, in acknowledgemeD,.1;: of a consensus among 

-15-
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observors that the new mechanism was still too complicated to be used reliably, the 

staff instituted new efforts to further streamline the model. Particularly, an 

attempt was made to reduce the complication involved in the scoring of special 

risk factors. To score these factors, it was necessary to visually scan an offender's 

record, and to thereby identify whether or not any of these special risk factors were 

present. This involved the mental juggling of a number of factors, including the 

amount of street time since a previous arrest or conviction. 

To circumvent problems of this type, it was decided that a mathematical structure 

should be substituted for the special factors, to allow a more systematic determin-

ation of the recency and seriousness of the prior felony record (the focus of the 

special factors). Such a mathematical structure was devised by this author without 

recourse to actual data. Rather a structure was reasoned out that gave proportional 

weight to prior felony convictions and incarcerations, and to prior arrests for 

violent felonies, in terms of the seriousness and age of the offenses. A simple 

seriousness scale for prior felonies was devised, and a function of the l/(l+x) genre 

selected to damp priors according to age. Further,prior felony convictions were 

damped according to their age in street time ~ather than their age in actual time. 

.\ 

Specifically, prior felonies were weighted as follows: 

80 
70 

60 

50 

40 
30 
20 

10 

Murder 
Attempted Murder, Rape, Aggravated Kidnapping, Aggravated Robbery, Aggravated 
Burglary, Arson of a Dwelling, Selling Narcotics to Minors 
Voluntary Manslaughter, Attempted Rape, Sodomy, Kidnapping, Robbery, Personal 
Larceny, Felony Assault, Terrorism, Arson 
Involuntary Manslaughter, Attempted Robbery, Extortion, Armed Violence, Escape, 
Jailbreak 
Aggravated Assault, Attempted Arson, Conspiracy to Commit a Violent Felony 
Burglary, Motor Vehicle Theft, Forgery, Selling Narcotics 
Larceny, Stolen Property, Vandalism, Bad Checks, Fraud, Weapons Offense, 
Conspiracy to C onnn it a Non-Violent: Offense (above) 
All other offenses (Drunken Driving, Sex Offenses, Selling Non-Narcotics Drugs, 
Embezzlement, Prostitution, etc.) 

-16-
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To arrive at a Single score measuring the extent of prior 
violence, each prior charge 

for a Violent felony (offenses 
scoring 40 points or more, except e j i scape or a lbreak) 

was scored as follows: 

24 X S 
12 + A 

S ::: 

A = 
Severity score for the offense (40, 50, 60, 70, or 80 points) 

Age of the offense (months from the 
date) arrest to the current reference 

These scores were then added to arrive at a single raw score for 
prior Violence. 

A computer check then indicated that the best form 
of coding for this score was 

as follows: 

Highest Risk 
High Risk 
Lower Risk 

91+ 
11-90 
0-10 

Next, each prior felony resulting i " 
n conv1ct1on or incarceration (juvenile or adult) 

was scored as follows: 

24 X S X D 
12 + M 

S = Severity score (10 to 80) 

D = DispOSition multiplier (1.25 if committed, and 0.75 if not) 

M ::: Age of conviction or incarceratio~ in street time (time not 
imprisoned, 

committed, or jailed for prior felonies b t h 
• e ween t e incident in question 

and the current reference date) 

Such scores were then added across all such 
prior felonies to arrive at a single 

raw score for the offender's criminal history. Thi 
s score was then checked against 

cases in the computer file, and 4t d 
• was etermined than a better predictor could be 

obtained if this score was diVided by a 
measure of the overall amount of time avail-

able for the offender to accumulate the 
record as it was. To thi ff s e ect, a quantity 

termed "Street Time" (distinguished from the street time 
age of a particular offense) 

was defined as the number of years of time on the street 
since the offender turned 

age 14 (with time incarcerated for felonies excluded as "in-time"). 

-17-
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The author determined that the most appropriate vehicle for taki.ng this factor into 

account was to divide the total raw cr.iminal history score (as defined above) by 

one-tenth the calculated value of the Street Time variable. With this convention, 

the end-product of this calculati,on would correspond to the original value of the 

score if the offender had exactly 10 years of street time (e.g., if he were exactly 

age 2/. at the. current reference date and had no "time in" on prior felonies). 

Using the adjusted criminal history score as the fj,nal raw score for criminal 

history, the result l.,ras then checked against actual data to arrive at the best 

grouping of the item: 

Highest Risk 
High Risk 
Lower Risk 
Lowest Risk 

140+ 
41-139 
16-40 

0-15 

In addition to the above-named alterations in the scoring of prior record variables, 

further refinements were made in the scoring of substance abuse history. It was 

determined from the manual analysis of records that three particular types of drug 

use history stood out as exceptionally good predictors of serious recidivism and 

violence: 

o History of PCP Use 
o History of Non-Opiate Injec'tions (e.g., amphetamines, barbiturates, cocaine, 

or any other substance other than an opiate, injected illicitly) 
o History of Sniffing of Volatile Substances (glue, paint thinner, gasoline, etc.) 

A computer check of associations between various types of substance' abuse and 

recidivism yielded the following coding of a substance abuse predictor of recidi-

vism and violence: 

Highest Risk 

High Risk 
Lower Risk 

Lowest Risk 

History of PCP Use, Non-Opiate Injections, or Sniffing of 
Volatile Substance 
History of Opiate Addiction or Heavy Hallucinogen Use 
History of Other Drug or Alcohol Problem or History of 
Infrequent Use of Opiates or Hallucinogens 
No History as Above 

-18-

In addition to the factors specified above, three other predictors were isolated 

for incorporation into a further revision of the model: 

o The Street Time Score, independent of the criminal history scoring and coded 
as follows: 

'Highest Risk 
High Risk 
Lower Risk 
Lowest Risk 

0-6 Years 
6-11 Years 
11-14 Years 
14+ Years 

o Current Incident of Prison Escape, Jailbreak, or Flight (prrest or conviction, 
with emphasis placed on conviction) 

o The nature of the current arresting or convicting offense: 

Highest Risk 

Higher Risk 
(Violence) 
Higher Risk 
(Property) 
~1iddle Risk 

Lower Risk 

Lowest Risk 

Robbery, Personal Theft, Aggravated Burglary 
Attempted Robbery, Attempted Arson 
Murder, Attempted Murder, Manslaughter, Kidnapping 
Rape, Attempted Rape, Sodomy 
Burglary, Selling Narcotics, Motor Vehicle Theft 
Attempted Burglary, Forgery, Bad Checks, Fraud 
Aggravated Assault, Terrorism, Extortion, Armed Violence 
Conspiracy to Commit Violent Felony, Larceny, Stolen Property 
Vandalism, Weapons Offense, Conspiracy to Commit Non-Violent 
Felony (above) 
All Other Offenses 

Finally, a factor referred to as the Serious Offender Classification was devised 

that essentially provides a generalization of. the concept of "Violent Offender." 

A "Serious Offender" is in essence an individual who shows one or more clear indic-

at or of future violence: 

o Current Conviction for Violent Felony 
o Current Conviction for Escape, Jailbreak, or Flight 
o Prior Conviction for Felony Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time 
o Prior Violence Score (raw) of 35 or more 
o Highest Substance Abuse classification (PCP, Non-Opiate injections, or Sniffing) 

The Serious Offender Classification was found to best operate in the risk assessment 

process by singling out potential violent offenders among potential recidivists 
i 

(if rated as poor general risk and if serious offender, then rated as poor violence 

risk). 

-19-
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Offender Risk. Assessment: The 1984 Version of the Iowa Model 

Following the identification of refined predictors as outlined at the end of the 

previous section, the author undertook a multivariate analysis to arrive at the 

best possible coding structure for a simplified alternative to the 1983 Version 

of the risk assessment model. It was determined that the best results could be 

obtained if the six basic predictors were grouped as follows: 

X-Factors: Current Offense Classification 
Prior Violence Score 
Street Time Score 

Y-Factors: Criminal History Score 
Current Escape Score 
Substance Abuse Score 

This splitting of predictors was chosen to provide the maximum contribution of 

each individual item to the overall prediction problen. Simple additive and 

configural methods were used to examine the interrelationships among predictors. 

In the final analysis, it was decided that the best structure would be one that 

assigned simple weights to categories of the various predictors, that involved 

adding the scores of the three X-Factors and the three Y-Factors separately, and 

that matrixed the X and Y results to allow for incorporation of variable interactions 

in a relatively orderly manner. 

Separate scoring systems were devised for the general recidivism prediction prob-

lem and for the violence prediction problem. Finally, the Serious Offender Classifi-

cation was used to identify poor violence risks among all poor general risks. The 

structure of the final result appears on the following page. Note The G column 

of scores refers to the general prediction and V column to the violence prediction. 

.' 
It will be noted that separate matices of X and Y scores are used for the general 

and the violence predictions. In the case of the violence prediction, the violence 

risk rating appearing to the left of the slash (if indicated) applies to non-serious 
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OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT 
THE IOWA MODEL 

G 

2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

o 

V CURRENT OFFENSE SCORE (A) 

3 Robbery/Attempted Robbery 
3 Larceny from a Person 
3 Aggravated Burglary 
3 Arson/Attempted Arson 
3 Murder/Attempted Murder 
3 Mans 1 aughte r 
3 Kidnapping 
3 Rape/Attempted Rape 
3 Sodomy 
1 Burglary/Attempted Burglary 
1 Selling Narcotics 
1 Motor Vehicle Theft 
1 Forgery/Bad Checks/Fraud 
1 Aggravated Assault/Terrorism 
1 Extortion 
1 Going Armed with Intent 
1 Conspiracy to Commit a 

Violent Felony 
1 Larceny/Stolen Property 
o Vanda Ii sm 
o Weapons Offense 
o Conspiracy to Commit a 

Non-Violent Felony (above) 
o None of Above 

G V PRIOR VIOLENCE SCORE (B) 

4 5 91+ 
2 3 11-90 
o 0 0-10 

G V STREET TIME SCORE (C) 

3 3 0-6 Years 
2 2 6-11 Years 
1 1 11-14 Years 
o 0 14+ Years 

G V CRIMINAL HISTORY SCORE (D) 

6 6 140+ 
3 5 41-139 
1 1 16-40 
o 0 0-15 

G V CURRENT ESCAPE SCORE (E) 

3 4 Convicted 
1 2 Arrested/Charged Only 
o 0 Not as Above 

E = EXCELLENT G = GOOD 

G V SUBSTANCE ABUSE SCORE (F) 

5 7 H story of PCP Use 
5 7 H story of Non-Opiate Injections 
5 7 H story of Sniffing Volatile Substance 
4 4 H story of Opiate Addiction 
3 4 H story of Heavy Hallucinogen Use 
2 1 H story of Drug Problem 
1 1 H story of Opiate or Hallucinogen Use 
1 1 H story of Alcohol Problem 
o 0 No History as Above 

SERIOUS OFFENDER CLASSIFICATION 

Yes Current Conviction for Violent Felony 
Yes Current Conviction for Escape/Jailbreak/Flight 
Yes Prior Conviction for Felony Against Persons 

in Last Five Years Street Time 
Yes Prior Violence Score 35+ 
Yes Substance Abuse Score 7 
No No Factor as Above 

G V 

X-SCORE = A + B + C 

V-SCORE = 0 + E + F 

GENERAL RISK ASSESSMENT 

V-SCORE 

o 
1 
2 

3-4 
5 
6 

0-1 
X-SCORE 

2-3 4 5 
E 
G 
P 
P 
P 
P 

7 
8+ 

E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
P 
P 
P 

E 
E 
G 
G 
P 
P 
P 
p 

E 
G 
G 
P 
P 
P 
P 

VP 
VP 
VP 

VIOLENCE RISK ASSESSMENT 
(lU.ghe.JL Rating 601L SetUaU6 066e.ndeJL) 

X-SCORE 
V-SCORE 0 1-2 3 4-5 6-7 

o 
1 

2-3 
4-6 
7-8 

9+ 

E 
E 
E 
E 
F 
F 

E E 
E E 
G G 

G/F F 
F F/P 
F F/P 

E G 
G G/F 
G F/P 

F/P F/P 
F/P F/P 
F/P F/VP 

8 

G 
F/P 
F/P 
F/P 

F/VP 
F/VP 

6+ 
p 

P 
p 
P 

VP 
VP 
VP 
VP 

9+ 
F/P 
F/P 
F/P 

F/VP 
F/VP 
F/VP 

F = FAIR P= POOR VP = VERY POOR 
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offenders, while the rating to the right of the slash applies to serious offenders. 

The end-product of the process of risk assessment outlined above consists of two 

risk assessments yielding ratings as follows: 

General Risk Violence Risk 

VP Very Poor Risk VP Very Poor Risk 
P Poor Risk P Poor Risk 
G Good Risk F Fair Risk 
E Excellent Risk G Good Risk 

E Excellent Risk 

Hypothetically possible combinations of these two ratings are as follows: 

VP-VP 
P-VP 

VP-P 
P-P 
G-P 

VP-F 
P-F 
G-F 
E-F 
P-G 
G-G 
E-G 
G-E 
E-E 

Worst Possible Risk 

Worst Possible Risk for Non-Serious Offender 

Best Possible Risk 

'~ 

As mentioned above, one of the criterion measures examinea in conjunction with 

this study was the event of a new prison sentence for a "safety" crime, 1. e. , 

a violent, property, or drug crime (felony). To provide the best possible predic

tion of this criterion, a Safety Risk Assessment was defined as follows: 

Safety Risk 

Very Poor Risk = Very Poor General Risk 
Poor Risk = Poor General Risk and Poor or Very Poor Violence Risk 
Fair Risk = Poor General Risk and F,air or Good Violence Risk or 

Good General Risk and Poor Violence Risk 
Good Risk = Good General Risk and Fair, Good, or Excellent Violence Risk 
Excellent Risk = Excellent General Risk 
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Predictive Validity of the 1984 Version 

For the purpose of devising the coding mechanism for the 1984 Version of the model 

as outlined in the previous section, consideration was limited to 814 cases of 

the total of 1000 available for examination. The remaining l8,~ cases were held back 

as a validation sample. 

Three criterion measures of recidivism were used to·test the'predictiv~ validity of 

the three versions of the Iowa Risk Assessment Model: 

Criterion I - A new charge for a violent felony during the four-year follow
up period, where violent felonies include Murder, Attempted 
Hurder, Rape, Attempted Rape, Kidnapping, Robbery, Attempted 
Robbery, Arson, Attempted Arson, Voluntary Manslaughter, 
Aggravated Assault, Terrorism, Extortion, Sodomy, Personal 
Larceny, and Aggravated Burglary 

Criterion II ~ A new prison sentence during the four~year follow-up period 
for conviction of a new safety crime, where safety crimes 
include all violent crimes as above, involuntary manslaughter, 
conspiracy to commit a violent felony, ~eapons crimes, property 
crimes, and drugqealing 

Criterion III - Satisfies either Criterion I or Criterion II or both 

The following provides an overview of predictive validity of the three models for 

the prediction of the three criterion variabl~s, in terms of the values of HCR: 

'\ 

Criterion I Criterion II Criterion III 

1980 Version .529 .518 .530 

1983 Version .673 .617 .636 

1984 Version .705 .618 .658 

The values of MCR given above refer only to the results demonstrated on the 814-

case construct~pn sample for the 1984 V~rsion, and thus do not provide a proper 

validation of that version. The tables ~n the following two pages provide construction, 

validation, and combined sample results for the 1984 Version, using first Criterion 

I (new violence) and then Criterion III (new violence or new sentence for safety crime). 

-23-
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VIOLENCE PREDICTION RESULTS 
CONSTRUCTION, VALIDATION, AND COMBINED SAMPLES 

THE IOWA MODEL - 1984 VERSION 
: 

j 
OUTCOME OUTCOME RATES PROPORTION O~ TOTAL CUMULATIVE PROPORTION I VIOLENCE NUMBER PRO PORT I ON 

il 
RISK LEVEL OF CASES OF TOTAL NOT NOT NOT NOT 

FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE 

ij 
!I CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE 
!\ 

• II VERY POOR 89 .109 30 59 33.7% 66.3% .046 .362 .046 .362 \1 POOR 165 .203 96 69 58.2% 41.8% .147 .423 .194 .785 1\ 

~ FAIR 148 .182 127 21 85.8% 11 •• 2% .195 .129 .389 .914 ! GOOD 126 .155 117 9 92.9% 7.1% • 180 .055 .568 .969 ~ 
I EXCELLENT 286 .351 281 5 98.2% 1. 8% .432 .031 1.000 1.000 

I 
N 

ALL CASES 814 1.000 651 163 80.0% 20.0%· 1.000 1.000 
~ 
I VALIDATION SAMPLE , 

VERY POOR 16 .086 8 8 50.0% 50.0% .052 .242 .052 .242 
POOR 39 .210 20 1 9 51.3% 48.7% .131 .576 .183 .818 
FAIR 34 .183 31 3 91.2% 8.8% .203 .091 .386 .909 h 
GOOD 35 .188 33 2 94.3% 5.7% .216 .061 .601 .970 
EXCELLENT 62 .333 61 1 98.4% 1.6% .399 .030 1.000 1.000 

ALL CASES 186 1.000 153 33 82.3% 17.7% 1.000 1.000 

COMPOSITE SAMPLE 

VERY POOR 105 .105 38 67 36.2% 63.8% .047 .342 .047 .342 
i POOR 204 .204 116 88 56.9% 43.1% .144 .449 .192 .791 

I 
FAIR 182 .182 158 24 86.8% 13.2% .197 .122 .388 .913 
GOOD 161 • 161 150 11 93.2% 6.8% .187 .056 .575 .969 
EXCELLENT 348 .348 342 6 )8.3% 1. 7% .425 .031 1.000 1.000 

I~ I~. , 

804 196 80.4% 19.6% 
;~ 

\ ALL CASES 1000 1.000 1.000 1.000 '\ .. II 
i! I ( 
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SAFETY NUMBER 
i RI.SK LEVEL OF CASES 
I 
I 
I 

I CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE i 
I j 

! VERY POOR 140 
POOR 127 
FAIR 120 
GOOD 153 

i EXCELLENT 274 I 

I 
! , ALL CASES 814 
H 

N 
Ln 

n, I 
VALIDATION SAMPLE n 

~ If VERY POOR 18 ir 
M POOR 37 ~ FAIR 30 I 
1 GOOD 35 j 

I EXCELLENT 66 

! ALL CASES 186 ! 

COMPOS I TE SAMPg 

VERY POOR 158 
POOR 164 

I FAIR 150 
GOOD 188 j 

j 
EXCELLENT 340 

ij ALL CASES 1000 
11 
11 
If ,,{ 
, I 
I; 
I. ( 

U 
~"-"''*~~~_''"'''t, ... ""~,....-, ... ...., 

0 

PROPORTION 
OF TOTAL 

.172 

.156 
• 147 
.188 
.337 

1.000 

.097 

.199 
• 161 
.188 
.355 

1.000 

.158 
• 164 
.150 
.188 
.340 

1.000 

I . 

RECIDIVISM PREDICTION RESULTS 
CONSTRUCTION, VALIDATION, AND COMBINED SAMPLES 

THE IOWA MODEL - 1984 VERSION 

OUTCOME OUTCOME RATES PROPORTION OF TOTAL CUMULATIVE PROPORTION NOT NOT NOT NOT FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE 

30 110 21. 4% 78.6% .058 .370 .058 .370 48 79 37.8% 62.2% .093 .266 . 151 .636 65 55 5ll.2% 45.8% .126 .185 .277 .822 119 34 77.8% 22.2% .230 • 114 .507 .936 255 19 93.1% 6.9% .493 .064 1.000 1.000 

517 297 73.5% 36.5% 1.000 1.000 

... 

11 7 61. 1 % 38.9% .080 .146 .080 • 146 10 27 27.0% 73.0% :072 .562 .152 .708 21 9 70.0% 30.0% .152 .188 .304 .896 32 3 91 • Ll% 8.6% ~ !,,\f"'l .062 .536 • 958 • L:JL 64 2 97.0% 3.0% .464 .042 1.000 1.000 

138 48 74.2% 25.8% 1.000 1.000 

74.1% .063 .063 
41 117 25.9% .339 .339 58 106 35.4% 64.6% .089 .307 . 151 .646 86 64 57.3% 42.7% .131 .186 .282 .832 151 37 80.3% 19.7% .231 .107 .513 .939 319 21 93.8% 6.2% .487 .061 1.000 1.000 

655 345 65.5% 34.5% 1.000 1.000 
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The data given in the preceding tables are sufficient to allow the calculation of 

MCR in a straightforward fashion. The most direct formula for MCR is as follows 

(Inciardi, 1973): 

where Ci = 

MCR = Z Ci Ui - l 

LUiCi - l 

the cumulative relative frequency of successes at the ith risk level 
(top down), and 

the cumulative relative frequency of failures at the ith risk level 
(tor- down) 

Thus, in the two tables, the next to last column of figures would be the C.'s (C. the 
l. l. 

cost of incarcerating offenders at the ith level of higher, i.e., false positives) 

and the last column the U.'s (U~ the utility of incarcerating offenders at the ith 
l. ... 

level or higher, i.e., the true positives). 

For the composite sample in the first table, we find: 

MCR = .047 X .000 + 
. 192 X .342 + 
.388 X .791 + 
.575 X .913 + 

1. 000 X .969 -
.342 X .000 
.791 X .047 -
.913 X .192 -
.969 X .388 -

1. 000 X .575 

= .704 

Similarly, we find the following values of MCR across the six categories of prediction: 

1984 Version Criterion I Criterion III 

Construction .705 .658 

Validation .692 .655 

Combined .704 .654 
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A Comparison of the Predictive Validity of Classification Instruments 

To allow the observer an opportunity to place the results of the Iowa research 

in the proper perspective, we have included data on a comparison of the predictive 

validity of several risk prediction devices, including: 

o The 1980 Version of the Iowa Risk Assessment Model 
o The 1983 Version of the Iowa Risk Assessment Model 
o The 1984 Version of the Iowa Risk Assessment Model 
o The model developed by William Rhodes of INSLAW 
o The Michigan Risk Screening System (Assaultive and Property Risk) 
o The Federal Salient Factor Score (1981 Version) 
o The RAND 7-Factor Score 
o The Wisconsin Risk Assessment Model 
o The Oregon Criminal History/Risk Assessment 

The data indicate the performance of each of these models in predicting the three 

criterion variables defined above, i.e., Post-Release Violence = Criterion I~ 

New Prison Sentence for a Safety Crime = Criterion II, and Composite Recidivism = 

Criterion III. 

In each case the value of MCR is given, thus' facilitating a comparison of models. 

This we leave to the interested observer • 
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COMPARISON OF CLASSIFICATION MODELS 
PREDICTION OF VIOLENCE, RECIDIVISi1, AND INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT 

IOWA RISK ASSESSHENT - 1984 VERSION 

Violence 
~ 

Total 
~ 

Post-Release 
~ 

Very Poor 89 •••• 59 66.3% 
Poor ....... 165 •••• 69 41. 8% 
Fal r ....... 148 •••• 21 14.2% 
Good ....... 126 .... 9 7.1% 
EXce Ilent .. 2.86 .... 5 1.8% 

HeR ... 705 ePE .. 1. 201 

Safety 
~ 

Very Poor 
poor •••••.• 
Fair ....... 
Good 
EXCil Ilent .. 
HeR m .618 

Total 
~ 

140 ••• 
127 ••• 
120 
153 
274 ... 

New Prison 
Sentence 

96 68.6% 
65 51.2% 
53 44.2% 
28 18.3% 
15 5.5% 

CPE ... 577 

IOWA RISK ASSESSHENT - 1983 VERSION 

Violence 
~ 

Total Post-Release 
~ ~ 

Very Poor 
Poor ...... . 
Fair ...... . 
Good ..... .. 
Very Good •• 
Exce Ilent •• 

66 .... 43 
145 .... 68 

90 .... 22' 
107 .... 13 
308 .... 17 
98 •••• 0 

HCR ... 673 CPE .. 1.076 

65.2% 
46.9% 
24.4% 
12.1% 
5.5% 
0.0% 

IOWA RISK ASSESSMENT - 1980 VERSION 

Violence 
Risk 

Total 
~ 

Post-Release 
Vlol~ 

Very Poor 
Poor ..... .. 
Good ...... . 
Very Good •• 
El<cellent .. 

88 .... 49 
182 62 
301 .... 39 
147 .... 11 

96 .... 2 

HeR ... 529 CPE ... 671 

INSLAW SCALE 

55.7% 
34.1% 
13.0% 

7.5% 
2.1% 

Total Total Post-Release 
Score ~ ~ 

65+ ...... 97 .... 45 46.4% 
52-64.5 •••• 127 .... 50 39.4% 
39-51.5 .... 198 •••• 43 21.7% 
35-38.5 .... 69 .... 8 11.6% 
18-34.5 .... 209 .... 14 6.7% 
0-17.5 ..... 112 .... 3 2.7·% 

MCR co .526 ePE a .592 

General 
~ 

Total 
~ 

New Prison 
Sentence 

Very Poor 
Fal r/Poor 
Good ....... 
Very Good •• 
Ellce Ilent •• 

95... 66 
251 ... 139 
158 ... 30 
212 ... 19 

98 ... 3 

HeR a .617 epE ... 605 

69.5% 
55.1j~ 
19.0% 
9.0% 
3.1% 

General 
l!.hl 

Total New Prison 
~ Sentence 

Very Poor 
Poor ..... .. 

146 .... 93 
192 .... 84 

Fair ...... . 156 .... 46 
Good ..... .. 
Excellent .. 

224 .... 30 
96 .... 4 

HCR ... 518 ePE ... 403 

63.7% 
43.8% 
29.5% 
13.4% 
4.2% 

Total Total New PrIson 
~ ~ Sentence 

65+ ...... 97 .... 65 67.0% 
52-64.5 .... 127 .... 67 52.8% 
39-51.5 .... 198 .... 74 37.4% 
35-38.5 .... 69 .... 17' 24.6% 
18-34.5 .... 209 .... 30 14.4% 
0-17,5 ..... 112 .... 4 3.6% 

HeR ... 531 CPE - .413 

Sa fety 
~ 

Total 
~ 

Compos I te 
Recidivism 

Very Poor 140 ••• 110 78.6% 
Poor . ...... 127 ••• 79 62.2% 
Fal r ••••••• 120 55 45.8% 
Good •••••.• 153 ... 34 2.2.2% 
Exce Ilent .. 2.74 '" 19 6.9% 

HCR ... 658 CPE ... 565 

General 
~ 

Total 
~ 

Composite 
Recidivism 

Very Poor 
Fa I r IPoor 
Good ....... 
Very Good •• 
Exee Ilent .. 

95... 74 
251 ... 157 
158 '" 37 
212 '" 26 
98... 3 

MCR ... 636 CPE" .542 

77.9% 
62.5% 
23.'1% 
12.3% 
3.1% 

General Total Compos I te 
~ ~ Recidivism 

Very Poor •• 146 105 71.9% 
Poor ••••••• 192 ... 95 49.5% 
Fatr ....... 156 ... 53 34.0% 
Good ....... 224 '" 39 17.4% 
Excellent •• 95 ... 5 5.2% 

HCR ... 530 CPE •• 362 

Total Total ComposIte 
~ ~ RecidIvism 

65+ •••••• 97 .... 71 73.2% 
52-64.5 .... 127 .... 75 59.1% 
39-51. 5 .... 198 .... 88 44.4% 
35-38.5 •••• 69 .... 20 29.0% 
18-34.5 .... 209 .... 37 17.7% 
0-17.5 ..... 112 .... 6 5.4% 

HCR •• 537 CPE •• 363 

Security Total 
~ 

Earned Tlma Earned Time 
Lost (Days) 

Disciplinary 
.f!!lli .!:2ill ~ 

Very Poor 116 .... 73 62.9% ••••• 60.1 . ........ 4.9 Poor . ...... 133 •••• 55 41. 4% ..... 39.0 •••.••••• 2.3 Fair . ...... 132 . ... 58 43.9% ..... 17.1 . ........ 2.5 Good ....... 190 52 2.7.4% ..... 10.1 . ........ 1.3 Excellent .. 243 .... 37 15.2% ..... 4.2 . ........ 0.7 
HCR ... 391 CPE ... 850 

Security Total Earned Time Earned Time 
lost (Days) 

Olsclpllnary 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

lJery Poor 
Poor ..... .. 
Fair ...... . 
Good ...... . 
Exee Ilent •• 

66 .... 45 
169 .... 73 
90 .... 40 

253 .... 87 
236 .... 30 

HeR" .379 ePE ... 651 

68.2% ..... 57.0 
43.2% ..... 40.1 
44.4% ..... 25.3 
34.4% ..... 16.1 
12.7% ..... :1..0 

4.9 
2.8 
:1..8 
1.6 
0.6 

Socurl ty Total Earned Time Earned Time Disciplinary 
~ ~ .!:elll lost (021& ~ 

Very Poor 125 76 60.8% ..... 44.0 ......... 3.8 Poor ••..••. 145 58 40.0% ..... 3'1.3 ......... 2.5 Fair ....... 224 95 42.4% 20.5 ......... 2./, Good ....... 225 40 17.8% 9.9 ......... 0.9 Exee llent •• 95 6 6.3% ..... 0.6 ......... 0.2 

HeR - .412 ePE u ./131 

Total Total Earned Time Earned Time Olsclpllnary 
~ ~ ~ Lost (Da:ts ) ~ 

65+ ...... 97 .... 54 55.7% ..... 58.2 ••••••••• 3.6 52-64.5 127 .... 65 51.2% ..... 31.2 ......... 2.9 39-51.5 .... 198 .... 77 38.9% ..... 26.8 ••••••••• 2.5 35~38.5 .... 69 •••• 23 33.3% ..... 9.0 ......... 1.3 18-34.5 .... 209 •••• 50 23.9% 8.3 ......... 1.3 0-17.5 ..... 112 .... 6 5.4% ..... 0.6 ......... 0.2 

HCR " .391 CPE •• 659 

« 
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COMPARISON OF CLASSIFICATION MODELS 
PREDICTION OF VIOLENCE- RECIDIVISM, AND INSTITUTIONAL NISCONDUCT 

MICHIGAN RISK SCREENING 

Assaultlve/ Total 
Property Risk ~ 

Post-Release 
~ 

Very High .... 53 •••• 24 
High ••••••••• 227 •••• 75 
Middle ••••••• 152 ,. •• 30 
Low •••••••••• 362 •••• 34 

MCR •• 402 CPE Q .370 

45.3% 
33.0% 
19.7% 
8.9% 

Assaultlve/ Total 
Property Risk ~ 

New Prison 
Sentence 

High/Very High 280 144 51.4% 
Middle ••••••• 152 '" 48 31.6% 
Low .......... 382 '" 65 1,7.0% 

HCR = .375 CPE = .235 

FEDERAL SALIENT FACTOR SCORE - 1981 VERSION 

Total 
~ 

Total Post-Re lease 
~ ~ 

0-2 •••••••••• 67 •••• 25 
3-6 .......... 320 •••• 99 
7-6 .......... 250 •••• 30 

9 ••••••••••• 109 •••• 7 
10 ........... 68.... 2 

MCR •• 401 CPE - .353 

RAND 7-FACTOR SCORE 

37.3% 
30.9% 
12.0% 
6.4% 
2.9% 

Total 
~ 

Total Post-Release 

4+ .......... . 
3 ........... . 
2 ........... . 
1 •••••••••••• 
o .......... .. 

~ ~ 
128 .... 52 
123 •••• 37 
149 •••• 31 
207 •••• 26 
207 •••• 15 

40.6% 
30.1% 
20.S% 
13.5% 
7.2% 

MCR - .399 CPE - .339 

Total 
~, 

Total 
~ 

New Prl son 
Sentence 

0-2 ......... 67.... 40 
3-6 ......... 320 .... 147 
7-8 ......... 250 .... 57 

9 .......... 109 .... 10 
10 .......... 68.... 3 

HCR - .403 CPE· .299 

59.7% 
45.9% 
22.8% 
9.2% 
4.4% 

Total 
~ 

Total 
~ 

New Pr I son 
Sentence 

4+ ......... .. 
3., ......... .. 
2 .......... .. 
1 .......... .. 
0 .......... .. 

128 .... 78 
123 .... 56 
149 .... 54 
207 .... 41 
207 .... 28 

HCR & .431 CPE •• 288 

60.9% 
45.5% 
36.2% 
19.8% 
13.5% 

OREGON CRIHINAL HISTORY/RISK ASSESSMENT - 1980 VERSION 

Total 
~ 

Tor~l rost-Re1ease 
~ ~ 

o ........... 64.... 25 39.1% 
1-4 .......... 356 .... 90 25.3% 
5-7 ....... '" 254 .... 44 17.3% 
8-11 ......... 140 .... 4 2.9% 

HCR •• 315 CPE - .237 

Total 
~ 

Total 
~ 

New Prison 
Sentence 

0-2 •••••••••• 227 '" 123 54.2% 
3-5 .......... 310 ... 96 31.0% 
6-8 .......... 183... 36 19.7% 
9-11 ......... 94 ... 22.1% 

MCR •• 416 CPE - .277 

(can t i nued) 

Assaultive/ Total 
Property Risk ~ 

Compos I te 
Reel d III I sm 

High/Very High 280 162 57.9% 
Middle ....... 152, ... 57 37.5% 
Low .......... 382 ... 78 20.4% 

MCR = .382 CPE = .210 

Total 
~ 

Total 
~ 

Compos I te 
Recidivism 

0-2 .......... 67... 44 
3-6 .......... 320 '" 167 

65.7% 
52.2% 
26.6% 
13.8% 

7-8 ... , ...... 250 ... 67 
9 ........... 109 ... 15 
10........... 68... 4 5.9% 

HCR - .440 CPE = .258 

Total Total 
~ ~ 

128 ... 
123 ••• 
149 '" 
207 ... 
207 ... 

4+ .......... . 
3 .......... .. 
2 •••••••••••• 
I .......... .. 
0 ........... . 

MCR = .434 CPE •• 252 

Total Total 
~ ~ 

Compos Ite 
Recidivism 

88 68.8% 
61 49.6% 
64 43.0% 
49 23.7% 
35 16.9% 

Composite 
Recidivism 

0-2 •••••••••• 227 ••• 134 59.0% 
3-5 .......... 310 ... 113 36.5% 
6-8 .......... 183 '" 48 26.2% 
9-11 ......... 94... 2 2.1% 

MCR = .401 CPE •• 226 

Total 
~ 

Total 
~ 

0-2, .......... 67 ..... . 
3-6, .......... 320 ..... . 
7-8, .......... 250 ..... . 

9' ........... 109 .... .. 
Ill, ........... 68 .... .. 

IHC\~ •• 306 CPE c .458 

Earned Time 
~ 

Earned Time 
Los t (Days) 

Disciplinary 
Actions 

35 
139 
77 
18 
6 

52.2% 
iI3.4% ... . 
30.8% ... . 
16.5% .. .. 
8.8% ... . 

43.0 ......... 3.3 
34.1 ......... 2.8 
13.0 ......... 1.6 
2.3 ......... 0.7 
0.9 ......... 0.4 

Total 
~ 

Total Earned Time Earned Time 
Lost (Days) 

Disciplinary 
~ 

Iii> ••••••••••• 
~ .......... .. 
2 .......... .. 
1 .......... .. 

128 ..... .. 
123 ..... .. 
149 ...... . 
207 ..... .. 
207 ...... . o ••••.•...... 

MCR •• 369 CPE ~ .392 

.!:£lll 
70 54.7% •••• 42.4 
58 47.2% •••• 27.2 
60 40.3% .... 33.2 
59 28.5% .... 9.4 
28 13.5% •••• 0.6 

iotal 
~ 

Total 
~ 

Earned T I me Earned [j lIle 
.!:£lll Lost (Days) 

~ 

3.7 
2.7 
2.4 
1.4 
0.6 

Disciplinary 
~ 

I) ........... 64 ...... 35 54.7% .... 44.3 ......... 2.8 
1·~ ........ ,. 356 ...... 144 40.4% .... 27.8 2.4 
S'·S .......... 300 ...... 88 29.3% .... 15.0 ......... 1.8 
S--U ......... 94 ...... 8 8.5%.... 1.3 0.4 

MC~ •• 265 CPE = .265 
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WISCONSIN RISK ASSESSMENT 

COMPARISON OF CLASSIFICATION MODELS 
PREDICTION OF VIOLENCE, RECIDIVISM, AND INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT 

(cant I nued) 

TOtal 
~ 

Total 
Cases 

Post-Re lease 
Violence 

39+ ..... ..... 63 •••• 27 
30-38 ........ 171 .... 58 
22-29 ........ 167 .... 44 
12-21 ........ 269 .... 26 
0-11 ......... 144.... 8 

MCR ~ .434 CPE ... 337 

42.9% 
33.9% 
26.3% 
9.7% 
5.6% 

Total 
~ 

Total 
~ 

New prtson 
Sentence 

38+ ...... .... 79... 44 
31-37 ........ 359 ... 146 
9-20 ......... 280 ... 60 
0-8 •••••••••• 96... 7 

MCR a .350 CPE ... 199 

55.7% 
40.7% 
21.4% 

7.3% 

ILLINOIS DANGEROUSNESS/ADJUSTMENT SCALES 

Dang./Adj. Total POst-Release Scores ~ VIolence 

11+/28+ ...... 130 59 45.4% 27+/11-27 •••• 40 12 30.0% Other Scores • )64 65 17.9% 0-26/0-10 •••• 280 27 9.6% 
MCR ... 359 CPE ... 371 

FEDERAL PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 

Total 
Score Total Post-Release 

~ Violence 

0-6 .......... 102 .... 40 39.2% 
7-9 ..... ..... 91 .... 27 29.7% 
10-13 ........ 122 .... 32 26.2% 
14+ .......... 499 .... 64 12.8% 

MCR ... 302 CPE •• 236 

Dang./Adj. Total 
SCores Cases 

0+/28+ ....... 152 
27+/11-27 .... 40 
0-26/11-27 ••• 335 
0+/0-10 ...... 287 

HCR ... 370 CPE ... 249 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF CORRECTIONS PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 
Custody 
.flill. 

Total PQ5t-Relea~~ 
~ Violence 

~Iose •••••••• 64 •••• 23 35.9% 
HedlllJl ....... 258 .... 70 27.1% 
MlnlmllJl ...... 492 .... 70 14.2% 

MCR ... 233 CPE •• 140 

New PrIson 
Sentence 

93 61.2% 
17 42.5% 
98 29.3% 
49 17.1% 

Total 
Score 

38+ ••••••••• 
31-37 ...... . 
9-20 ....... . 
0-8 ........ . 

Total 
~ 

Compos I te 
Rec I d Iv I sm 

79 ••• 48 
359 '" 168 
280 '" 69 
96... 12 

60.8% 
46.8% 
24.6% 
12.5% 

MCR ~ .345 CPE ... 165 

Dang./AdJ. Total Compos Ite Scores Cases ReCidIvism 

0+/28+ ....... 152 ... 106 69.7% 27+111-27 .... 40 ... 19 47.5% 0-26/11-27 ••• 335 ... 111 33.1% 0+/0-10 ...... 287 '" 61 21.2% 
MCR ... 375 CPE ... 222 

Total 
~ 

Total 
~ 

Earned Time Earnt!d TIme 
Lost (Days) 

DIscIplInary 
Act Ions ~ 

31+ .......... 224 .......... ? . .. , ..... 37.3 .._ ...... 2.9 17-30 ........ 326 , •• I •••• ~ • 1 21. 3 . ........ 1.9 0-16 ......... 264 . ......... ? . ........ 7.7 . ........ 1.2 

MCR .. ? CPE ... 286 

Dang./Ad). 
Scores 

Total 
Cases 

Earned Time 
.!:£ill 

Earned Time 
Lost (Days) 

DiscIplinary 
Act Ions 

27+/28+ ...... 31 ....... 25 
0-26/28+ ..... 121 ....... 7'l 
11+/11-27 .... 242 ....... 93 
Other Scores. 224 ••••••• 56 
0-10/0-10 .... 196 ....... 29 

MCR ~ .412 CPE ~ 1.009 

80.6% '" 
59.5% 
38.4% 
25.0% 
14.8% ... 

10/.0 
49.1 
19.4 
13.7 
2·7 

......... 

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

......... 

7.4 
3.8 
2.0 
1.5 
0.6 

Total Total Eal'ned TIme Earned Time DiscIplinary 
Score ~ ~ Lost (DaysL ActIons 

0-6 .......... 102 • ..... 45 4/1.1% .... 3B.2 ......... 2.7 
7-9 .......... 91 ...... 35 38.5% .... 35.8 ......... 2.7 
10-13 ........ 122 ...... 48 39.3% .... 26.0 ......... 2.5 
14+ .......... 499 ...... 147 29.5% .... 14.1 ......... 1.5 

MCR Q .125 CPE •• 210 

Custody 
~ 

Total 
C~ses 

Earned Time 
Lost? 

Earned TIme 
lost (Daysl 

DiscIplInary 
Act Ions 

Close ... ..... 64 ...... 28 43.8% 38.6 ......... 2.9 
Medium ....... 258 ...... 108 41.9:t .... 30.6 ......... 2.4 
MinImum ...... 492 ...... 139 28.3% .... 14.2 ......... 1.6 

MCR •• 152 ePE a .IRO 

... 
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Sample Form 
1980 Version OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT 

STATE OF IOWA 
~E~E~AL ~ISK Of ~E~IDIVli~ 
OEFENDERS CURRENTLY AGE 1 

• 

FORM B2 

PRI!¥.RY RiSK FACTORS (COW) 

7+ PRIOR ARRESTS 
3+ PRIOR Cot-NICTIONS 
2+ PRIOR INCARCERATiONS 
2+ PRIOR PROBATIONS 

4+ RISK FACTORS VH 

2+ PRIOR ADULT CONVICTIONS 
1+ PRIOR ADULT INCARCERATIONS 
FI RST ARREST BEFORE AGE 13 
HISTORY OF NARcOTICS USE 

1-3 RISK F.ACTORS H 

NO PRIWIRY RISK FACTOR 
PRIOR ARREST RECORD 

NO PRI!¥.RY RISK F.ACTOR 
NO PRIOR ARRt'ST RECORD 

Snmple Form 
1980 Version 

8+ PRIOR ARRESTS 

5-7 PRIOR ARRESTS 

I 0-4 PRIOR ARRESTS I MIL 

SECONDARY RISK FACTORS (COUNT) 
5-6 PRIOR ARRESTS 
1 JtNENILE C<X'NlTfIENT 
FIRST ARREST AGE 13-17 
UNEMPLDYED 

CURRENT OFFENSES INCLUDE: 
IilMICIDE, RAPE, ROBBERY, 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, BURGLARY, 
M:>TOR VEHICLE THEFT, OR LARC 

2+ RISK FACTORS H 

0-1 RISI< FACTORS LM 

4+ RISK FACTORS H 0-9 YEARS OF SCf{)()L AND NO GED 
PRE-TRIAL SERVICES OR DETENTION 

CURRENT OFFENSES 
NOT AS ABOVE r-------..J 0-3 RISK FACTORS L 

SECOO!lARY RISK FtqORS (COUNT) 
HISTORY OF DBUGIALCOH:)L PROBLEM 
UNEMPLOYED 

3+ RISK FACTORS H 

NO RI SK F.ACTORS 
0-9 YEARS OF SCf{)()L AND NO GED 
PRE-TRIAL SERVICES OR DETENTION 
PROBATION TillE IN JAILiRESIDENCE 

CURRENT OFFENSES 1___ 2+ RISK F.ACTORS 

NOT AS ABOVE ----1 0-1 RISK FACTORS VL 

OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT 
STATE OF IOWA FORM cl 

RISK OF VIOLENCE 
OFFENDERS CURRENTLY AGE 18-20 

FIRST ARREST AGE 
16-20 

-1 CURRENT OFFEI'j$ES NOT STRIGllY AGAINST PROPERTY l VH 

CURRENT OFfeNSES STRICTLY AGAINST PROPERlY H 

CURRENT OFFENSES INCLlDE ROBBERY VH 

CURRENT OFFENSES NOT INCLUDING ROBBERY MIL 

PRIOR 
I NCARCERATI ON 

NO PRIOR 
INCARCERATION 

CUlRENT OFFENSES NOT STRICTLY AGAINST PROI~ERIY YH 

CURRFJIT OFfeNSES STRICTLY AGAINST PROPERlY] H 

CURRENT OFFENSES INCLlDE ROBBERY VH 

CURRENT OFfeNSES NOT INCLinING ROBBERY MIL 

STEP I - 4-FACTOR SCORING 

OFFENDER RISK ASSESSHENT 
THE 101M HODllL: 1983 VERSION 

CURRENT OFFENSE 
CLASSIFICATION 
(Highest Applicable) 

C~IHINAL HISTORY AND AGE AT CONVICTION 

....Q=L ... t:L -.&.:!.Q.. 11-19 ...1.!tt... 
~ ~ mM m~ ~ 

~Z1 ~Z1 ~~Z1 ~~Z1 ~Z1 
~NO MNO ~NNO MNNO MNO 

Cll:: Aggravated AssaUlt/Robbery/Escape ......................... 1 2 4 336 3 666 6 6 7 7 6 7 7 
u .... 
1a .. Aggravated Burglary ..•........••.••. , •.•... I •••••••••••••• 124 3 3 (, 3 5 6 6 4 5 6 6 566 
... GI 

BurgLary/Hator Vehicle Theft/Forgery/Bad Checks ••••••••••• 1 2 4 336 3 5 6 6 4 5 6 6 566 
" III 

6 
.0 :I Other Offense Classification •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 2 4 335 3 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 555 
:1.0 

Drug or Alcohol Related Offense Only •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 1 3 1 1 3 3 3 3 5 4 5 5 5 
.... ",< 

5 5 5 ~ 
CI .... 

Aggravated BurgiarY/Aggravated Assuult/Robbery/Escape ••••• 
u .... 

1 2 4 336 3 556 4 5 5 6 5 6 6 
.... ~ .. ... ... GI Burglary/Motor Vehicle Theft/Forgery/Bad Checks ••••••••••• 1 2 4 3 3 5 355 6 4 5 5 6 5 6 6 
.... III III 

Other Offense Classification : ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 2 4 3 3 5 
til .0 :I 

355 5 4 555 5 5 5 ~ 
:I.e 

Drug or Alcohol Related Offense Only •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 1 3 113 3 335 4 555 5 5 5 

",< 

/.ol 
~H Robbery /Escape ................................................... 1 2 2 134 2 4 4 6 4 4 4 6 5 5 6 

", 
::> " Aggravated Burglary/Aggravated Assault •••••••••••••••••••• 1 2 2 134 2 4 4 5 4 4 4 6 5 5 6 ~ ro .. 

Burglary/Hotor Vehicle Theft/Forgery/Bad Checks ••••••••••• 1 2 2 134 244 5 444 6 556 

... GI 

tl 
III .. 

Other Offense Classification •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 122 1 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 5 355 
.0 :I 

~ Jl~ Drug or Alcohol Related Offensu Only •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 334 ", 

Robbery /Escape ................................................... 1 1 2 133 1 3 3 4 3 3 3 6 3 5 6 
~ .. 

GI 

Aggravated Burglary/Aggravated Assault •••••••••••••••••••• 112 133 1 3 3 4 3 3 3 5 355 

", ... 
:I 

Burglary/Motor Vehicle Theft/Forgery/Bad Checks ••••••••••• 1 1 2 1 3 3 1 334 233 5 355 1 Other Offense Clussification •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 111 1 1 2 1 3 3 3 2 3 3 5 2 5 5 ~ Drug or Alcohol Related Offense Only •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 3 3 3 233 

STEP II - OFFENDER TYPING (check applicable categories) Burn-out Not a Violent Offender ~ 
Age 50+ at Conviction Violent Offender ____ Current Offense Against Persons 
Not a Violent Offender and Special Violenee Risk Factor (see STEP III) 
Age 25-49 at Conviction-and :::: Current Sentence for Escape or Jaiibreak 4-Factor Scc>rl' is 1-4 -First Offender No Prior Felony Arrest or ConViction 

STEP III - SPECIAL RISK FACTOR SCORING 

Circle 

::J ~ 3 2+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Lnat 5 Years Str-:et Time 
... ~ 4 1+ Prior Arrests for ~'elonie$ Against Persons in Last Year Street Time 
.... ~ 5 3+ Prior Arrests for Crimes Against Persons in L~st 5 Yenrs Street T~mc 
~ 6 1+ I'rior FelullY lll<:arceratiufiit in tase Year Street Time 

.. I GlI11+ Prior ConVictions for Felonies Against P!rsons in Last 5 Ycnrs Street Time 
B g 2 2+ l'ot,d Arrests for Felonies Agninst Persons in Lost 3 Yenrs Street Time 

~ 7 2+ Prior Incarcerations for Indictable Offens~s in Last Year Street Time 
U II Current Arrest b at Least Fifth Arrest £01' Some Type Felony in l.ast 5 Years Strcet Tim!! 

9 4+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 20 Years Strent 'limo 
10 3+ Prior ConViCtions for Felonies Agninst Persons in Lust 10 Years Street 'l'imt: 
11 2+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Tima 
12 1+ Prior Convictions for Felonitls Al.:ainst Persolls in Last 2 Years Street Tim!! 

~ 13 4+ Prior Arrests for re10nics Against Persons in Last 10 YClirQ SerMt Timu 
~ 14 3+ Prior Arrests for FeloniCII Against Persons in I.ast 7 Yenrs Street Timo 
~ 15 3+ Total Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Lnst 5 Years Street Time 
~ 16 2+ !'dor Arrests for relonics Agaillst Persolls in Lust 2 Yenrs Street "ime 

17 1+ Prior Arrusts for f'elonies Asninst Ptlrsons in Last Yenr Str~et Time !!.!1<! 
2+ Prior Arrests for Pelonies Asninst P~rsons in ~nst 3 Years Street Time 

18 3+ Prior Arrests for Crimes ASninst Pcrsons in LOllt 3 Years Street Time 
19 Current Conviel1olls for !'elony Against !'!'rRons nnd F.~~nlll' (Pdson) 
20 3+ Prior Felony Convictions or Incarceration~ in Lm'lt :I Years StteH Time 
21 2+ Prior Felbny Convictions or IncnrccratlonN in L.ast 2 Yenrs Strt!ct Tim" 
22 Current Conviction is at Lenst Third ConViction for Sama Typo Fdol1>' in Last 5 Y,'ars Str"l1t 1'lme 
23 Current Conviction is at Lenst Third Convict.i<ln for I\:lAh IttlCldlvi8m Offense In tUst 5 Years Street Time 
24 Current Pri.!ion Admission as ReleMe Violator with New Fo!lony Conviction fIll' IUllh llt!~idivi~m ()[reM~ 

STEI' IV - ~'INAL GENERAL RISK ASSESSHEN1' 
STEP V - nNAl. nOl.ENCE/l'ROl'lCR1:2' RlllK MSESSHENl' 

4-Fnctor Burn-out or Spedal Risk Factarn Vlnl(!nct! Illnk _l!rllpertv Rhk 
~ nrgt Offender None ClosH I Only Closs II Genernl Rhk Violent Non-Violtmt Violent Non-Violent 

7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

Poor 
Cood 
Good 
Good 

Very Cood 
Very Good 
IlxCtlllent 

Poor Very Poor 
Poor Poor 
Good Poor 
Cood Good 

V~ry Cood Cood 
Vary Good Vory Good 
Ilx~cll~llt ~x~ullp"l 

Very POl'll' 
Very Poor 

Poor 
Fllir~ 
Foil'''' 
Good 

l\xctlllc:nt 

ASRl!ssment OUender Offender Or£etlder Offender 
Very Poor 

Poor 
Pllir 
(:ood 

"cl'y Cood 
EXcllllent 

Vcr)' 1'001' I'll'll' 
Poor ,'air 
Good Good 
(looo Vo,\ry (:ood 

Very Good Very (;Qlld 
Excollent Excellont 

Vcry Poor Vllry Poor 
1'001' 1'001' 
~"l{r ~'nir 
Cload Good 

Rxc<!llcnt Vt.ry nood 
Exel'll!!nt .;xc,'J lent 
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IOWA RISIt ASSESSMENT - 1980 VERSION 
RISK LEVEL DESIGNATIONS 

OrIgInal Deflnl tlon Current Defl nl t Ion 
General VIolence General VIolence 

~ ~ ~ RIsk 

Super RecidIvist Super RecidIvIst Very Poor RI sk Very Poor RIsk 
Super RecIdIvIst Ultra-High RIsk Very Poor Risk Poor RIsk 
Super RecIdivIst Very-High RIsk Very Poor RI sk POOl' RIsk 
Ultra-HIgh Risk Super RecIdIvist I'oor Risk Poor RI sk 
Ultra-HIgh RIsk Ultra-High RIsk Poor RIsk Poor RI sk 

(Violent Offender) 
Ultra-High RIsk Ultra-HIgh RIsk Poor RIsk Good Rilsk 

(Non-VIolent Offender) 
Ultra-High IIlsk Very-HI gh RI sk Poor RIsk Good Risk 
Ultra-High RIsk HIgh RIsk Poor Risk Good RI sk 
Very-High RIsk Ultra-High RIsk Poor RI sk Poor RIsk 
Very-High RIsk High-Medium RIsk FaIr Risk Good Risk 
HIgh RIsk Low-Medium Risk Good Risk Good Risk 
Itt gh-Med I um RIsk Low-Med I urn RIsk Good RIsk Very Good RIsk 
HIgh-MedIum Risk Very-Low Risk Good Risk Very Good Risk 
Low-Medium Risk Low-Medium Risk Good Risk Very Good Risk 
Low-Medium Risk Very-Low Risk Good Risk Very Good Risk 
Low RIsk Low RIsk Exce l10nt RI sk Exce I lent Risk 
Low Risk Very-Low Risk Exce llent RIsk Exce I lent RI sk 
Very-Low Risk Low Risk Excellent Risk Excel lent Risk 
Very-Low RIsk NIl Risk Exce 110nt RIsk Excollent RIsk 

IOWA RISK ASSESSMENT - 1983 VERSION 
SECURITY RISK DESIGNATIONS 

General VIolent Security 
~ Offender ~ 

Very Poor IIlsk Yes Very Poor Risk 
Very Poor RI sk No ~'alr RIsk 
Poor RI sk Ves Poor Risk 
Poor RIsk No Fair Risk 
Fair Risk Yes Poor RI sk 
FaIr Risk No Good Risk 
Good Risk Yes Good RI sk 
Good Risk !lo Good IIlsk 
Very Good Risk Ye~ Good fllsk 
Very Good RI sk No Exce Ilent III sk 
Excellent RIsk Ves Excel lent Risk 
Excel lent Risk No Exce I lent RI sk 

Secur I ty 
~ 

Very Poor RIsk 
Very Poor Risk 
Poor Risk 
Poor Risk 
Poor Risk 

FaIr RIsk 

FaIr Risk 
Fair RIsk 
Poor RIsk 
FaIr RIsk 
Good RI sk 
Good Risk 
Good Risk 
Good RI sk 
Good RIsk 
Exce llent Risk 
Exce I lent Risk 
Excellent RI sk 
Excellent Risk 

Genera I 
~ 

Very Poor RI sk 
Very Poor RI sk 
Very Poor RIsk 
Poor Risk 
Poor RIsk 
Poor RIsk 
Poor Risk 
Good RIsk 
Good RIsk 
Ilood Risk 
Good RIsk 
Excellent Risk 
Exce I lent RI sk 
Exce I lent Risk 

I. 

IOWA nlSK ASSESSMEN'l' - 198<1 VERSION 
SECURITY RISK DESIGNATIONS 

Vlo lence 
~ 

Very Poor RIsk 
Poor RIsk 
FaIr RIsk 
Very Poor Risk 
Poor Risk 
FaIr RIsk 
Good RI sk 
Poor RIsk 
Fl\lr Risk 
Good RIsk 
Exce I lent RI sk 
FaIr RIsk 
Good RIsk 
Excel lent Risk 

SecurIty 
~ 

Very Poor RIsk 
Very Poor RIsk 
Poor Risk 
Very Poor RI sk 
Poor RIsk 
Fal r RIsk 
Fair Rlsl\ 
FlIlrRlsk 
Good RIsk 
Good RIsk 
Good RIsk 
Good RIsk 
Good RIsk 
Excellont RIsk 

Current prIson escape scoring duleted LO obtain securIty rIsk. 

, 
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INSLAI~ SCALE 

Score and total the following points according to the indicated characteristics: 

Heavy use of alcohol •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• + 5 

Heroin use .•.•.•. , ....................... , ••.• \' ......... , ...•••..••••.•• ,t +10 

Age at time of instant arrest 

1.ess than 23 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• +n 
23-27 ••.• " .•.•.••...•••..•....••••••••.•. 110 .............. ,. \\ ••••••••• •• +14 
28-32 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• + 7 
33-37 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 
38-42 .....•.... , .• t • , ••••••••••••••••••••••• ,. ••••••••••••• , • 11 • • • • •• - 1 
43+ .•.••.• , ...................... :.,................................. -II, 

Length of criminal career (since first arrest) 

0-5 years ......•...........•.. I .................................. , • • • 0 
6-10 years .... t ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••• I •••••••• I •••• t •••• + 1 
11-15 years ........................................................ + 2 
16-20 years •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,. + 3 
21+ years .......•.......•..•....••........•....•..•.•..........•... + 4 

Arrests during last 5 years (scorc ench arrest as indicated) 

CrimcQ: of violence •••.••...••••••••••••••••.••••• , .••....•. ,....... + 4 
Crimes against property •• , •• ,. ...• I •• , ••••••••••••••••••• I •••••••••• + .3 
Sale of drugs .•.....• ,. ....... ". "," ......•.....••..••..•........••.. + 4 
Other offenses .•....•..•.....•.....••.....•......•... ,., ...... I •••• + 2 

Longest time served, single term (prior sentence) 

1-5 months ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• + 4 
6-'12 months ..•••.••••.••.••....•.•..••.••••••••••.•.•.• I • • • • • • • • • ... + 9 
13-24 months .•...••••.• , .•..•.•..•.••. , ..•••... , •.•..•..•.. It' ••••• +18 
2S-36 months .................... I ••••••••••••• I "' • , •••••••••• ,. •••••• +27 
3'1-48 months ....................................................... +36 
49+ months ....................................... , ........... ., ..... +45 

Number of probation sentences (score each as indicated) ••••••••••••••••• +1.5 

Instn~'lt offense was erime of violence •..••. • 1._ ••• t ..................... , •• + 7 

Inutaht offense was crime labeled "other" -18 

Violent crimes include robbery, homicide, assault, sexual aa6l1ult, kidnapping, lind 
other crimes against perllons. "Other" erimes include all crimea other thon arson, 
burglary, larceny. auto theft, fraud, forgery, drug sale or p08seasion, and violent 
crimes. 

FlmERAl. SALIENT 
I"ACTOR SCORE 

(1981 Version) 

Score and total the following points nccording to the indicated chnracteristics: 

Prior convictions or udjud!cntiOns (udult ur ,juvenile) 

None ••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••.••••••• , .••••••• t ••••• \I ••••• 

Cna ••••••.••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Two or Three 
Four or Nore ............................ , ............ , ........... . 

Prior commitmonts of morC than 30 days (uulIlt or juvenile) 

+3 
+2 
+l 
o 

None •.•••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••• +2 
One Qr two ••••••••••• , ••••• , ••••••••••••••••• t • t t , •••••••••••••••• 

Three or lUore ....................... , -. ..•.. t •••••• , •••••••••••• , ••• 

Age at instant offensc* 

26 or 
20-25 

older ................................ t •• t •••••••• , ••••••••••• 

19 or younger ••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Recent conunitmont free period during last 3 years 

No prior conunitment more than 30 dnyn (adult or juvenile), or 
released to the conununlty at least 3 years before conunisslon o( 

+l 
o 

+2 
+l 
o 

the instant offanse ............................................... +1 
"Othcrw!sall 

•••••••••••••••• , ................... t ••••••• t •• t •• t • • • • • 0 

Probation or parole or confinement escape stntus thIs time 

No ••••• ~ •. t •••••••••••• t •• t •••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••• •••••••••• +1 
Yes" ......... ,...................................................... 0 

lIoroin or opiate dependence 

No hist.ory •..••• , .....•..•••........••.....•.•.......• , ....•..•..• +1 
11istory .••••.•... I •••••••••••••• , •••••••• •.•••••••••• , ••••••• , • • • • • 0 

*Sut if the record ahowB five or more comnlitments of more than 30 days, this 
item is scored ".Q." regardless of the nge at the time of the instant offense. 
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MICHIGj'\N DEPARlMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
ASSAULTIVE RISK SCREENING SHEET 
RUI~T'. NAM!! -

st:ftl&HED BV 

INSTRUI;TIONS, 

Crfme 
Ooscrlption 

Fits 
Robboty, 

S .. AssaIIft 
or 

Murdu 

LOCATION DATE 

SWlinQ ~I ,efl. chock ~ "yeS" or "no" at oach Item. T~I. directs you to nUXI Item. When 0 risk 
cal!lQOry Is reached at righi, circle that category. If Informstlon Is mlssill!l or conflictlll!l. circle Insultlcient In· 
fotfJ\lt!on,box and refer to classiiicotion director. See definitions on rever", side. 

NOTICE OF HIGH.OR VERY HIGH RISK: 

o Not Applicable 

o Sont--"'a."' .. .,--- _____ ....., ... = .. "',"' •. "'.------

ASSAULTIVE 
RtSK 

CAT,EGORV 

VERY 
HIGH 

ASSLT. 
RISK 

NOTE I If .-.IGH 
L... __ -.-__ --Iot VERY Hlntl 

rh"- notlca or 
rliN WHnlnll 

,....---1.---, ::~:~db~::~~h~ 
HIGH 

LOW 

ASSLT. 
RISK 

INSUFFICIENT 

INFORMA;ION 

In 30 dJ)," 

-

'b 

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
PROPERTY RISK. SCREENING SHEET 
HCSIOCNrs NAME 

LOCATION 

INSTRUCTIONS! Starting at left. check ~ ""yes'l (If "noil at each item. This directs you to next Item. When a risi 
C8ll!!Jory Is reached et righl. clrcl. that category. II Inrormation Is mlssin~ or conn;ctin~. circle Insufliclem " 
formation box nod refer 10 cl ... Hleation director. See definitions an r .... er .. side. 

Reported 
Juvenile 
Ftlo!lY 

NOTICE OF HIGH RISK: 

o Not Applicable 

o Sent--';:D~.'"..--------.~~::;n~ .. ;;:u:: .. -----

.. 

PROPERTY 
RISK 

CATEGORV 

HIGH 

PROPERTY 
RISK 

MIDDLE 

PROPERTY 
RISK 

LOW 

PROPERTY 
RISK 

NOTE. If HIGH, 
ncUca 0' rhk lel\;
In, MUST ba 'i!h. 
,,,Ident within II 

tNSUFFICIEHT 

INFORMATION 

( 

I 
Q 

\ 
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MICHIGAN RISK SCREENING 

Original Michigan Definition 
Property Assaultive 

Risk Risk 

High Risk 

Middle Risk 

Low Risk 

Very High Risk 
High Risk 
Middle Risk 
Low Risk 
Very Low Risk 

Very High Risk 
High Risk 
Middle Risk 
Low Risk 
Very Low Risk 

Very High Risk 
High Risk 
Middle Risk 
Low Risk 
Very Low Risk 

Current Study Definition 
Assaultive/Property 

Risk 

Very High Risk 
Very High Risk 
High Risk 
High Risk 
High Risk 

High Risk 
High Risk 
Middle Risk 
Middle Risk 
Low Risk 

Middle Risk 
Middle Risk 
Low Risk 
Low Risk 
Low Risk 
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Department 01 Hllhh end Soci.1 Sarvlc:t. 
Dlvlslo" 01 Correcllons 
Form C-502 IROII. 8/191 

IIlnl NlrM ..... 
ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT RISK 

Fi"t 

Probation Canlfol Oltl or 1",1!tUllo ... RaINie 0.10 ",Aglnt Lan Nama 
(Month. DOV. V .. rl 

Slate of Wiscomln 

Mt Client Number 

Number 

Select the appropriate answer and enter the associated weIght in the score column. Total all scores to arrive at tho risk assessment score. 

NUmber of Addre .. ChanQtl' In L.st 12 Months: • • •• • • • • •• 0 None 
{Prior to incarceration for parolees} 2 One 

Percentage of Time Employed In Last 12 Month'; ••••••••• 
(Prior to Incarceration for parolees) 

3 Two armare 

o 60% or more 
1 40%· 59% 
2 Under40lt\ 
o Not applicable 

Alcohol USlIge Problems; ....................... ~. ~. ~. 0 No lnterfereneo with functioning 
(Prior to Incarceration for parolee.) 2 Occa,ional abuse; 'Ome disruption 

of functioning 
4 Frequent abuse; •• rlous disruption; 

"eods treatment 

Other Drug U.age Problems: • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • •• a No Interferen"" with functioning 
(Prior to Incar""ratlon for parolee,) 1 Occasional abuse; ,ome disruption 

of functioning 
2 Frequent abuse; sertaus disruption; 

needs treatment 

Attitude: .••.••••.•. I • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • •• 0 Motivated to change; receptive 
to assistance 

3 Dependent or Unwilling to 
a""cpt responsibility 

6 RationaHzes behavlorj negative; 
not motivated to change 

Age at First Conviction: ............................ 0 24 or oldor 
(or Juvenile Adjudication) 2 20· 23 

4 19 or younger 

Number of Prior Periods of 
Probation/Parole Suporvision: • •••••••••••••.••••... " a None 
(Adult or Juvenile) 4 One or mar. 

Number of Prior Probation/Parole Revocations: •••••••••• 0 None 
(Adult or Juvenile) 4 On. or more 

Numoor or Prior Felony ConvlctTon.! ••••••••••••••• • •• 0 None 
(or Juvenll. AdjudicatiOns) 2 One 

4 Two armor. 

Convictions or Juvenile Adjudications for: •••••••••••••• 2 Burglary, theft, 8ulo theft, or 
(Select applicable and add for score. Do not robbary 
•• ceed a lotal of 5, Include current offens .. ) 3 Worthle .. check' or forgery 

Conviction or Juvenile Adjudication for 
AlSAuitivc Offense within Last Five Years: .. I ............. 15 Yes 
(An offense which Involves the us. of & a No 
weapon, physical forco or th. threll of forcel 

TOTAL 

o 

rl' 

SCORE 

Client's Nnrre 

Offcnsc, ________________________ _ 

Stnte of 
Oregon CIU101INAT, lI1s'ronY!RISK I\SSESS~n:l"T UNOf.:n HurE 255-35-015 

A. No priOt' felony or misderreanor convictions as an adult: or juvenile.* . 
One prior cxmviction: 
'l\-p or three prior convictions: 
Four ox:' \TOre prior 'convictions: 

B. No prior incarc:crations (i.e., executed sentences of 90 days or nore) as 
an adult: or juvenile: 
One Or t;...;o prior incarcerations: 
Three or rrore prior incarcerations: 

C. Age at: first conmit:rrent: of 90 days or nore: ** 
26 or older: 
21 to undE'x 26 : 
Under 21 : 

D. Never escaped, failed parole or probation: *** 
One incident: of the above: 
Any tl.o or rrore incidents of the above : 

E. Has no admitted or caCIllre.'ltcd heroin or opi.ate derivative abuse problem, 
or has no aclntit:ted or docl.liTeCltcd alcohol problem : 
One Or nore of the above : 

F. Verified p=riod of 3 years conviction free in tlle corrmunity prior to 
present offenSe: 
OtlleIWisC; : 

'lOrl\L HlS'l'ORY/RISK ASSI:!SSl·iE.~r SCORE: 

3 
2 
1 
0 __ 

2 
1 
o 

2 
1 
0 __ 

2 
1 
o 

1 
0 __ 

1 
0 __ _ 

*ro not count: convictions over 20 ~ears old, convictions thnt have !:cen pardoned, 
or juv.milo or adult "stutus offcnses~ (runa\~ay,.t:ruanoy, incorrigibility, drunk in p\lbl 

uIf r.o pr.ior comnibrent', use age a~ present convictioC\ .. 
H OJcnt: prolJation failure only if it resulted from an executed sentence of 90 days or not 

count: any parole failure, including parole reinstaterrent: under rule 254-175-080. 

CRIMINAL IIIS'IORY/RISK 11SSESSfolENT SCORE: . 11-9 8 -6 5 -3 
EXCELLENT G:lOD FAIR 

OFFENSE SEVERlTl( RATING: (All ranges in Categories 1-6 shown in nonths) 

Cat:egoty 1 6 6 6-10 

Ca~ty 2 6 6-10 10-14 

Categoty 3 6-10 10-14 14-20 

Categoty 4 10-16 16-22 22-30 

Categoty 5 1p-24 24-36 40-52 

Categoty 6 jO-40 44-56 60-80 

,'Categor'j 7 
: Sul:>c<Il.egoty 2 0-10 Yrs 10-13 YI:S 13-16 Yrs 
t Subcategoty 1 10-14 Yrs 1,4-19 Yrs 19-24 Yrs 

2 -0 
l'OOR 

12-18 

16-24 

22-38 

32-44 

56-72 

90-130 

16-20 ) 
24-liiL> 

* 'j'he ~UniJr.ull·l\.lnlt for lIut:tleru conttiit,tI.!u ,lfu.,r I~·\:"lthn:· 7, 1nn, nll.tll bel b>"mly-fiv(l (?'i 
as rEX1Uircd,by ORS 163.115. 
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Analysis of Predictors 
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TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

VIOLENCE RISK ASSESSMENT (19841 

Very Poor .••• 89 ••••••• 
Poor .......... 165 ...... . 

66.3% 
41.8% 
14.2% lrair ......... 148 ...... . 

Good .•....... 126 ...... . 
Excellent •••. 286 ••••••• 
MCR = .705 CPE = 1.201* 

CURRENT OFFENSE SCORE (A) 

3 · ........... 245 · ...... 
1 · .......... '. 438 · ...... 
0 · ........... 131 · ...... 
MCR .. • 232 CPE :: .137 

PRIOR VIOLENCE SCORE {B~ 

5 · ........... 63 · ....... 
3 · ........... 199 · ...... 
0 · ........... 552 · ...... 
MCR .. .399 CPE = .569 

STREET TIME SCORE (C) 

3 185 · ........... · ....... 
2 · ........... 309 · ...... 
1 · ........... 94 · ...... 
0 · ........... 226 

• •••• II • 

MCR .. .369 CPE = • 291 

7.1% 
1.8% 

28.6% 
19.4% 

6.1% 

65.1% 
29.2% 
11.6% 

36.2% 
22.3% 
11. 7% 

7.1% 

*For a discussion of CPE (the 
Coefficient of Predictive 
Efficiency) see Fischer, 1984d. 

rl' 

POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE 
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS 

TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

CRIHINAL HISTORY SCORE (D) 

6 •••••••••••• 95. " " . . .. 44.2% 
5 •••••• " ••.• " 164 ....... 35.4% 
1 ......•..... 147 ..... ,," 19.0% 
o ............ 408 ......• 8.6% 
MCR = .442 CPE = .457 

CURRENT ESCAPE SCORE (E) 

4 .•.••.•.•... 54. • . • • .• 38. 9?' 
2 .".......... 26. . . . . .. 46.2% 
o ........ " ... 734 ....... 17.7% 
HCR = .130 CPE = .125 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE SCORE (F) 

7 •••••••••••• 48 ...... . 
4 •••••••••••• 121 .. "." .. 
1 •.•. "." •• "". 433 ...... . 
o ••.•.••••••• 212 ...... . 
MCR = .284 CPE = .253 

52.1% 
30.6% 
17.8% 
11.3% 

TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

PRIOR CONVICTION FOR FELONY AGAINST 
PERSONS IN LAST FIVE YEARS STREET TIME 

Yes .•.•••..•• 108 .••.•.• 43.5% 
No •.•••.•.••• 706 ....•.. 16.4% 
MCR = .194 CPE = .211 

PRIOR VIOLENCE SCORE (Raw) = 35+ 

Yes •••.••.•.• 150 •.•.••. 50.7% 
No •••.•.•.••• 664 .•.•..• 13.1% 
MCR = .352 CPE = .534 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE SCORE = 7 

MCR = .118 CPE = .16Z 

Yes .•••••.••. 48 ••••••• 52.1% 
No ........... 766 ....... 18.0% 

X-SCORE 

9+ ........... 62.t •••••• 

8 •••••••••••• 39 ...... . 
CURRENT CONVICTION FOR VIOLENT FELONY 6-7 ....••..•. 127 .••...• 

4-5 ........... 193 ...... . 

66.1% 
51.3% 
31.5% 
17.1% Yes .......... 231 ." .... . 28.1% 

No , ............ 583 ••••... 16.8% 
MCR = .144 CPE = .066 

CURRENT CONVICTION FOR ESCAPE, ETC • 

Yes ••.•••••.• 54 ••••••• 38.9% 
No ·••• •.•.••• ,·,760 ..•••.• 18. 7% 
MCR ~ .078 CrB = .067 

3 •••••••••••• 198 .. "",, .. 
1-2 .......... 140 ...... . 
o •••••••.•.•. 55 ...... . 
MCR ~ .552 CPE ~ .782 

9.6% 
6.4% 
1.8% 

; 
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TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

Y-SCORE 

9+ ........... 105 ...... . 
7 -8 ........... 61 ...... . 
4-6 .......... 205 ...... . 
2-3 .......... 68 ...... . 
1 ..........•. 258 ...... . 
o •••••••••••• 117 ...... . 
MCR == .539 CPE == .613 

CURRENT SENTENCE (Years) 

15+ ......... . 102 ....... 
10-14 .•.•.•.• 305 •••...• 
5-9 .......... 258 ...... . 
0-4 .......... 149 ...... . 
MCR == .157 CPE = .069 

TYPE OF RELEASE 

47.6% 
37.7% 
28.3% 
19.1% 

6.6% 
1. 7% 

22.6% 
25.9% 
14.7% 
15.4% 

Discharge •••• 237 •••...• 23.6% 
Parole ••••••. 577 •.••... 18.5% 
MCR == .066 CPE == .012 

TIME SERVED (Years) 

4+ ........... 95 ...... . 
3-4 .......... 78 ...... . 
2-3 .......... 173 ...... . 
1-2 .......... 300 ...... . 
0-1 .......... 168 ...... . 
MCR == .248 CPE == .138 

33.7% 
29.5% 
23.7% 
15.7% 
11.9% 

POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE 
AN ANALYSTS OF PREDICTORS 

(continued) 

TOTAL ,'l POST-RELEASE 
CASES VIOLENCE 

CURRENT WORK RELEASES 

2+ .•.•.••...• 31 ...•.•. 38.7% 
1 •..•..•••. ,. 334 ..•.••• 17.1% 
o ............ 449 .••..•• 20.9% 
MCR == .028 CPE == .045 

MAJOR REPORTS (Misconduct) 

6+ ......••.•. 81 •..•.•• 49.4% 
4-5 ••.••....• 53. . . • • •. 34.0% 
3 .....•.•.•.. 63. • • . . .. 27.0% 
1-2' .......•.. 201 •...... 15.5%. 
o ••••••••.•.. 416 ...•.•• 13. 7 % 
MCR ~ .292 CPE == .324 

TIME LOST (Days) 

42+ .•••..•.•. 100 •...•.. 49.0% 
14-41 .•...... 63 ••....• 34.9% 
1-13 .•.•••••. 112 ..••••. 16.1% 
o •.•.•••••••• 539 •....•. 13.7% 
MCR = .303 CPE == .371 

CURRENT PRISON ESCAPES 

2+ ........... 11 ...... . 
1 ............ 68 ...... . 
o .......•.... 735 ...... . 
MCR == .081 CPE == .062 

f ( J 

54.5% 
29.4% 
18.6% 

TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

CURRENT HORK RELEASE REVOCATIONS 

1+ ........... 71 ....•.. 26.8% 
o ••.••••....• 743 ••..•.• 19.4% 
MCR == • 037 CPE = • 015 

CO~WITTING INSTITUTION 

Men's Reform. 472 ••.•••• 
State Penitent 295 •.••••• 
{vomen's Reform. 44 ..•••.. 
HCR == .085 CPE == .026 

RELEASING INSTITUTION 

Sec. Med. Fac. 7 · ....... 
State Penitent 152 · ...... 
Men's Reform. 131 · ...... 
Halfway House 227 · ...... 
John Bennett 27 · ...... 
Riverview ReI. 204 · ...... 
Homen's Reform. 26 · ...... 
Medium Sec. U. 40 · ...... MCR == . 247 CPE == .131 

22.0% 
18.6% 

9.1% 

42.9% 
28.3% 
28.2% 
18.9% 
18. 5:~ 
13.7% 
7.7% 
5.0% 

PRE-COMMITMENT ~fENTAL HEALTH EVAt. 

Yes .......... 123 ....• ' .. . 
No ........... 691 ...... . 
MCR == .026 CPE == .003 

rJ 

22.8% 
19.5% 

hi 
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TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

POST-COMMITMENT MENTAL HEALTH EVAL
UATION (Oakdale) 

Yes .••.• It • • •• 185 
No .•.•..•...• 629 

. . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . 
MCR = .044 CPE = .011 

FINAL OAKDALE EVALUATION 

23.2% 
19.1% 

Negative..... 61 ....... 24.6% 
Neutral/Posit. 124 ••••••. 22.6% 
--------------------------------
Improvement •• 105 •••••.• 28.6% 
No Improvement 39 •••.••. 15.4% 

CRIME AGAINST PERSONS 

Yes ••..•.•••• 278 •••.••• 26.3% 
No ••.••••..•• 536 •..•.•. 16.8% 
MCR = .133 CPE = ,,055 

CURRENT WEAPON USE 

Knife . . . . . . . . 34 
Firearm ...... 129 
Other Weapon 68 
None . . . . . . . . . 583 
MCR = .127 CPE = 

PLEA BARGAINING 

Yes •••••••••• 307 
No ••..••..••• 507 

· ...... · ...... 
· ...... 
· .... ~ . 

.065 

· ..... . · ..... . 
MCR = .065 CPE = .012 

38.2% 
26.4% 
20.6% 
17.5% 

22.8% 
18.3% 

POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE 
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS 

(continued) 

TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

SEX 

Male ......... 767 .. & •••• 

Female .e ..... 47 ...... . 
MCR ~ .041 CPE = .020 

RACE 

20.7% 
8.5% 

American Ind. 12 •.•.•.. 41.7% 
Black •••..••. 127 ..••..• 38.6% 
Hispanic .•••. 16 .••.••. 37.5% 
White ...••... 659 ..•••.• 15.6% 
MCR = .222 CPE = .206 

PRIOR ESCAPES 

2+ ..... "..... 41. . . . . .. 39.0% 
1 ............ 95. . . • . .. 28.4% 
o ............ 678 •..••.. ,17.7% 
MCR = .125 CPE = .079 

PRIOR PROBATION REVOCATIONS 

1+ •••.••.•••. 149 ..••. 0. 24.2% 
o ••••••••..•• 665 ..... Q. 19.1% 
MCR = .047 CPE = .013 

PRIOR PAROLE REVOCATIONS 

1+ ........... 157 'I •••••• 31.2% 
o ............ 657 •..•..• 17.4% 
MCR = .135 CPE = .080 

TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

PRIOR ADULT COMMITMENTS 

4+ ........... 46 · ....... 21. 7% 
3 · ........... 30 · ...... 23.3% 
2 · .. " ........ 44 · ...... 25.0% 
1 • •••• II •••••• 114 · ...... 23.7% 
0 · ........... 580 · ...... 18.6% 
HCR = . 062 CPE = .013 

PRIOR ADULT FELONY CONVICTIONS 

4+ ........... 83 · ...... 22.9% 
3 · ........... 58 · ...... 24.1% 
2 · ........... 91 · ....... 20.9% 
1 · ........... 209 · ...... 23.0% 
0 · ........... 373 · ...... 16.9% 
MCR = .089 CPE = .025 

PRIOR ADULT CONVICTIONS 

7+ ........... 134 ....... 24.6% 
5-6 .•.....••• 80 •...•.. 16.2% 
3-4 •..•.•..•• 173 ....... 19.1% 
1-2 ........ ~I. 253 .. e- •••• 22.1% 
o ••••••.••.•• 174 ....... 16.1% 
MCR = .073 CPE = .079 

JUVENILE COHHITMENTS 

4+ ........... 20 · ...... 60.0% 
3 · ........... 39 · ...... 33.3% 
2 · ........... 38 · ...... 29.0% 
1 · ............ 116 · ...... 35.3% 
0 · ........... 601 · ... " .. 14.3% 
MCR = .273 CPE = .272 
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TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

JUVENILE FELONY CONVICTIONS 

4+ ............. 35.. .. . . .. .... 57.1% 
3 ........................ 26.. .. .. .. .. .... 38 .. 5% 
2 ........................ 70 .............. 38.6% 
1 •••••••••.•• 140 ••••••• 23.6% 
o ..•......... 543 •••..•. 13.4% 
MCR = .314 CPE = .329 

PRIOR COMMITMENTS 

4+ ...................... 93 .............. 33.3% 
3 ........................ 56.. .. .. .. .. .... 23 .. 2% 
2 8_ ........... 71 ....... 31.0% 
1 ........................ 135 .............. 24 .. 4% 
o ............ 459 ••.••.• 13.9% 
MeR = .236 CPE = .133 

PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS 

5+ ...................... 93 ............ .. 
4 ........................ 58 ............ .. 
3 ....................... 95 ............ .. 
2 ........................ 120 ............ .. 
1 .......... to .. .. .. .. .... 196 ........... .. 
o ....................... 252 ............ .. 
MCR = .311 CPE = .196 

PRIOR CONVICTIONS 

8+ .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 161 .............. 
6-7 .................... 86 .. ............ 
4-5 .................... 160 .. ............ 
2-3 .................... 201 .. ............ 
1 ........................ 107 .. ............ 

(5/ 

34.4% 
25.9% 
30.5% 
26.7% 
15.8% 

9.5% 

28.6% 
25.6% 
21.9% 
20.9% 
13.1% 

POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE 
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS 

(continued) 

TOTAL POST-RELEASE 
CASES VIOLENCE 

PRIOR CONVICTIONS (continued) 

o ....................... 99.. .. .. .. .. .. 4 .. 0% 
MCR = .243 CPE = .142 

AGE AT FIRST COMMITMENT 

0-15 ..•.•••.. 120 ••...• 
16-19 •••.•••• 230 ••..•• 
20~23 •••••••• 217 •••.•• 
24-39 ••..•••• 210 ...•.. 
4D-t- ................... 37 .......... .. 
MCR = .427 CPE = .390 

AGE AT FIRST CONVICTION 

0-14 . . . . . . . . . 150 · ...... 
15-16 · ....... 171 Q ..... 1(1 

17-18 · ........... 165 · ., . " .. 
19-24 • .... 111 ••• 235 · ...... 
25-29 · ....... 44 · ..... 
30+ .. . . .. . . . .. . . 48 · ...... 
HCR = .243 CPE = .142 

AGE AT FIRST ARREST 

0-14 ••••.•••• 253 •••••• 
15-16 •.••••.• 191 •.•••. 
17-18 •••••••. 143 •...•• 
19-29 .•.••••• 184 •••..• 
30+ ............ 41., .... .. 
HCR = .343 CPE = .251 

42.5% 
27.4% 
15.7% 

6.7% 
2.7% 

39.3% 
25.7% 
20.0% 
10.6% 

4.5% 
0.0% 

31.2% 
25.1% 
13.3% 

9.2% 
0.0% 

:j 

-. 

TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

MONTHS EMPLOYED LAST TWO YEARS 

0-3 ............. 144 .......... . 
4-6 .................. 116 ......... . 
7-12 •••.•.••. 213 •...••• 
13-23 ••....•. 234 ..••••. 
24 ............... 1,07 ........ . 
MCR = .325 CPE = .244 

PRE-TRIAL CONDITION 

Jail Detention 395 · ....... 
Unknown . . . . . .. 90 ........ 
Release with 

Services . . 124 · ....... 
Bail Bond ... .. 153 · ...... 
Release on 

34.0% 
27.6% 
20.7% 
15.8% 
1. 9% 

25.3% 
23.3% 

15.3% 
13.1% 

Recognizance 52 .•..••• 5.8% 
MeR = .205 CPE = .102 

CURRENT CONNITHENT TYPE 

Probation Vio
lator w'ith 
New Sentence 60 

Direct Court 
Commitment 506 

Probation Vio
lator with-
out New 

......... 

Sentence 103 .•.•... 
M~R = .076 CPE = .026 

30.0% 

19.4% 

15.6% 

---1 
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TOTAL 
CASES 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

AGE AT CURRENT COHHITMENT 

0-17 ........ . 
18 .......... . 
19 .......... . 

15 ...... . 
59 
63 

....... . ...... . 
20-23 ........ 2~\9 ••••••• 
24-27 .•••..•. 147 .. " •.•• 
28+ .......... 281 ...... . 
MCR = • 288 CPE = .197 

AGE AT CURRENT RELEASE 

46.7% 
39.0% 
3,1.8% 
22.5% 
16.3% 
11. 7% 

0-19 •.•••.••• 28 •••••.• 39.3% 
20-24 .••.••.• 296 ••••••• 25.0% 
25-29 ........ 206 ....... 20.4% 
30+ •••...••.• 284 .••••.• 12.7% 
MCR = .208 CPE = .105 

POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE 
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS 

(continued) 
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TOTAL POST-RELEASE 
CASES VIOLENCE 

89 
62 
63 
20 
35 
11 
48 
39 

150 
81 

100 
105 
15 
95 

108 

120 
165 

80 
28 

150 
59 
41 
31 

155 
96 
34 
61 

185 
164 

63 
93 

403 
53 

66.3% 
66.1% 
65.1% 
60.0% 
57.1% 
54.5% 
52.1% 
51.3% 
50.7% 
49.4% 
49.0% 
47.6% 
46.7% 
44.2% 
43.5% 

42.5% 
41.8% 
41.3% 
39.3% 
39.3% 
39.0% 
39.0% 
38.7% 
38.7% 
38.5% 
38.2% 
37.7% 
36.2% 
35.4% 
34.9% 
34.4% 
34.2% 
34.0% 

• 

RATES OF POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE 
RANK ORDERING BY OFFENDER CATEGORY 

OFFENDER 
CATEGORY 

. Very Poor Violence Risk (1984 ) 
X-Score = 9+ 
Prior Violence Score (B) = 5 
4+ Juvenile Commitments 
4+ Juvenile Felony Convictions 
2+ Current Prison Escapes 
Substance Abuse Score (F) = 7 
X-Score = 8 
Prior Violence Score (Raw) = 35+ 
6+ Major Reports (Misconduct) 
6+ Weeks Time Lost (Misconduct) 
Y-Score = 9+ 
Age 0-17 at Current Commitment 
Criminal History Score (D) = 6 
Prior Conviction for Felony Agt. 
Persons in Last 5 Yrs. Street Time 
Age 0-15 at First Commitment 
Poor Violence Risk (1984) 
Current Escape Score (E) = 2+ 
Age 0-19 at Current Release 
Age 0-14 at First Conviction 
Age 18 at Current Cpmmitment 
2+ Prior Escapes 
2+ Current Hork Releases 
Race Non-White 
2-3 Juvenile Felony Convictions 
Current Use of Knife 
Y-Score = 7-8 
Street Time Score (C) = 3 
Criminal History Score (D) = 5 
2-6 Heeks Time Lost (Misconduct) 
5+ Prior Felony Convictions 
Serious Offender (1984) 
4-5 Major Reports (Misconduct) 

TOTAL 
CASES 

144 
95 

193 
93 
63 

127 
157 
253 
121 

60 

78 
68 

199 
245 
290 
161 

95 
205 
231 
273 
127 
116 
230 
63 
71 

129 
278 
171 

86 
395 
191 
407 
296 

POST-RELEASE 
VIOLENCE 

34.0% 
33.7% 
33.7% 
33.3% 
31.8% 
31.5% 
31.2% 
31.2% 
30.6% 
30.0% 

29.5% 
2,9.4% 
29.2% 
28.6% 
28.6% 
28.6% 
28.4% 
28.3% 
28.1% 
27.8% 
27.6% 
27.6% 
27.4% 
27.0% 
26.8% 
26.4% 
26.3% 
25.7% 
25.6% 
25.3% 
25.1% 
25.1% 
25.0% 

OFFENDER 
CATEGORY 

0-3 Months Employed Last 2 Years 
4+ Years Served (Current Sentence) 
1-3 Juvenile Cornnitments 
4+ Prior Commitments 
Age 19 at Current Commitment 
X-Score = 6-7 
1+ Prior Parole Revocations 
Age 0-14 at First Arrest 
Substance Abuse Score (F) = 4 
Probation Violator with New 

Sentence 
3-4 Years Served (Current Sentence) 
1 Current Prison Escape 
Prior Violence Score (B) = 3 
Current Offense Score (A) = 3 
Released from Naximum Security 
8+ Prior Convictions 
1 Prior Escape 
Y-Score = 4-6 
Current Conviction for Violent Felony 
2-4 Prior Felony Convictions 
2-3 Prior Commitments 
4-6 Non[;il~ Employed Last 2 Years 
Age 16-19 at First Commitment 
3 Najor Rp;ports (Misconduct) 
1+ Current 1<lork Release Revocations 
Current Use of Firearm 
Current Offense Against Person(s) 
Age 15-16 at First Conviction 
6-7 Prior Convictions 
Pre-Trial Jail Detention 
Age 15-16 at First Arrest 
Current Sentence 10+ Years 
Age 20-24 at Current Release 

, 
\ 
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TOTAL POST-RELEASE 
CASES VIOLENCE 

61 24.6% 
134 24.6% 
135 24.4% 
149 24.2% 
173 23.7% 
237 23.6% 
140 23.6% 
234 23.5% 
185 23.2% 
307 22.8% 
123 22.8% 
441 22.7% 
124 22.6% 
249 22.5% 
309 22.3% 
472 22.0% 
361 21.3% 
506 21.1% 
449 20.9% 
213 20.7% 
767 20.7% 

68 20.6% 
206 20.4% 
165 20.0% 
814 20.0% 
691 19.5% 
438 19.4% 
506 19.4% 
743 19.4% 
665 19.1% 

68 19.1% 
629 19.1% 

\ 
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RATES OF POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE 
RANK ORDERING BY OFFENDER CATEGORY 

(continued) 

OFFENDER 
CATEGORY TOTAL POST-RELEASE 

CASES VIOLENCE 

Negative Oakdale Evaluation 147 
7+ Prior Adult Convictions 227 
1 Prior Commitment 735 
1+ Prior Probation Revocations 580 
2-3 Years Served (Current Sentence) 295 
Released by Expiration of Sentence 577 
1 Juvenile Felony Conviction 27 
1+ Prior Adult Commitments 507 
1+ Oakdale Evaluations 433 
Current Plea Bargaining 678 
Pre-Commitment Mental Health Eval. 734 
1+ Prior Adult Felony Convictions 583 
Positive/Neutral Oakdale Evaluation 657 
Age 20-23 at Current Commitment 193 
Street Time Score (C) = 2 334 
Committed to Men's Reformatory 373 
2-5 Prior Convictions 536 
1-6 Prior Adult Convictions 583 
No Current Work Release 706 
7-12 Months. Employed Last 2 Years 
Male 147 
Current Weapon Use (axe, feet, etc.) 174 
Age 25-29 at Current Release 157 
Age 17-18 at First Conviction 196 
ALL OFFENDERS 234 
No Pre-Commitment Mental Health Eval.300 
Current Offense Score (A) = 1 217 
Direct Court Commitment 103 
No Current Work Release Revocation 
No Prior Probation Revocation 659 
Y-Score = 2-3 124 
No Oakdale Evaluation 407 

« 

19.0% 
18.9% 
18.6% 
18.6% 
18.6% 
18.5% 
18.5% 
18.3% 
17.8% 
17.7% 
17.7% 
17 .. 5% 
17.4% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
16.9% 
16.8% 
16.8% 
16.4% 

16.3% 
16.1% 
15.9% 
15.8% 
15.8% 
15.7% 
15.7% 
15.6% 

15.6% 
15.3% 
15.0% 

OFFENDER 
CATEGORY 

Criminal History Score (D) = ]. 
Released from Halfway House 
No Current Prison Escape 
No Prior Adult Commitment 
Committed to State Penitentiary 
Released by Parole 
Released from John Bennett Carr. Ctr. 
No Plea Bargaining 
Substance Abuse Score (F) = 1 
No Prior Escape 
Current Escape Score (E) = 0 
No Current Weapon Use 
No Prior Parole Revocation 
X-Score = 4-5 
1 Current Work Release 
No Prior Adult Felony Conviction 
Current Offense Not Against Person(s) 
No Current Conviction for Violent Fel. 
No Prior Conviction for Felony Agt. 
Persons in Last 5 Yrs. Street Time 
Age 24-27 at Current Commitment 
No Prior Adult Conviction 
Fair Violence Risk (1984) 
1 Prior Felony Conviction 
13-23 Months Employed Last 2 Years 
1-2 Years Served (Current Sentence) 
Age 20-23 at First Commitment 
Probation Violator w'ithout New 
Sentence 
Race White 
Pre-Trial Release with Services 
Cu~rent Sentence 0-9 Years 
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RATES OF POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE 
RANK ORDERING BY OFFE~DER CATEGORY 

(continued) 

TOTAL POST-RELEASE OFFENDER 
CASES ~NCE CATEGORY TOTAL 

CASES 
POST-RELEASE 

617 
601 
651 
459 
204 
543 
143 
107 
153 
664 
284 
168 
281 

94 
552 
212 
235 
198 
252 
184 

44 
408 

47 
26 

126 
226 
210 
258 
140 
131 
411 
52 

14.3% 
14.3% 
14.1% 
13.9% 
13.7% 
13.4% 
13.3% 
13.1% 
13.1% 
13.1% 
12.7% 
11.9% 
11. 7% 
11. 7% 
11.6% 
11.3% 
10.6% 

9.6% 
9.5% 
9.2% 
9.1% 
8.6% 
8.5% 
7.7% 
7.1% 
7.1% 
6.7% 
6.6% 
6.4% 
6.1% 
6.1% 
5.8% 

0-2 Major Reports (Misconduct) 
No Juvenile Commitment 
0-2 Weeks Time Lost (Misconduct) 
No Prior Commitment 
Released from Riverview ReI. Ctr. 
No Juvenile Felony Conviction 
Age 17-18 at First Arrest 
1 Prior Conviction 
Pre-Trial Release on Bail Bond 
Prior Violence Score (Raw) = 0-34 
Age 30+ at Current Release 
0-1 Years Served (Current Sentence) 
Age 28+ at Current Commitment 
Street Time Score (C) = 1 
Prior Violence Score (B) = 0 
Substance Abuse Score (F) = 0 
Age 19-24 at First Conviction 
X-Score = 3 
No Prior Felony Conviction 
Age 19-29 at First Arrest 
Committed to Women's Reformatory 
Criminal History Score (D) = 0 
Female 
Released from Women's Reformatory 
Good Violence Risk (1984) 
Street Time Score (C) = 0 
Age 24-39 at First Commitment 
Y-Score = 1 
X-Score = 1-2 
Current Offense Score (A) = 0 
Not a Serious Offender 
Pre-Trial Release on Recognizance 

.. 

VIOLENCE 

40 5.0% 
44 4.5% 
99 4.0% 
37 2.7% 

107 1. 9% 
55 1.8% 

117 1. 7% 
286 .1. 7% 
41 0.0% 
48 0.0% 

OFFENDER 
CATEGORY 

Released from Medium Sec. Unit 
Age 25-29 a.t First Conviction 
No Prior Conviction 
Age 40+ at First Commitment 
24 Months Employed Last 2 Ye.ars 
X-Score = 0 
Y-Score = 0 
Excellent Violence Risk (1984) 
Age 30+ at First Arrest 
Age 30+ at First Conviction 

' . 
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TOTAL 
CASES 

NEW PRISON 
SENTENCr~ 

GENERAL RISK ASSESSMENT (1984) 

Very Poor .... 140 . ..... 68.6% 
Poor ........... 247 .. ...... 47.8% 
Good ............. 153 . ...... 18.3% 
Excellent ........ 274 .. .......... 5.5% 
MCR = . 608 CPE = .573 

CURRENT OFFENSE SCORE ~A~ 

2 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. . 507 .. ........ 40.2% 
1 · ................ 189 .. . .. . .. . 21. 7% 
0 • ••• II •••• II •• 118 II •• II •• 10.2% 
HCR = . 268 CPE = .135 

PRIOR VIOLENCE SCORE (B} 

4 • II • II ••• II •••• 63 II •• II •• 58.7% 
2 II • II II •• II II II ~ •• 199 ••.••. ' 43. 7% 
0 II II • II II II II • II II • II 552 II • II •• II 24.1% 
HCR = .247 C'PE = .131 

STREET TIME SCORE ~C~ 

3 • • II II • II II II II II II • 185 II II II • II II 56.2% 
2 II II II II II II II II II • II II 309 II II II • II II 34.0% 
1 • II II II II II II II II • II • 94 • II II II •• 18.1% 
0 • II II II II II •• II II II II 226 II. II II II • II 13.7% 
MCR = .397 CPE = .251 

*New prison sentence for 
"safety" crime. 

RECID1VISM = NEW PRISON SENTENCE* 
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS 

TOTAL 
CASES 

NEW PRISON 
SENTENCE 

CRIMINAL HISTORY SCORE (D) 

6 · ........... 95 · ..... 67.4% 
3 · .............. 164 · ...... 50.6% 
1 · .............. 147 .. .......... 32.0% 
0 .. .................. 408 .. ......... 15.4% 
MCR = .458 CPE = .354 

CURRENT ESCAPE SCORE (E~ 

3 ................. 54 · ........ 50.0% 
1 .................... 26 · ..... 57.7% 
0 II • II • II •••••• 1 734 • •••• II 29.3% 
MCR = .095 CPE = .048 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE SCORE (F) 

5 • • II II II ••• II ••• 48 · ..... 56.2% 
l. II II • II • II • II • II II • 78 II II II II II • 55.1% 
3 • •••• II II ••• II • 43 • II II • II II 34.9% 
2 II II II •• II •• II II II II 55 II II II II • II 38.2% 
1 II •• II II II II • II II II • 378 II II • II II II 28.0% 
0 II II •• II •••• II • II 212 II • II II • II 21.2% 
MCR = .255 CPE; = .125 

X-SCORE 

6+ II • II II II II II II II II II 1,60 II II II II II II 60.0% 
5 II II II • II II II II II. II •• 1.28 II II II II II II 51. 6% 
4 II • II • II II II II II •• II 195 II II II •• II 28.7% 
2-3 • II ••• II II II II II 216 • II • II II • 16.7% 
0-1 II II • II • II • II II II 115 II II II II II II 2.6% 
MCR = .493 CPE = .403 

TOTAL 
CASES 

NEW PRISON 
SENTENCE 

Y-SCORE 

8+ . .......... 78 · ....... 62.8% 
7 · ................ 55 · ..... 63.6% 
'0 .. It I:t .................. 39 .. .......... 53.8% 
5 .. ..................... 42 .. ....... 42.9% 
3-4 ................... 165 .. ..... 46.7% 
2 · .................... 85 · ......... 25.9% 
1 • • III ................. 233 .. .... " . 11.2% 
0 ..................... 117 .. ........ 7.7% 
MCR = .538 CPE = .444 

, 
CURRENT SENTENCE (Years~ 

15+ • • II II II II II •• II 102 II • II • II • 32.4% 
10-14 • II II ••••• 305 • II ••• II 40.0% 
5-9 ....... II II •• 258 • II •• II • 22.9% 
0-4 to • II II II • II II • II 149 II II ••• II 28.9% 
MCR = .151 CPE = .044 

TYPE OF RELEASE 

Discharge .... 237 II II II II •• 34.6% 
Parole • II II II II II II 577 • •• II • II 30.3% 
HCR = .Olt1 CPE = .003 

TIME SERVED (Years) 

4+ II • II II II II II II II II • 95 • •••• II 37.9% 
3-4 II • II II • II II .. II II 78 II •• II • II 43.6% 
2-3 • II •••• II ('I • II 173 II •• II II • 34.7% 
1-2 II II II II II rr II II II II 300 • II " • II • 

30.3% 
0-1 II •• II II II'~ II II II 168 • • II II II II 21.4% 
MCR = .161 C?E ~ .041 
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TOTAL 
CASES 

CURRENT WORK RELEASES 

NElv PRISON 
SENTENCE 

2+ ..•.•...... 31 •••• " 54.8% 
1 ..•.•.•..••• 334 •••..• 29.3% 
o ·········· .. 449 ...•.. 31.6% 
MCR = .066 CPE = .021 

~UUOR REPORTS (MisconductL 

5+ ........... 99 · ..... 53.5% 2-4 .... , ...... 177 · ..... 39.5% 1 ............ 122 · ..... 27.0% 0 ............ 416 · ..... 24.3% HCR = .231 CPE = .101 

TIME LOST (Days) 

21+ . . . . . . . . . . 136 · ..... 53.7% 14-20 . . . . . . . . 27 · ..... 37.0% 1-13 . . . . . . . . . 112 · ..... 27.7% 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . 539 · ..... 26.5% MCR = • 189 CPE = .101 

CURRENT PRISON ESCAPES 

1+ .......... . 
o •••••••••••• 79 •.••.• 44.3% 

735 ••..•• 30.2% 
MCR = .057 CPE = .017 

£URRENT WORK RELEASE REVOCATIONS 

1+ •..•••••••• 71 •••••• 46.5% 
o ............ 743 .••••. 30.2% 
MCR = .060 CPE = .025 

-c 

RECIDIVI~M = NEW PRISON SENTENCE 
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS 

(continued) 

TOTAL 
CASES 

COMMITTING INSTITUTION 

NEW PRISON 
SENTENCE 

Men's Reform. 472 ..•... 35.8% 
State Peniten. 298 ..•..• 25.5% 
Women's Reform. 44 .....• 27.3% 
MCR = .104 CPE = .025 

RELEASING INSTITUTION 

Men's Reform. 131. . . . .. 41. 2% 
State Peniten. 152 .••... 37.5% 
Homen's Reform. 26 .•.•.. 34. 6~~ 
Riverview ReI. 204 .•..•. 28.9% . 
Sec. Med. Fac. 7 •.•.•• 28.6% 
Halfway House 227 ...•.. 28.6% 
Medium Sec. U. 40 .•...• 20.0% 
John Bennett 27 ...•.. 11.1% 
MCR = .162 CPE = .045 

PRE-COMHITMENT MENTAL HEALTH EVAL. 

Yes .•••.•..•• 123 ...••. 29.3% 
No .•..•.•..•. 691 ....•. 32.0% 
MCR = .016 CPE = .002 

POST-COMMITMENT MENTAL HEALTH 
EVALUATION (Oakdale) 

Yes .•..•...•• 185 ..•.•. 
No .'.......... 629 •.•... 31.4% 

31.6% 

h 

TOTAL 
CASES 

NEW PRISON 
SENTENCE 

FINAL OAKDALE EVALUATION 

Negative ....• 61 •... " 31.1% 
Neutral/posit. 124 •.•..• 31.5% 
-------------------------------
Improvement " 105 .....• 36.2% 
No Improvement 39 •....• 25.6% 

CRIME AGAINST PERSONS 

Yes •......... 278 ..••.• 29.5% 
No ....•.•.•.. 536 ..••.• 32. 6% 
HCR = • 033 CPE = • 000 

CURRENT {vEAPON USE 

Knife . . . . . . . . 34 · ..... Firearm . . . . . . 129 · ... " . Other lveapon 68 · ..... None . . . . . . . . . 583 · ..... MCR = .039 CPE = .016 

PLEA BARGAINIl-l'Q 

Yes •••.....•. 307 ...... 
No ••••••..••• 507 
HCR = .041 CPE = .005 

. ..... 

41.2% 
32.6% 
19.1% 
32.2% 

33.9% 
30.2% 

MCR = .000 CPE = .000 
Male ••••..... 767 .• , ••• 
Female .....•. 47 .•.•.• 
MCR = .016 CPE = .000 

31. 9% 
25.5% 

, 
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American Ind. 
Black . . . . . . . . 
Hispanic . . . . . 
White . . . . . . . . 

TOTAL 
CASES 

NEW PRISON 
SENTENCE 

12 · ..... 66.7% 
127 · ..... 51. 2% 
16 · ..... 25.0% 

659 · ..... 27.3% MCR == .160 CPE == .077 

PRIOR ESCAPES 

1+ .••..•••••• 136 •.••.• 52.2% 
o •••••••.•••• 678 •.•.•• 27.4% 
MCR == .161 CPE == .084 

PRIOR PROBATION REVOCATIONS 

1+ ··•·••·· ••. 149 .•.••• 42.3% 
o ............ 665 .•..•• 29.2% 
MCR = .091 CPE == .028 

PRIOR PAROLE REVOCATIq~ 

1+ ••••••••••• 157 'It"'»' 
o •••••••••••• 657 ..... . 
MCR == .173 CPE == .089 

PRIOR ADULT COMMITMENTS 

4+ . . . . . . . . . . . 46 
• (t •••• 3 · ........... 30 · ..... 2 · ........... 44 · ..... 1 · ........... 114 · ..... 0 · ............ 580 · ..... MCR = .075 CPE "" . 013 

51.0% 
26.9% 

28.3% 
40.0% 
43.2% 
37.7% 
29.3% 

RECIDIVISM == NEtV' PRISON SENTENCE 
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS 

(continued) 

TOTAL 
CASES 

NEW PRISON 
SENTENCE 

PRIOR ADULT FELONY CONVICTIONS 

4+ 
•••• " iii ••••• 83 · ..... 33.7% 3 · ........... 58 · ..... 41.4% 2 · ........... 91 · ..... 37.4% 1 · ........... 209 · ..... 34.9% 0 · ........... 373 · ..... 26.3% MCR == . 113 CPE == .022 

PRIOR ADULT CONVICTIONS 

36.9% 6+ •.......•.• 176 
4-5 ..•..•.... III • . . • • . 26.1% 
2-3 ."........ 21l. . .... . 
1 ............ 139 ..... . 
o ..•••.•..• ". 174 ...... . 
MCR == .104 CPE == .019 

JUVENILE COMMITMENTS 

36.5% 
31.6% 
23.6% 

4+ •..•...•... 20. . . . .. 75.0% 
3 ............ 39. . . . .. 56.4% 
1-2 ....•..•.. 154 """ 50.0% 
o ............ 601 ..•... 23.6% 
MCR == .277 CPE = .177 

JUVENILE FELONY CONVICTIONS 

4+ . . . . . . . . . . . 35 · ..... 74.3% 3 · ........... 26 · ..... 50.0% 2 · ........... 70 · ..... 52.9% 1 · ........... 140 · ..... 39.3% 0 · ........... 543 · .... ~ 23.2% MCR == .288 CPE == .186 

TOTAL 
CASES 

PRIOR COMNITMEN.!§. 

4+ 

NEW PRISON 
SENTENCE 

. ........... 93 · ..... 46.2% 3 · ........... 56 · ...... 48.2% 2 · ....... " ... 71 · ..... 49.3% 1 · ........... 135 · ..... 37.0% 0 · ........... 459 · ..... 22.2% MCR .267 == CPE == .124 

PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS 

6+ ........... 64 " .. ~, .. 5 · ........... 29 · ..... 4 · ........... 58 " ..... 3 
• •• , ••••• II •• 95 · ..... 2 · ... " ....... 120 · ..... 1 " ........... 196 · ..... 0 · ........... 252 

• • III .... MCR == . 331 CPE == .172 

PRIOR CONVICTIONS 

8+ ............ 161 ..... . 
6-7 .......... 86 .... 11" " 

4-5 ........ ". 160 ..... . 
2-3 ....... ".. 201 .0 .... .. 

1 •........ 4 •• 107 ... 4 ••• 

o ...... It • • • • • 99 ..... . 
MCR == .269 CPE == -.135 

51.6% 
41.4% 
37.9% 
44.2% 
46.7% 
27.0% 
15.5% 

41.0% 
43.0% 
33.8% 
36.8% 
17.8% 

7.1% 

, 
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TOTAL 
CASES 

NEW PRISON 
SENTENCE 

AGE AT FIRST COMMITMENT 

0-17 ......... 220 · ..... 53.6% 
18-21 · ....... 260 · ..... 34.6% 
22-29 · ....... 228 · ..... 17.1% 
30+ .......... 106 · ..... 9.4% 
MCR .. .401 CPE = .256 

AGE AT FIRST CONVICTION 

0-14 150 52.0% ••••••• lit • · ..... 
15-16 · ....... 171 · ..... 41.5% 
17-18 · ....... 165 · ..... 35.8% 
19-20 · ....... 124 · ..... 20.2% 
21-24 III 17.1% · ....... · ..... 
25-29 44 6.8% • e , ••••• · ..... 
30+ .......... 48 · ..... 2.1% 
MCR .. • 401 CPE = .229 

AGE AT FIRST ARREST 

o-J,4 ......... 253 · ..... 48.6% 
15-16 · ....... 191 · ..... 36.1% 
17-18 · ....... 143 · ..... 28.7% 
19.,,20 · ....... 78 · ..... 14.1% 
21-29 · ....... 106 · ..... 12.3% 
30+ .......... 41 · ..... 0.0% 
MCR - .387 CPE .. .228 

RECIDIVISM = NEW PRISON SENTENCE 
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS 

(continued) 

., 

TOTAL 
CASES 

NEW PRISON 
SENTENCE 

MONTHS EMPLOYED LAST TWO YF~RS 

0-6 •.••••••.• 260 •••••• 48.1% 
7-12 ••••••••• 213 •••••• 30.9% 
13-23 •••••••• 234 ••••.• 23.5% 
24 •.••••••.•• 107 •••••• 10.3% 
MCR = .326 CPE = .165 

PRE-TRIAL CONDITION 

Unknown . . . . . . 90 · ..... 
Jail Detention 395 · ..... 
Release with 

Services . . 124 · ..... 
Bail Bond . ... 153 · ..... 
Release on 

Recognizance 52 · ..... 
MCR = .218 CPE = .076 

CURRENT COMMITMENT TYPE 

Probation Vio
lator with 

46.9% 
37.7% 

21.0% 
20.3% 

17.3% 

New Felony 100 ••••.• 43.0% 
Probation Vio

lator with-
out New 82 •••••• 35.4% 
Felony 

Direct Court 
Commitment 632 •••••• 29.3% 

MCR = .087 CPE = .023 

« 

b 

TOTAL 
CASES 

NEl-l PRISON 
SENTENCE 

AGE AT CURRENT COMMITMENT 

0-19 •.••.•••• 137 
20-23 •..••••. 249 ••••.. 
24-27 •••••••• 147 •••••• 
28+ .......... 281 ..... . 
MCR = .290 CPE = .138 

AGE AT CURRENT RELEASE 

53.3% 
34.5% 
30.6% 
18.9% 

0-19 ••...•••• 28 •••••• 60.7% 
20-24 ..•••.•. 296 •.•••• 38.2% 
25-29 ••.•..•• 206 •••••. 34.5% 
30+ •.•.. Q • • •• 284 •••••• 19 • 7 % 
MCR = .231 CP,E = .098 
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TOTAL NEW PRISON 
CASES SENTENCE 

20 
35 

140 
95 

133 
28 

160 
63 

185 
126 
31 
39 

136 
220 

99 
137 
80 

136 
96 

150 
128 

64 
193 
157 
164 
155 
253 
260 
247 
220 
71 

207 
79 

302 

75.0% 
74.3% 
68.6% 
67.4% 
63.2% 
60.7% 
60.0% 
58.7% 
56 . .2% 
55.5% 
54.8% 
53.8% 
53.7% 
53.6% 
53.5% 
53.3% 
52.5% 
52.2% 
52.1% 
52.0% 
51. 6% 
51. 6% 
51.3% 
51.0% 
50.6% 
49.7% 
48.6% 
48.1% 
47.8% 
47.7% 
46.5% 
45.9% 
44.3% 
43.7% 

RECI1)!.VISM RATES 
RANK ORDERn~:G BY OFFENDER CATEGORY 

OFFENDER 
CATEGORY TOTAL NEW PRISON 

CASES SENTENCE 
4+ Juvenile Commitments 199 
4+ Juvenile Felony Convictions, 100 
Very Poor General Risk (1984) 
Criminal History Score (D) = 6 149 
Y-Score = 7+ 247 
Age 0-19 at Current Release 171 
X-Score = 6+ 34 
Prior Violence Score (B) = 4 173 
Street Time Score (C) = 3 507 
Substance Abuse Score (F) = 4+ 177 
2+ Current Work Releases 140 
Y-Score = 6 290 
3+ Weeks Time Lost (Misconduct) 296 
Age 0-17 at First Commitment 407 
5+ Major Reports (Misconduct) 395 
Age 0-19 at Current Commitment 234 
Current Escape Score (E) = 1+ 27 
1+ Prior Escapes 135 
2-3 Juvenile Felony Convictions 176 
Age 0-14 at First Conviction 98 
X-Score = 5 191 
6+ Prior Felony Convictions 441 
1-3 Juvenile Commitments 472 
1+ Prior Parole Revocations 165 
Criminal History Score (D) = 3 82 
Race Non--tYhi te 
Age 0-14 at First Arrest 361 
0-6 Months Employed Last 2 Years 173 
Poor General Risk (1984) 26 
2+ Prior Commitments 237 
1+ Current Work Release Revocations 260 
Y-Score = 3-5 249 
1+ Current Prison Escapes 206 
2-5 Prior Felony Convictions 309 

'.,..>,=......,~.'",...''''.''' ..... ,~ ".~: . 

43.7% 
43.0% 

42. 3i~ 
41. 7% 
41.5% 
41.2% 
40.5% 
40.2% 
39.5% 
39.3% 
39.0% 
38.2% 
38.1% 
37.7% 
37.2% 
37.0% 
37.0% 
36.9% 
36.8% 
36.1% 
36.0% 
35.8% 
35.8% 
35.4% 

35.4% 
34.7% 
34.6% 
34.6% 
34.6% 
34.5% 
34.5% 
34.0% 

OFFENDER 
CATEGORY 

Prior Violence Score (B) = 2 
Probation Violator with New 

Felony 
1+ Prior Probation Revocations 
6+ Prior Convictions 
Age 15-16 at First Conviction 
Current Use of Knife 
3+ Years Served (Current Sentence) 
Current Offense Score (A) = 2 
2-4 Major Reports (Misconduct) 
1 Juvenile Felony Conviction 
Released from Maximum Security 
Age 20-24 at Current Release 
Current Sentence 10+ Years 
Pre-Trial Jail Detention 
1+ Prior Adult Commitments 
2-3 Weeks Time Lost (Misconduct) 
1 Prior Commitment 
6+ Prior Adult Convictions 
Substance Abuse Score (F) = 2-3 
Age 15-16 at First Arrest 
1.+ Prior Adult Felony Convictions 
Committed to Men's Reformatory 
Age 17-18 at First Conviction 
Probation Violator without New 

Felony 
2-5 Prior Convictions 
2-3 Years Served (Current Sentence) 
Released from Women's Reformatory 
Released by Expiration of Sentence 
Age 18-21 at First Commitment 
Age 20-23 at Current Commitment 
Age 25-29 at Current Release 
Strel.:!t Time Score (C) 1= 2 
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RECIDIVISM RATES 
RANK ORDERING BY OFFENDER CATEGORY 

(continued) 

OFFENDER 
.9ATEGORY 

TOTAL 
CASES 

Plea Bargaining 378 
Current Offense Not Against Person(s) 678 
Current Use of Firearm 44 
1-5 Prior Adult Convictions 659 
No Current Weapon Use 196 
No Pre-Commitment Mental Health Eval. 657 
Criminal History Score (D) = 1 651 
Male 373 
No Current Work Releaee 85 
ALL OFFENDERS 47 
No Oakdale Evaluation 298 
Neutral/Positive Oakdale Evaluation 407 
1+ Oakdale Evaluations 538 
Negative Oakdale Evaluation 552 
7-12 Months Employed Last 2 Years 601 
Age 24-27 at Current Commitment 174 
Released by Parole 234 
1-2 Years Served (Current Sentence) 543 
No Plea Bargaining 459 
No Current Escape 189 
No Current Hork Release Revocation 168 
Cur~ent Offense Against Person(s) 212 
Direct Court Commitment 124 
No Prior Adult Commitments 153 
Pre-Commitment Mental Health Eval. 124 
1 Current Work Release 40 
Current Escape Score (E) = 0 284 
No Prior Probation Revocation 68 
Released from Riverview Rel. Ctr. 281 
Age 17-18 at First Arrest 153 
X-Score = 4 94 
Released from Halfway House 107 

c 

d 

Nm-l PRISON 
SENTENCE 

28.0% 
27.4% 
27.3% 
27.3% 
27.0% 
26.9% 
26.7% 
26.3% 
25.9% 
25.5% 
25.5% 

.25.1% 
24.9% 
24.1% 
23.6% 
23.6% 
23.5% 
23.2% 
22.2% 
21. 7% 

~. 21.4% 
21.2% 
21.0% 
20.3% 
20.2% 
20.0% 
19.7% 
19.1% 
18.9% 
18.3% 
18.1% 
17.8% 

OFFENDER 
CATEGORY 

Substance Abuse Score (F) = 1 
No Prior Escape 
Committed to Women's Reformatory 
Race Nhite 
1 Prior Felorty Conviction 
No Prior ParoiLe Revocation 
0-2 Week$ Ttrae Lost (Nisconduct) 
No Prior Adult Felony Conviction 
Y-Score = 2 
Female 
Committed to State Penitentiary 
Current Sentence 0-9 Years 
0-1 Major Reports (Misconduct) 
Prior Violence Score (B) = 0 
No Juvenile Commitment 
No Prior Adult Conviction 
13-23 Months Employed Last 2 Years 
No Juvenile Felony Conviction 
No Prior Commitment 
Current Offense Score (A) = 1 
0-1 Years Served (Current Sentence) 
Substance Abuse Score (F) = 0 
Pre-Trial Release with Services 
Pre-Trial Release on Bail Bond 
Age 19-120 at First Conviction 
Released from Medium Sec. Unit 
Age 30+ at Current Release 
Current Weapon Use (axe, feet, etc.) 
Age 28+ at Current Commitment 
Good General Risk (1984) 
Street Time Score (C) = 1 
1 Prior Conviction 

, 

\ 
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TOTAL 
CASES 

52 
III 
228 
216 
252 
408 
226 
184 
233 

27 
107 
118 
106 
117 

99 
44 

274 
115 

48 
41 

\ 

NEt~ PRISON 
SENTENCE 

17.3% 
17.1% 
17.1% 
16.7% 
15.5% 
15.4% 
13.7% 
13.1% 
11.2% 
11.1% 
10.3% 
10.2% 

9.4% 
7.7% 
7.1% 
6.8% 
5.5% 
2.6% 
2.1% 
0.0% 

~ECIDIVISM RATES 
RANK ORDERING BY OFFENDER CATEGORY 

(continued) 

OFFENDER 
CATEGORY 

Pre-Trial Release on Recognizance 
Age 21-24 at First ConViction 
Age 22-29 at First Commitment 
X .. Score = 2-3 
No Prior Felony C()nvic tion 
Criminal History Score (D) = 0 
Street Time Score (C) = 0 
Age 19-29 at First Arrest 
Y-Score = 1 
Released from John Bennett Corr. Ctr. 
24 Months Employed Last 2 Years 
Current Offense Score (A) = 0 
Age 30+ at First Commitment 
Y-Score = 0 
No Prior Conviction 
Age 25-29 at First Conviction 
Excellent General Risk (1984) 
X-Score = 0-1 
Age 30+ at First Conviction 
Age 30+ at First Arrest 

, 
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NEW VIOLENT CRIMES 
BY RELEASED OFFENDERS IN IOWA 

New charges for violent crimes charged against 332 offenders in the ~bmbined 
construction and validation samples of the Iowa recidivism study. 

VIOLENCE Rl SK ASSESSMENT CRIME TOTAL CHARGES VERY POOR POOR FAIR GOOD EXCEL~ENT "-Murder 33 15 17 0 0 Attempted Murder 34 7 24 1 2 0 Rape 44 1~ 22 4 2 2 'I Attempted Rape 4 1 3 0 0 0 
I, 

" if 

Aggravated Kidnapping 18 5 12 0 0 Kidnapping 9 4 3 1 0 
'" Aggravated Robbery 1 71 63 73 27 4 4 
I 

Robbery 62 23 23 12 2 2 Aggravated Burglary 27 8 16 1 2 0 Terror i sm 13 2 9 0 1 1 Arson 13 2 8 0 2 Extortion 9 0 6 2 0 1 
I, Felony Assault 109 24 59 15 7 4 J' 

" Sodomy 2 0 2 
'I 

0 0 0 
I, 

TOTAL 548 168 277 65 21 17 (30.7%) (50.5%) (11.9%) (3.8%) (3. 1 %) 

'i 
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OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT: 
THE IOWA MODEL 

1984 VERSION 

CODING SPECIFICATIONS 

Statistical Analysis Center 
Office for Planning and Programming 

State of Iowa 
523 E. 12th Street 

Des Mo i nes, Iowa 50319 
(SlS) 281-8091 

Apr i 1, 1984 
I ; 
" 
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OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT 
THE IOWA MODEL 

G V CURRENT OFFENSE SCORE (A) 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
i 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

3 
3 
3 
3 
,3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Robbery/Attempted Robbery 
Larceny from a Person 
Aggravated Burglary 
Arson/Attempted Arson 
Murder/Attempted Murder 
MansI aughter 
Kidnapping 
Rape/Attempted Rape 
Sodomy 
Burglary/Attempted Burglary 
Se II j ng Narcot I cs 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
Forgery/Bad Checks/Fraud 
Aggravated Assault/Terrorism 
Extortion 
Going Armed with Intent 
Conspiracy to Commit a 
Violent Felony 

1 Larceny/Stolen Property 
o Vandalism 
o Weapons Offense 
o Conspir8cy to Commit a 

Non-Violent Felony (above) 
None of Above o 0 

G V PRIOR VIOLENCE SCORE (B) 

4 5 91+ 
2 3 11·90 
o 0 0-10 

G V STREET TIME SCORE (C) 

3 3 0-6 Years 
2 2 6- 11 Yea r s 
1 1 11-14 Years 
o 0 14+ Years 

G ~ CRIMINAL HISTORY SCORE (D) 
6 6 140+ 
3 5 41-139 
1 1 16-40 
o 0 0-15 

G V CURRENT ESCAPE SCORE (E) 

3 4 Convicted 
1 2 Arrested/Charged Only 
o 0 Not as Above 

E = EXCELLENT G = GOOD 

G V SUBSTANCE ABUSE SCORE (F) 

5 7 History of PCP Use 
5 7 History of Non-Opiate Injections 
5 7 History of Sniffing Volatile Substance 
4 4 History of Opiate Addiction 
3 4 History of Heavy Hallucinogen Use 
2 1 History of Drug Problem . 
1 1 History of Opiate or Hallucinogen Use 
1 1 History of Alcohol Problem 
o 0 No History as Above 

SERIOUS OFFENDER CLASSIFICATION 

Ye~ Current Conviction for Violent Felony 
Yes Current Conviction for Escape/Jailbreak/Flight 
Yes Prior Conviction for Felony Against Persons 

in Last Five Years Street Time 
Yes Prior Violence Score 35+ 
Yes Substance Abuse Score 7 
No No Factor as Above 

G V 

X-SCORE = A + -- B + C 
Y-SCORE = 0 + E + F ----

GENERAL RISK ASSJ;.SSMENT 
X-SCORE 

Y-SCORE 0-1 2-3 Ii 5 6+ 
0 E E E E P 
1 E E G G P 
2 E G G P P 

3-4 E G P P P 
5 E P P P VP 
6 P P P P VP 
7 P P P VP VP 
8+ P P VP VP VP 

VIOLENCE RISK ASSESSMENT 
(Hi..ghVl. Rating 601l· SeJUoU6 066endeJl.) 

X-SCORE 
Y-SCORE 0 1-2 3 4-5 6-7 8 9+ , 

0 E E E E G G F/P 
1 E E E G G/F F/P F/P 

2-3 E G G G F/P F/P f/P 
4-6 E G/F F F/P F/P F/P F/VP 
7-8 F F F/P F/P F/P F IIJP' F/VP 

9+ F F ~/P F/P F/VP F/VP F/VP 

F = FAIR P= POOR VP = VERY POOR 

OFFENDER NAME 

OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT 
DATA COLLECTION 

-------------------------- NUMBER ------
DATE OF BIRTH / / 

Mo. Day Yr. 
DATE OF COMMITMENT / / 

Mo. Day Yr. 
FELONY RECORD 

Date of 
Arrest Offense 

Disposition 

--------------------------------

SUBSTANCE ABUSE HISTORY RISK SCORING 
PCP Use 

Dates 
In/Out 

_._ Non-Opiate Injections 
G V Serious Offender YES NO 

__ Sniffing Volati Ie Substance 
___ Opiate Addiction 

__ Heavy Ha II uc i nogen Use 
___ Drug Problem 

___ Opiate Use 

___ Hallucinogen Use 

Alcohol Problem 

A. 

s. 
C. 

D. 

E. 
F. 

G V 

X-SCORE = A + B + C 

Y-SCORE = 0 + E + F 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

Genera I: 

Violence: 
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DEFINITIONS OF CODING CATEGORIES 

~~ 

The Iowa model of Offender Risk Assessment provides two assessments of risk, one a 
measure of general risk to society, and the second a measure of the specific risk of 
new violence. The scoring system uses the same risk facttEcs for assesS/ing the two 
types of risk, but applies distinct point schedules for these two pUr~Dses. On the 
Coding form, the symbol Q refers to the General Risk Scoring and the symbol V to the Violence Risk Scoring. _ 

The scoring system is set up to provide two intermediate assessments of risk (both for 
general and for violence risk), the first referred to as the X-SCORE and the second as 
the Y-SCORE. The X-SCORE is the sum of the scores from three risk factors: CURRENT 
OFFENSE, PRIOR VIOLENCE, and STREET TIME, and the Y-SCORE the.s~ of the scores for 
three additional factors: CRIMINAL HISTORY, CURRENT ESCAPE, and SUBSTANCE ABUSE. The 
X-SCORE and Y-SCORE are then matrixed to obtain the final General and Violence Risk 
Assessments. The final Violence Risk Assessment is based also on what is referred to 
as the Serious Offender Classification, which identifies offenders who are prone to 
a higher Violence Risk Assessment. 

The following is an item-by-item description of the elements that must be conSidered 
to obtain an offender's risk assessment classification. 

Current Offense Score 

The Current Offense Score (G/V) is the highest score applicable to current arresting 
(charged) or convicting offenses. Score an offense even if the charge is dropped, dis .• 
missed, reduced, or otherwise modified, e.g., score a robbery charge even if the charge is reduced to larceny. 

An offense is counted as current if Ithe offender: 1) is currently awaiting adjudication 
or sentencing for the charge, 2) is I::urrentl;y serving a sentence (prison, jail, proba
tion, parole, etc.) for conviction of the offense, 3) was charged for the offense on or 
after the date of arrest for any offense satisfying 1) or 2), or 4) was awaiting adjud
ication or sentencing for the charge at the time of arrest for any current offense. 
For example, if John Doe is currently convicted of larceny, and in the meantime has 
been arrested for robbery, then the robbery charge is scored as a current offense. 
Also, if Sam Smith was awaiting adjudication of a robbery charge when arrested for a 
current burglary, then the robbery charge is again scored as current. 

Prior Violence Score 

The Prior Violence Score (G/V) attaches a weight to the offender's history of prior 
arrests for violent felonies (these listed below). An arrest is scored under this 
item if the date of arrest was prior to the date of the most recent arrest counted as 
current according to above definitions. Thus, if the offender was originally convicted 
of robbery, was placed on probation, was subsequently convicted of larceny, and is now 
serving time for both offenses (probation revoked), then the robbery charge is scored 
as prior under this item. Also score any arrest for a violent felony which satisfies 
the definition of current, but whic!h does not constitute the most recent arrest result
ing in a conviction for which the offender is currently sentenced. Thus, if John Doe 
was originally conVicted of larceny, and then was arrested for, but not convicted of, 
robbery, then the robbery arrest is scored as prior under this item. 

For each arrest scored under this item, up to eight separate counts of violent felonies 
may be scored. Each such count is scored according to the following severity of 
offense scale, and according to the age of the arrest. 

80 Murder 60 Larceny from a Person 70 Attempted Murder 60 Felony Assault 70 Rape 60 Terrorism 70 Kidnapping for Ransom 60 Arson 70 Aggravated Robbery 50 Involuntary Manslaughter 70 Aggravated Burglary 50 Attempted Robbery 70 Arson of a Dwelling 50 Extortion 60 Voluntary Manslaughter 50 Going Armed With Intent 60 Attempted Rape 40 Aggravated Assault 60 Sodomy 40 Attempted Arson 60 Kidnapping 40 Conspiracy to Commit a 60 Robbery Violent Felony 

The age of a prior arrest for a violent felony is scored as the number of months from 
the arrest in question to the current reference date used for scoring this system. 
The reference date may be the current arrest date, conviction date, or commitment 
date, depending on just which stage of the justice system the model is applied to. 

For each prior violent felony (count), we then have a severity score S and an age score 
A. These two scores are conlbined as follows to arrive at a single age-adjusted severity score S': 

S' = 24 ;i{ S 
12 + A 

S' takes on a maximum value of 2S when A = 0, and decreases to 0 as A grows indefinitely. 
Note also that 8

1 
= S when A = 12, i.e., when the arrest is one year old. 

When each prior violent felony is scored as above, the reSUlting values of S' are added 
to arrive at a single measure P of the seriousness and recency of the offender's his
tory of violence. 

P = Sum(S') 

Prior Violence Score (raw) 

The offender's Prior Violence Score P is then collapsed as follows to obtain the risk 
assessment scoring for this item: 

Prior Violence Scoring 
G V Range of P -
4 5 91+ 
2 3 11-90 
0 0 0-10 

Street Time Score 

The Street Time Score (G/V) att~ches a weight to the amount of I'=:treet time that the 
offender has experienced since turning age 14. First the number of years from age 14 
to the current reference date i.s calculated (to vne decimal). Then the total number 
of years th~t the offender has been incarcerated (prison, jail, or juvenile) on prior 
felonies (see spe\~ificat:i.ons for prior felony scoring under the next item) is determined. 
FinJllly;; the latter issulH::ract~d from the former to obtain the raw street time score T. 

---~.,,---~--; -, , . . " --. ---~- au Ed"_ _J 
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The offender's Street rime Score T is then collapsed as follows to obtain the risk 
assessment scoring for this item: 

Street Time Scoring 
G V Range of T 

0' 

3 3 0-6 Years 
2 2 6-11 Years 
1 1 11-14 Years 
0 0 14+ Years 

Note In the above scoring, the high end of each rahge is scored into the subsequent 
category. Thus 6.0 years of street time is scored as 2/2, while 5.9 is scored as 3/3. 

Criminal History Score 

In a fashion similar to the Prior Violence Scoring, this item attaches a weight to the 
offender's history of prior felony convictions and incarcerations. To calculate the 
raw score for this item, it is necessary to collect information on all prior adult 
felony convictions, all juvenile felony adjudications, and all returns of release vio
lators (juvenile or adult) upon rearrest for felonies. As indicated, we refer to the 
target group of such incidents as "prior felony convictions and incarcerations." A 
felony conviction or incarceration is counted as "prior" for coding under this item if 
it occurred prior to the most recent felony conviction for which the offender is sen
tenced. Thus, if the offender is sentenced on two felonies, with convictions occurring 
on separate dates, then the first of the two is counted as prior for scoring under this 
item. The one exception to the rule on prior felonies arises in the situation in which 
the offender receives a new conviction for escape or jailbreak. In this case, the orig
inal convicting felony is ~ counted as prior. 

For each felony conviction or incarceration scored under this item, up to eight counts 
may be scored. Each such count is scored according to the following severity of offense 
scale, according to the sentence imposed (committed or not), and according to the amount 
of street time following conviction or incarceration (to the current reference date). 

80 Murder 
70 Attempted Murder 
70 Rape 
70 Kidnapping for Ransom 
70 Aggravated Robbery 
70 Aggravated Burglary 
70 Arson of a Dwelling 
70 Selling Narcotics to Minors 
60 Voluntary Manslaughter 
60 Attempted Rape 
60 Sodomy 
60 Kidnapping 
60 Robbery 
60 Larceny from a Person 
60 Ftelony Assault 
60 Terrorism 
60 Arson 
50 Involuntary Manslaughter 
50 Attempted Robbery 
50 Extortion 

50 Going Armed with Intent 
50 Escape 
50 Jailbreak 
40 Aggravated Assault 
40 Attempted Arson 
40 Conspiracy to Commit a 

Violent Felony 
30 Burglary 
30 Hotor Vehicle Theft 
30 
30 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 

10 

Forgery 
Selling Narcotics (opiates or cocaine) 
Larceny 
Stolen Property 
Vandalism 
Bad Checks/Fraud 
Weapons Offense 
Conspiracy to Commit a 
Non-Violent Felony (above) 
All Other Offenses, e.g., lascivious 
acts, selling drugs, drunken driving 

For each individual count, in addition to the severity of offense score S, a disposi
tion multiplier D is ,assigned, as well as a street time score H. The disposition 
multiplier takes on the value 1.25 if the disposition of the offense involved commit
ment to a j!';1venile or adult institution, and 0.75 otherwise. The street time score H 
for the count is determined as the number of months of street time from the conviction 
or incarceration (the latter takes precedence) to the current reference date where 
street time j,s calculated as time not incarcerated as the result of a felony' conviction 
or incarcera~ion. Alternately, this quantity may be calculated as the age of the con
viction or incarceration in months, minus the total number of months incarcerated for 
the indicated offense and all subsequent prior felony convictions and incarcerations 
(no current incarceration time included). Note that the calculations here overlap 
those for the previous item (Street Time Score). 

If S is 1the severity of offense score, D the disposition multiplier, and H the number 
of mQnthls of street time following conviction or incarcerat:i.on, then the adjusted 
severity score S' for an individual count is calculated as follows: 

Sf = 24 x S x D 
12 + H 

As with the adjusted severity score for prior violent felonies, S' takes on a maximum 
value of 2SD when H = 0, and decreases to 0 as H grows indefinitely. Note again that 
S' = SD when H = 12. 

When up to eight counts each fot all prior felony convictions and incarcerations 
scored as above, the resulting values of S' are added to obtain a single measure 
of the volume, seriousness, and recency of the offender's prior felony record. 

e :: Sum(S') 

are 
C 

Since this measure of the offender's prior record is associated with the amount of 
street time available for acquiring such a record, a final adjustment is made to the 
value C to obtain a measure C' which is independent of street time. To this effect 
C is divided by one-tenth the raw Street Time Score T calculated under the previous' 
item. 

C' = _C_ 
T/IO 

The offender's Criminal History Score C' is then collapsed as follows to obtain the 
risk assessment scoring for this item: 

Crjminal History Scoring 
Q V 
6 6 
3 5 
1 1 
o 0 

Range of C' 

140+ 
41-139 
16-40 

0-15 

The above sCOr~s are assigned according to the rounded value of ct. Thus, 14.6 is 
rounded to 15 and the values 1/1 assigned for risk assessment scoring. Note The 
same rounding convention applies to Prior Violence Scoring. 
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Current Escape Score 

The Current Escape Score (G/V) assigns a score to the fact of the presence of a current 
arrest or conviction for escape (from prison), jailbreak, or flight (absconding prior 
to or following conviction or sentencing). A higher score is assigned if the offender 
was convicted as the result of the escape, etc, l-7hile a lower score is assigned if the 
offender was arrested or charged with escape, etc. ~ but was not convi.cted of same. 
An escape should E£! be counted under this item if·the incident was handled adminis
tratively without the recording of an arrest on the offender's record. 

Substance Abuse Score 

The Substance Abuse Score (G/V) is based on information concerning the offender's 
history of use (abuse) of drugs and alcohol. All types of drugs are considered in the 
scoring with the exception of cocaine and marijuana (not found to be predictive). 
All possible sources of information on substance abuse should be consulted in scoring 
this item, including historical records of treatment, known abuse, etc., self-reporting 
by the offender, and other documented indications of abuse. 

The scoring for this item considers several types of substance abuse, including a history 
of opiate addiction, a history of problem use of drugs (amphetamines~ barbiturates, tran
quilizers, etc.), a history of an alcohol problem, a history of heavy use of hallucin
ogenic drugs (LSD~ mescaline, etc.), any history of PCP use, a history of sniffing of 
glue or any other volatile substance (e.g., lighter fluid, gasoline,etc.), and a his
tory of injecting non-opiate substances (e.g., cocaine, amphetamines, barbiturates, 
quinine, water, aftershave, etc.). In addition, a simple history of use or experimen
tation with opiates or halluCinogens is considered (although such receives less weight 
than other coded drug use). Opiates include heroin, morphine, opium, and other opium 
derivatives. 

Use or abuse need not be current to score under 
effect that the offender has "kicked the habit" 
should not be considered in scoring this item. 
of specific types of substance abuse. 

this item. Likewise statements to the 
with regard to a specific type of abuse 
The emphasis is again on any history 

Following the collection of information as described above on the offender's history 
of substance abuse, the offender's Substance Abuse Score (G/V) is assigned based on 
the highest applicable category of abuse (highest in order listed on form). 

Serious Offender Classification 

The Serious Oifender Classification is a Yes/No indicator based on the presence or 
combined absence of anyone of five e.asily identifiable factors of the types previously 
collected. If any such factor is present, then the offender is classified as a Serious 
Offender, which makes the assignment of a Poor or Very Poor Violence Risk Rating more 
likely. Offenders falling in the non-serious category show low rates of violence with
out regard to appearance of other high risk factors in the record. 

The first "special" factor considered under the Serious Offender Classification is 
"Current Conviction for Violent Felony." This factor refers to the fact that the offender 
is currently convicted of a crime which is classified as a violent felony in-the Prior 
Violence section of this document. If this in.strument is being applied prior to the 
final adjudication of ·current charges, then this item is scored according to the natur.e 
of the charges still effective as of the date of coding. 
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The second special factor "Current Conviction for Escape/Jailbreak/Flight" is scored 
in an identical fashion to the Current Escape Score. 

The third special factor "Prior Conviction fpr Felony Against Persons in Last Five Years 
of Street Time" is based on the type of information on prior felonies considered in the 
section on the Criminal History Score. If the offender has a prior conviction for a 
felony against persons, where the total amount of street time following conviction and 
up to the current reference date is less than or equal to five years, then this item 
is scored as yes. Felonies against persons include violent felonies, sex offenses such 
as lascivious acts and incest, and other crimes in which a person was either threatened 
or harmed in some way. 

The fo~rth special factor "Prior Violence Score 35+" is based strictly on the size of 
the raw !"rior Violence Score P. If the rounded value of that score is at least 35, 
then this item is scored as yes. 

The fifth and last special factor "Substance Abuse Score 7" is based on the Substance 
Abuse Scoring section of the risk assessment. If the offender scores 7 under the 
violence column of the scoring form under the Substance Abuse section, the this item 
is scored as yes. This occurs if the offender has a history of PCP use, a history of 
sniffing of a volatile substance., or a history of injecting a non-opiate substance. 

The X-Score 

The X-Score is an intermediate assessment of risk based on the combination of the first 
three r.isk scores, the Current Offense Score (A), the Prior Violence Score (B), and the 
Street Time Score (C). The X-Score (G/V) is simply the sum A + B + C of these three 
component scores. 

The Y-Score 

In a similar fashion to the X-Score, the Y-Score is an intermediate assessment of risk 
based on the combination of the last three risk scores, the Criminal History Score (D), 
the Current Escape Score (E), and the Substance Abuse Score (F). The Y-Score (G/V) is, 
again, simply the sum D + E + F of these three component scores. 

General Risk Assessment 

The General Risk Assessment is the next to the last step in the risk assessment process, 
and. entails the combination or matrixing of the X and Y-Scores to obtain a single 
measure of the overall threat to society posed by release of the offender in question. 
It :Ls obtain by simply consulting the matrix indicated on the form to determine the 
Gene~t'al Risk Rating (E, G, P, or VP) corresponding to the calculated X and Y-Scores. 

Violence Risk Assessment 

The Vil?lence Risk Assessment is the final step in the overall procedure, and entails the 
same process as the General Risk Assessment, only with a separate matrix of X and Y_ 
Scores, and with the additional convention that if the offender is classified as a 
Serious Offender> then the Risk Rating to the right of the slash (where applicable) is 
coded.' Risk Ratings to the left of the indicated slashes apply to Non-Serious Offenders. 
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PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM 
STATE OF I m~A 

Veveloped and M~ained by: 

S.t.a:t.<.6tic.a.t AYL.a1.y/),u CelU:eJt 
06 &Lc.e fplT.. P .ean.ung and P IT..O glT..CU1lt7U..n.g 

S:tate 06 Iowa 

< 

PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM 
STATE OF IOWA 

OFFENDER NAME ____________________ NUMBER ____ _ 

CURRENT OFFENSES SENTENCE CURRENT OFFENSES SENTENCE 

OFFENSE SEVERITY 

--------,.,-----

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

D TOTAIl OFFENSE SEVERITY SCORE 

CURRENT MAXIMUM SENTENCE 

GUIDELINE PERCENTAGE 
OF SENTENCE TO SERVE --...,. 

YEARS 

OFFENDER HISTORY 
Genera 1 Risk 
Assessment 

4 Very Poor Risk 

3 Poor Ri sk 

Good Risk 

o Excellent Risk 

Violence Ri'iik 
Assessment 

8 Very Poor Risk 

6 Poor Risk 

3 Fair Risk 

1 Good Risk 

o Excellent Risk 

D TOTAL OFFENDER HISTORY SCORE 

SENTENCE EFFECT I VE DATE _..:..../_..:../_ 

BASIC GUIDELINE TERM 
OF INCARCERATION . YEARS MONTHS 

MONTH CURRENT GUIDELINE TERM ACTUAL TIME SERVED INDICATION/EVALUATION DECISION 

YRS. MOS. YRS. MOS. -----
YRS. MOS. YRS. MOS. 

YRS. MOS. YRS. MOS. 

YRS. MOS. YRS. MOS. 

YRS. MOS. YRS. MOS. ---
COl1MENTS 

.. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

~ 9 
w 
lJ.. 
lJ.. 10 o 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15+ 

o 

10 

12 

14 

16 

18 

20 

22 

24 

26 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

12 

14 

16 

18 

20 

2 '1 I., 

24 

26 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

2 

14 

16 

18 

20 

22 

24 

26 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM 
STATE OF IOWA 

GUIDELINE MATRIX 

OFFENDER HISTORY SCORE 
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18 

20 

22 

24 

26 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

46 

48 

22 

24 

26 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

46 

48 

50 

50 

24 

26 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

46 

48 

50 

50 

50 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

46 

48 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

10 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

46 

48 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

11 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

46 

48 

50 

50 

50 

,50 

50 

50 

50 

12 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

46 

48 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

Matrix Entry = Percentage of the guideline sentence recommended to serve 
prior to parole 

, t 

Actual 
Maximum 

Sentence 
Guideline 
Sentence 

1 •••••••••• 2 
2 •••••••••• 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 It ........... . 

8 ............. .. 
9 ............. . 

1 a ................. .. 
1 1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

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

1 9 ............. .. 
20 ............ . 
21 ........... . 
22 ............ . 
23 ......... .. 
24 ........... . 
25 ............ . 
26 ........... 1 

27 ............ tj 

28 ........... .. 
29 .......... . 
30 .......... . 
31 
32 
33 ........... 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1'0 
10 
11 
11 
12 
12 
13 
13 
14 
14 
15 
15 
16 
16 
17 
17 
18 
1B 
19 
19 
20 
20 
21 
21 
21 

PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM 
STATE OF IOWA 

GUIDELINE SENTENCES 

Actual 
Maximum 

Sentence 
Guideline 
Sentence 

34 ........... 22 
35 .......... 22 
36 ......... 22 
37 ...•..•.• 23 
38 ......... 23 
39 .......... 23 
40 .......... 24 
41 •...•.•.. 24 
42 ......... 24 
43 ......... 25 
44 ......... 25 
45 ..... " ... 25 
46 ......••. 26 
47 ........• 26 
48 ......... 26 
49 ......... 27 
50 ......... 27 
51 ......... 27 
52 ......... 28 
53 ......... 28 
54 ......... 28 
55 ......... 28 
56 ......... 29 
57 ......... 29 
58 ••••••••• 29 
59 ••••••••• 29 
60 ......... 30 
61 •••.•..•• 30 
62 ...... ,.. 30 
63 ......... 30 
64 ......... 31 
65 .•....... 31 
66 ...••.... 31 

Actual 
Maximum 

Sentence 
Guideline 
Sentence 

.67 •••••••••• 31 
68 .. ,....... 32 
69 ........ , .. 
70 .......... , 
71 •.•. II ••••• 

72 ......... . 
73 ... " .. , .... 
7 4 •••••••••• 
75 ......... . 
76 ......... . 
77 ......... . 
78 ......... . 
79 .•..•.•••• 
80 ......... . 
81 .•••.•.... 
82 ......... . 
83 ......... . 
84 .... , .... . 
85 ...•...•.• 
86 ......... . 
87 ......... . 
88 ......... . 
89 ......... . 
90 ......... . 
91 .••••...•• 
92 ......... . 
93 ......... . 
94 ......... . 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 

. .. ., ..... . 

.......... 

32 
32 
32 
33 
33 
33 
33 
34 
34 
34 
34 
35 
35 
35 
35 
36 
36 
36 
36 
37 
37 
37 
37 
38 
38 
38 
38 
39 
39 
39 
39 
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PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM 
STATE OF IOWA 

OFFENSE SEVERITY SCORING' 

Code the highest score applicable under each of the following sections: 

Assault iveness Weapon Use 

5 Murder 2 Use of Dangerous Weapon 4 Attempted Murder 
4 Manslaughter 
4 Maiming 

1 Use of Non-Dangerous Weapon 
1 Representation of Dangerous Weapon 

4 Kidnapping for Ransom 
4 Kidnapping with Injury 
3 Serious Injury 
3 Threat or Conspiracy to Kill 
3 Kidnapping 
2 I nj ury 
2 Threat of Serious Injury 
2 Conspiracy to Kidnap 
2 Terrorism 
1 Threat or Conspiracy to Injure 
1 Robbery or Conspiracy to Rob 
1 Extortion 

Sexual Abuse 

4 Forcible Rape 
4 Prolonged Forcible Sexual Abuse 
3 Forcible Sexual Abuse 
3 Prolonged Non-Forcible Sexual Abuse 
2 Attempted Rape or Sexual Abuse 
2 Non-Forcible Sexual Abuse 
1 Conspiracy to Commit Sexual Abuse 

Drug Dealing 

3 Extensive 
2 MajClr 
1 Mode.rate 

Property Loss 

3 Extensive ($100,000 or more) 
2 Major ($10,000 to $99,999) 
1 Moderate ($1000 to $9999) 
1 Arson of Dwelling 
1 Burglary of Dwelling 

Concurrent Sentences 

2 Sentences Totalling More than Double Highest Single Sentence 
1 Other Instances of Concurrent Sentences 

c 

1 
hi , , 

I 

'I 

Date / / 
-~--=--

OFFENDER NAME 

DATE OF BIRTH / / 

PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM 
STATE OF IOWA 
DATA COLLECTI ON 

NUMBER ----- LOCATION ------
COMMITMENT DATE / I JAIL CREDITS 

--~--=--- ----
EXPIRATION DATE: ORIGINAL / / ---=---=-- CURRENT / / 

FELONY RECORD 

Date of 
Arrest Offense 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE HISTORY 

PCP Use 

____ Non-Opiate Injectio~s 

~ Sniffing Volatile Substance 
____ Opiate Addi~tion 

___ Heavy Hallucinogen Use 
___ Drug Problem 

_ Opiate Use 

__ Hallucinogen Use 

A lcoho I Prob lem 

'., 

RISK SCORING 

G V 

A. 
B. --
C. 

D. 

E. 
F. 

---------

Disposition 
Dates 
I nlOut 

Serious Offender Y 

G V 

N 

X-SCORE = A + B +C 

Y~SCORE = D + E + F 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

General -------
Violence -------

"1' 

t· 
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PAROLE ACTIVITY IN IOWA 
Fv1977-84 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

BEGINNING PRISON 
POPULATION (A) 

PAROLEES 
RELEAS ED (B) 

PP,ROLEES 
RETURNED (C) 

PAROLE 
RELEASE RATE 

(B/A) 

PAROLE 
RETURN RATE 

(C/B) 

1977 .1917 .... " " " . " " 573 . " . " . " " " " " 130 " " " " " " ... 29.9% " " " " " " " 22.7% 
" " " " " " " " " " 

1978 2036 " " " " " " " " " " 540 " " " " " " " " " " 
146 " " " " .. " " " " 26.5% . " " " " " " 27.0% 

" " " " • " • " " Of' 

1979 2109 " . " " " " . " " 569 " " " " " " " " " . 147 " " " " " . " " " 27.0% . " " " " " " 25.8% 
" " " " " " " " " " 

1980 2173 " " " " " " " " " " 423 " " " " " " " " " " 
124 " " " " " " " " " 19.5% " " " " " " " 29.3% 

" " " " " " " " " " 

1981 2405 501 " " " " " " " " " " 93 " " " " " " " " " 20.8% " " " " " " " 18.6% 
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 

1982 " " " " " " " " " " 2610 " " " " " " " " " " 682 
" " " " " " II! " " " 

126 " " " " " " " " " 26.1 % " " " " " " " 18.5% 

1983 2774 1004 " " " " " " " " " " 181 " " " " " " " " " 36.2% " " " " " " " 18.0% 
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 

1984 2814 1226 " " " " " " " " " " 248 " " " " " " " " " 43.6% " " " " " " " 20.2% 
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " 

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

1977-1980 2059 (avg.) 2105 547 25.6% 26.0% 

1981-1984 2651 (avg.) 3413 .......... 648 ......... 32.2% ....... 19.0% 

% Chang!! ..... +28.8% ....... +62.1% ....... +18.5% +25.8% •...... -26.9% 

PAROLE RELEASE RATE = Parolees released during the year as a % of the beginning 
prison population for the year 

PAROLE RETURN RATE = Parolees returned to prison during the year as a % of the 
total number of parolees released during the year 

Source: Bureau of Management Information, Iowa Department of Hum,an Services 

Compiled by: Iowa Statistical Analysis Center 
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