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DESCRIPTION OF THE CONNECTICUT STATISTICAL ANALYSIS CENTER

The Connecticut Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) is a Bureau of Justice Statistics
funded collaborative venture between the Criminal Justice Policy and Planning Division
at the Office of Policy and Management and the Department of Criminology and Criminal
Justice at Central Connecticut State University. The SAC functions as a clearinghouse
for justice related information, serves as a liaison in assisting the Bureau of Justice
Statistics (BJS) and the Justice Research Statistical Association (JRSA) in gathering
state data, and conducting policy and evaluation research.
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STUDY DESCRIPTION AND OVERVIEW OF SALIENT FACTOR SCORES

Study Purpose: The Connecticut Statistical Analysis Center assessed the utility of
the Connecticut Board of Parole’s Salient Risk Factor Scores for parole
eligible' inmates released from prison during the 2000 calendar year.

The Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice at Central Connecticut State
University was contracted by the Connecticut Department of Correction to revalidate the
Connecticut Board of Parole's Salient Factor Score. These risk scores were created
specifically for Connecticut in the 1990s to provide parole board members with additional
information to consider when deciding whether an inmate should be granted parole. The
purpese of this project was to (1) collect more recent data on parole eligible inmates; (2)
assess the usefulness of the existing risk factors; and, (3) provide recommendations to
the Connecticut Board of Pardons and Paroles to improve the process of calculating risk
scores and increase their validity for measuring parolees' risk of not successfully
completing parole.

The Salient Factor Score (SFS) was created in the 1970s by the U.S. Parole
Commission as a way of estimating an inmate’s likelihood of recidivating following
his/her release from prison (Hoffman, 1994). The U.S. Parole Commission’s risk scores
were based on the offender’s: prior criminal convictions, criminal prison commitments for
longer than 30 days, age at the time of the offense, length of time between last
incarceration period and most recent offense, probation or parole (or escape) status at
the time of the most recent offense, and whether the inmate was dependent on heroin.

Each of these items were weighted so that a total salient factor score could be
calculated. The higher the total score, the lower likelihood of recidivism. The total score
was then aggregated into four categories of risk (very good, good, fair, and poor). The
lower the risk score, the more likely the offender will be successful in the community.
The primary benefits of using the SFS are that the items are objective, easily scored, few
in number, and unable to be manipulated by offenders (Hoffman, 1994).

The Connecticut Board of Parole began using its own SFS in 1998 based on research
conducted on a 1991 sample of inmates released from Connecticut's prisons. The
findings of this study were used as the foundation for the creation of a prediction
instrument based on historical information. In 1999 a fifth factor was added, violence,
resulting in the creation of the Connecticut Board of Parole Salient Factor Score
(CTSFS99). The current risk assessment consists of:

Prior Commitments of 60 Days or More

*

» Age at Commencement of Current Offense

* Recent Commitment Free Period

¢ Prior Court-Imposed Terms of Imprisonment of More than One Year
*» Violence

" To be eligible for parole, inmates must have been sentenced to prison for two years or more.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY AND DESCRIPTION OF STUDY GROUP

Summary: Prison and court data were collected and analyzed on 2,539 parole
eligible inmates who were released from prison in 2000.

The present study utilized data collected electronically from the Department of
Correction and the Connecticut Judicial Branch. Data were collected for the 2,539
inmates who were released from Department of Correction facilities and supervision
between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2000. The study group was limited to
inmates who were released to parole or who were eligible for parole but were not
granted it.

A list of these inmates was obtained from the Department of Correction along with their
inmate numbers, SPBI numbers (used by Connecticut State Police to record arrest
information), demographical information (age, sex, race/ethnicity, marital status, and
number of dependents), DOC needs scores (mental health, alcohol/drug use, and sex
offender), offense data, and sentencing data. Court data was obtained by matching the
SPBI numbers provided by the Department of Correction to court records.

Study Group Characteristics

Demographical information Sentence and Prison Information
Study Group Number 2,539 Sentence Length 4.50
Average Age at Arrest 28 yrs old Time Served 3 years
Average Age at Release 32 yrs od Violent Instant Offense 21%
Percent Male 93% DOC Need Scores?
Percent African-American 49% Mental Health 1.49
Percent Unmarried 88% Drug/Alcohol 2.91
Average Number of Dependents 1.21 Sex offender 1.23

Study Group Time Served in Prison

Number Percentage
Less than Two vears 920 36%
Two to Five Years 1,348 53%
Five to Ten Years 252 10%
More than Ten Years 19 1%
Total 2 539 100%

The average age at the time of arrest was 28 years old and inmates’ average age at
release was 32 years old. The majority of inmates were male {93%) and were
unmarried (88%). Overall, 49% of the study group was African-American, 29% were
Hispanic, and 22% were white. The average sentence length was 4.50 years with
inmates serving an average of three years of their sentence. The majority of inmates
served two to five years in prison prior to their release (53%). The average DOC need
scores were relatively low with the exception of Drug/Alcohol abuse.

? DOC needs scores are scaled based on the individual need score with the high score indicating
the higher level of need. Mental Health, 1 to 5 scale; Drug/Alcohol abuse, 1 to 4 scale, Sex
Offender, 1 to 4 scale.
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FINDINGS: VALIDATION OF THE CURRENT SALIENT FACTOR SCORE

Conclusion: The CTSFS99 is a valid but limited measure of offender risk for
rearrest and/or reincarceration,

The distribution of the sample based on the CTSFS99 scores was slightly different than
the original study by Peter Hoffman in 1998 on the development of the SFS. The
difference is accounted for by the grouping of the initial scores. The scoring
determination of risk categories for Hoffman’s Model 99 is as follows: 0-4 is a poor risk,
5-6 is a fair risk, 7-9 is a good risk and 10-11 is a very good risk. Whereas, the
recommended scoring for the CTSFS99 is: 0-3 is a poor risk, 4-5 is a fair risk, 6-8 is a
good risk and more than a score of 9 is a very good risk. We used the CTSFS99
determination due to its current use by the Board of Pardons and Paroles.

Distribution for Entire Sample by Salient Factor Score Category

Salient Factor Score CTSFS99 Hoffman (1998)
Category (Number and Percent) (Number and Percent)
Very Good Risk 646 (25%) 258 (13%)
Good Risk 1,237 (49%) 765 (38%)

Fair Rigk 468 (18%) 530 (26%)

Poor Risk 188 (7%) 266 (13%)

Total 2,639 2,019

To test the ability of the Salient Factor Scores to predict risk of the inmate in the
community, we used three different outcomes®. The outcome measures range from
most serious (a new offense and new prison sentence more than one year) to less
serious (a return from a DOC community placement due to a technical violation and no
re-release for more than 60 days).

A = Rearrested and resentenced to prison for more than 12 months

B = Rearrested and resentenced to prison for more than 12 months and/or a
return to prison from a community placement for more than 60 days

C = Areturn to prison from a community placement for more than 60 days

Percentage of Released Inmates who were Unsuccessful
After Being Released from Prison
Outcome Percent Not Successful

A 42%
B 56%
C 43%

The different outcome measures produced a variable amount of success and failure. As
expected, a high percentage of released inmates (56%) were either rearrested and
sentenced to over a year in prison and/or were returned from their community release for
more than 60 days.

* The outcomes were decided upon after consulting with Dr. Peter Hoffman.
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Risk assessment instruments are designed to uitimately predict the likelihood of
offenders’ recidivating and there are two ways that we assessed the CTSFS99. First, for
an assessment instrument to be useful, the percentage of unsuccessful offenders should
increase as their levels of risk increases. As can be seen in the tabie below, the
CTSFS99 does this with all three outcome measures.

Number (and percentage) of Cases with Unfavorable Outcome (By Outcome Type)
Per Salient Factor Score Category (CTSFS99)

Type of
Qutcome Salient Factor Score Category

Very Good Good Risk Fair Risk Poor Risk Total
Risk

)

The second way we assessed the CTSFS99 was how well it statistically correlated with
each outcome measure. In the table below, the higher the statistic, the better the
CTSFS99 predicts the success or failure.* We also tested the CTSFS99 with three
groups of released inmates. The “Parole” sample used only inmates released to parole,
the “Validation” sample were those released inmates who were parole eligible but who
were released without parole, and the “Combined” sample was both groups together.
For the CTSFS99 to be valid, we would expect similar predictive values across the three
samples.

Our findings were similar to Hoffman’s when he first validated the CTSFS99. Also, the
statistics were similar for each outcome across the three sample groups with the
exception of Outcome C (Community return from DOC community placement). This
finding was not unexpected given that the majority of the validation sample were
released at the end of their sentence without having a community placement. The
CTSFS99 was most predictive for Ouicome B (rearrested and resentenced to prison for
more than 12 months and/or a return to prison from a community placement for more
than 60 days). We are encouraged by the similar findings across the three samples and
for each outcome. Our sample of inmates released in 2000 produced similar findings to
Hoffman's 1991 sample of released inmates.

Predictive Power of CTSFS99 by Outcome Measure (Somer’s D)
Sample Type Outcome A Outcome B Outcome C

Combined 259 299 274
Parole 255 341 .298
Validation .256 259 074

It is important to point out that the statistics in the above table are refatively low.
Somer's D ranges from -1.0 to 1.0, with 1.0 indicating a perfect correlation between the

* The Somer's D statistic is the most appropriate measure of association to use with these data.
Please see Peter Hoffman’s 1994 article for a more detailed discussion on the use of Somer's D.
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outcome measures and the CTSFS99. While no risk assessment scale is perfect in
predicting human behavior, we consider the CTSFS99's ability to predict risk to be
moderately fow.

The final set of statistical analyses we conducted looked at which of the individual items
in the CTSFS99 were related to each outcome. These analyses would indicate which
items were most useful in predicting offenders’ risk. For all of the outcomes, the number
of prior prison commitments of 60 days or more was the best predictor of risk. For
instance, the more prior prison commitments at the time of arrest, the greater likelihood
that the offender would be rearrested and reincarcerated for more than 12 months. Age
at time of arrest was also a significant predictor of risk for all three outcome measures
(the younger the offender the greater risk).

The other item that was useful was the recent commitment free period prior to most
recent arrest. For two of the outcomes (A and B), the less time the offender was in the
community the iess likely he/she will be successful. The presence of a conviction for a
violent offense was important for predicting a greater likelihood of being rearrested and
reincarcerated for 12 months or more (Outcome A) as well as predicting a return from a
community placement (Outcome C). Prior terms of imprisonment of more than one year
was not predictive of any of the ocutcome measures.

Statistically Significant Factors on CTSFS99 Related to Recidivism

Measure Outcomes

A B C
ltem 1 More More More
ltem 2 Younger Younger Younger
item 3 Shorter Shorter None
item4 None None None
ftem 5 Yes None Yes

ftem 1 = Number of Prior Commitment(s) of 60 days or more

ltem 2 = Age at Arrest of Current Offense

ltem 3 = Recent Commitment Free Period (Time in community)

ftem 4 = Prior Terms of Imprisonment of More than One Year

ltem 5 = Instant offense was violent or had prior convictions for violent

offenses

These analyses suggest that the CTSFS99 is a useful instrument for predicting
recidivism. However, we believe that it's usefulness is limited given that it consists of
only five items (four of which were predictive of recidivism). The Board of Pardons and
Paroles should consider the inclusion of other factors in its’ risk instrument (Hoffman
also mentioned this in his earlier reports).

This finding supports our earlier conclusion that the CTSFS99 is predictive of recidivism
but is limited. We recommend scoring changes to the CTSFS99 and also strongly
recommend that the Connecticut Board of Pardons and Paroles look at more recent
trends in risk assessment instruments in order to have an instrument that better suits its

needs.
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RECOMMENDED SCORING CHANGES TO CURRENT SALIENT RISK FACTORS

Conclusion: The current scoring system of the CTSFS99 is limited and confusing,
thereby decreasing its usefulness.,

The CTSFS99 is limited to five factors: prior commitments of 60 days of more, age at
commencement of current offense, recent commitment free period, prior court imposed terms of
imprisonment of more than one year, and violence. When calculating the risk score, two items are
disproportionately given more weight: prior commitments of 80 days of more and age at
commencement of current offense. With the highest possible score being 13, offenders could
potentially receive nine points from these two factors alone. Additionally, analysis reveals that
recent commitment free period and prior court imposed terms of imprisonment of more than one
year are also highly correlated with prior commitments of 60 days of more, thus limiting their
individual contribution as predictive factors within the instrument.

To begin, we are concerned with the use of a violent conviction as an item. First, it can
artificiaily inflate an offender’s risk score. In the CTSFS99 an offender who does not have a
current violent or past violent offense can add a point to their overall group score. For example,
an offender could potentially move from a fair to a good risk based on violence related to an
offense. Second, legislation requiring the use of mandatory minimum sentencing requirements
became law after the inclusion of the violent score. The mandatory minimums require that
violent offenders serve 85% of their sentence before prison release. This requirement basically
renders the violence score moot. We recommend removal of this item from the CTSFS99.

An evaluation of numerous risk instruments found that a major predictor of risk was prior criminal
record (Gendreau, Goggin & Little, 1996). The CTSFS99 contains this factor but does not assist
parole board members in distinguishing future criminal behavior from future rule breaking. Prior
criminal history can be used to predict a commission of new crime but institutional misconduct,
which is used to predict future rule breaking is not included in the instrument. The CTSFS99 does
not measure technical violations while on parole or institutional misconduct. The Board of Pardons
and Paroles does examine offender files prior to parole decision making which include institutional
misconduct and technical violations which, in turn, makes the availability of this type of information
accessible to be included as part of the overall risk score.

The current scoring method is also a little confusing. This scoring system is counterintuitive, the
higher the score an offender receives, the lower the risk and vice-a- versa. A modification of raw
scores and level of risk would assist in the interpretation of the final score. Another issue
regarding scoring is that the final score is a combination of the points from each item, this
aggregate score makes it problematic to differentiate the items on which they offender may
require the most need. For example, an individual scoring low on violence may need additional
help in that area to decrease the chances of recidivism. In addition, the scoring process is
cumbersome for the Board of Pardons and Paroles staff as there are complicated scoring
instructions for each item on the instrument,
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CURRENT TRENDS IN PAROLE RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS

Conclusion: More recent risk assessment instruments are more dynamic and attempt to
address offender needs as well as predict risk of recidivism?®.

Risk assessment instruments have become an integral part of the parcle process. Parole
boards use risk instruments to help make decisions on the likelihood of an individual committing
future crimes upon release from prison. The majority of risk instruments provide guidelines with
recommendations about the specific amount of time to be served prior to release. These
guidelines are contingent on the offenders risk score. Generally, the offenders who fall into the
higher risk categories receive longer prison sentences prior to parole. When assessing
offenders risk level, two main factors are generally given particular attention: the gravity of the
offense and characteristics of the offender (Hoffman).

The Salient Factor Scores (SFS) are an example of a second generation risk assessment. The
SFS is primarily composed of criminal (e.g. number of convictions) type variables with only one
sociodemographic variable (age at time of current offense). These types of risk assessments
can be useful for classification purposes but have very limited availability in assisting in effective
treatment planning and ongoing evaluation of offenders (Simourd, 2004).

Until recently the main goal of risk instruments was simply to assess an offender’s likelihood to
recidivate. Now, instruments have been developed to look not only at risk but also at the needs
of the offender. Some of the issues that are examined help to determine which offenders
receive treatment, what types of treatment are appropriate and what intermediate goals are set
(Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006). There have been different methods used to assess
offenders. The first method of assessment used is structured clinical judgment, which is based
on professional judgments about an offender’s likelihood to reoffend. The second type utilizes
an empirically based risk instrument, such as the Salient Factor Score, that look mainly at static
factors. There are also methods of evaluation that are empirically based risk instruments that
also include dynamic risk factors. The Level of Service Inventory — Revised (LSI-R) is an
example of this type of assessment and is the most widely used measure of recidivism (Hanson,
2005). While static factors are useful for predicting recidivism, the assessment of dynamic risk
factors is necessary to know where to intervene (Hanson). More recently assessments, such as
the Level of Service/ Case Management Inventory (LS/CMI), are being used to direct and track
service and supervision from the early stages of incarceration ali the way through case closure.
These types of assessments aim to facilitate effective treatment and clinical supervision that will
result in a reduction of recidivism. However, these services are more effective in reducing
recidivism in offenders that are a higher risk than they are for offenders that are a lower risk
(Andrews, et al., 2006). The predictive validity of actuarial evaluations of the main risk and/or
need factors surpasses the validity of clinical judgments (Andrews, et al., 2006).

® See Appendix B for a more detaiied review of research on parole risk assessments.
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RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS USED BY OTHER JURISDICTIONS

Conclusion: Parole Boards in jurisdictions across the United States and Canada use
various types of risk assessments.

Jurisdiction Use a Risk Description of Instrument Materials in Appendix B
Instrument?
Alabama Yes A 12 item instrument that consists of eleven Risk and Needs Assessment
static factors and one dynamic factor,
Alaska No
Arizona No
Arkansas Yes A 14 item instrument that examines four Parole Board Risk
categories of predictors; all items are static. Assessment
California No
Colorado Yes An eight item instrument that consists of one Colorado Actuarial Risk
dynamic factor and seven static factors. Assessment Scale
Connecticut Yes A five item instrument consisting of static Salient Factor Score (SFS
factors. 9%)
Delaware No
Florida No Response
Georgia Yes There are ten risk factors examined, six static | Executive Summary:
factors and four dynamic factors. Automated Farole Risk
Assessmenis
Hawaii No
Idaho No Response
lilinois No
Indiana No Response
lowa No Response
Kansas No Response
Kentucky Yes A nine item instrument that consists of five Parole Guidelines Risk
static items and four dynamic items. Assessment Form and
Scoring Guidelines
Louisiana No
Maine No Response
Maryland Yes A nine item risk instrument that has five static Marytand Risk Assessment
risk factors and four dynamic risk factors. Worksheet
Massachusetts No
Michigan Yes This instrument consists of 34 items with a Parole Guideline Score
combination of static and dynamic factors. Sheet
Minnesota Yes LSI-R
Mississippi No
Missouri No Responsge
Montana Yes A seven item instrument which consists of six Risk Assessment Scale
static factors and one dynamic factor.
Nebraska Yes A nine ftem instrument which consists of eight | CHA Instrument
static factors and one dynamic facior,
Nevada No
New Hampshire No
New Jersey Yes A B4 itern instrument which contains both LSkR
static and dynamic factors.
New Mexico No Reasons for Denial
New York Yes A 17 itemn instrument that consists of static COMPAS Risk and Needs
factors. Assessment and Offender
Questionnaire
North Carolina No

North Dakota

No Response
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static and dynamic factors.

Jurisdiction Use a Risk Description of Instrument Materials in Appendix B
Instrument?
Ohio Yes A six item instrument that consists of static Criminal History/Risk Score
factors.
Oklahoma No Response
Oregon No
Pennsylvania Yes A B4 item instrument which contains both LSI-R

Rhode Island

No Response

Board - Canada

South Carolina Yes A ten item instrument which consisis of seven | Parole Risk Assessment and
static factors and three dynarnic factors. Recommendations

South Dakota Yes The instrument contains six items on static Initial Community
factors for the risk assessment and three items | Risk/Needs Assessment
for the needs assessment.

Tennessee Yes A ten item instrument consisting of stafic risk Offender Risk Assessment
factors. Needs Assessment

Texas Yes An instrument consists of static factors, used STATIC-99
for sex offender risk assessment.

Utah Yes A seven item instrument that consists of static | Criminal History Assessment
risk factor,

Vermont Yes A 13 item instrument which consists of seven Vermont Parole Board Risk
static risk factor and six dynamic risk factors. Assessment

Virginia No

Washington Yes A 54 ftem instrument which contains both LSI-R
static and dynamic factors.

Woest Virginia Yes A ten item instrument which cortains five static | Parole Board Rigk
faciors and five dynamic factors, instrument

Wisconsin No

Wyoming No

U.8. Parole Yes A six item instrument that consists of static Salient Factor Score (SFS

Commission factors. 98)

Nationai Parole Yes A combination of instruments are used.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONNECTICUT

Conclusion: The CTSFS99 is a limited yet valid measure of risk. It is a useful tool in
parole granting decisions and should be used in conjunction with other measures
of needs and risks.

The CTSFS99 is designed to assist in improving consistency and fairness in the parole decision
making process without removing the ability for parole board members to consider individual
case characteristics. Additionally, the CTSFS99 also places individuals into one of four
categories of risk for recidivism for a new arrest or technical violation after being released on
parole. Calculation of the risk categories is based on four items that have been shown to be
predictive of criminal behavior (prior prison commitments of 60 days or more, age at current
offense, time in community prior to arrest, and prior court-imposed terms of imprisonment more
than one year). A fifth item, violence, was added to the salient factor score even though its’
predictability is limited.

As a predictor of parole success or failure, the CTSFS99 is a valid measure. The findings of our
study, in accordance with previous research (Hoffman, 1974, 1976, 1980, 1994; Hoffman &
Beck, 1980, 1985) re-validate the predictive accuracy of the Salient Factor Score. Given that the
CTSFS99 is a static prediction instrument (measuring information at the time the defendant is
sentenced) efforts were made by the researchers for this study to add dynamic factors to the
CTSFS99 as well as to rescore the existing items in an attempt to increase its predictive power
for parole success. With the current data available to us to conduct this study, we were unable
to improve upon the simplicity of the risk factors or the scoring distribution of the Salient Factor

Score.

We make the following recommendations to the Board of Pardons and Paroles:

1. the CTSFS99 should be used in parole granting decisions;

2. other measures of risk and needs should also be considered by the Board of Parole in
parole granting decisions (i.e., the Department of Correction risk and need scores, the
Level of Service Inventory risk scores that are collected by the Judicial Branches Court
Support Services Division for inmates who were on probation prior to being sentenced to
prison);

3. the BOPP should explore the adoption of a more detailed assessment instrument that
can also be easily integrated into the Department of Correction’s management
information system.

We also must express our concern over the fack of information technology available to the
Board of Pardons and Paroles. The CTSFS99 is hand scored by parole officers and is a very
time-consuming task. On average, it takes parole staff 45 minutes to 1 hour per inmate to hand
score the five salient factor scores. The total time dedicated to scoring the CTSFS99 is the
equivalent to 1.5 or 2 full-time parole staff per year. Regardless of whether the BOPP uses the
CTSFS99 or adopts another assessment instrument, serious consideration must be given to
upgrading BOPP’s database management systems and technologies in order to decrease the
significant amount of staff time required to implement inmate risk assessments.
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CONNECTICUT BOARD OF PAROLE

Salient Factor Scoresheet
o  (CTSFS99)

Iten A. PRIOR COMMITMENT(S) OF 60 DAYS OR MORE .....cccoievinviinnn. [

Score 4 if none;

Score 3 if one;

Score 2 if two;

Score 1 if three or four;
Score 0 if five or more.

ltem B AGE AT COMMENCEMENT OF CURRENT CFFENSE......cccovinievnns D

Score § if age is 37 or greater;
Score 4 if age is 24-36;

Score 2 if ageis 20-23;

Score 0 if age is 19 or less;

Exception: If the offender has five or more prior commitments of
80 or more days, subtract 1 point, butin no case may the
resulting score for this item be less than 0 points,

item C. RECENT COMMITMENT FREE PERIOD cuceovecvecernverassenecssnses :l

Score 2 if the offender has no prior commitment of 60 or more:
days, or was released to the community from the last
such commitment at least 36 monthe.prior tothe .
commencement of the instant offense;

Score 1 if the offender was released to the community from the
last prior commitment of 60 or more days at least 12
months but less than 36 months prior to the
commencement of the current offense; .

Score ( if the offender was released to the community from the
last prior commitment of 60 or more days less than 12
months before the commencement of the current

offense.

ltem D. PRIOR COURT-IMPOSED TERMS OF IMPRISONMENT OF D
MORE THAN ONE YEAR v ereeoe e tsee e eeeeeoeos oo osseses s oseesssesnsen,

Score 2 if two or fewer;
Score 1 if three or four;
Score § if five or more.

AUGUST 1999
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CHEME.  SUM OF ITEMS A-Dooovooesoeseosoens e mss e

ltem F. CONVERSION FROM RAW TO GROUP SCORE ..cocevceeccrrereecrs

Score 0 ifltem Eis 0-3;
Score 1 if ltem E is 4-5;
Score 2 If tem E is B-8;
Score 3 if [tem E is 9 or more.

ltem G.  VIOLENCE D
Score O if any of the following conditions apply:
a. the instant offense is a violent offense; or

b. the offender has two cr more prior corvictions &f violent

offenses; or
c. the offender has one prior conviction of a violent offense that

was committed within 24 moenths befcre the current offense or
was commitied after the current offense..

Score 1 If none of the above three conditions applies.

ltem H. GUIDELINE SCORE ...octieervrevces e ereerer st e b s

Sum ltems F and G.

AUGUST 1889
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APPENDIX B: REVIEW OF RESEARCH ON PAROLE RISK ASSESSMENTS

Risk assessment instruments have become an integral part of the parole process. Parole
boards use risk instruments to help make decisions on the likelihood of an individual committing
future crimes upon release from prison. The majority of risk instruments provide guidelines with
recommendations about the specific amount of time to be served prior to release. These
guidelines are contingent on the offenders risk score. Generally, the offenders who fall into the
higher risk categories receive longer prison sentences prior to parole. When assessing
offenders risk level, two main factors are generally given particular attention: the gravity of the
offense and characteristics of the offender (Hoffman),

Parole risk instruments allow parole boards to place offenders into groups based on their
likelthood to re-offend. These risk instruments allow for a systematic collection of a standard set
of information about the offender, assigning a numerical vaiue to the information and then
evaluating whether the information is predictive of criminal behavior. Historically, the types of
factors that tend to be examined when assessing an offender’s risk leve! have been static
factors. Static factors are those that are associated with the offender’s prior criminal record that
do not change over time, such as age of first conviction, prior incarcerations, number and
severity of previous arrests or convictions, and supervision failures.

In general, objective risk assessments that have been validated have been found to outperform
subjective, non-structured assessments which rely solely on professional judgment
(Gottfredson, 1987). The use of parole risk instruments that impartially assess factors that are
known to be related to recidivism has created more uniformity as well helping to reduce disparity
in parole decisions. Parole risk instruments assist parole boards with making rational,
consistent and unbiased decisions. Parole boards still have the discretion to consider mitigating
or aggravating factors that may not be accounted for by the risk instruments themselves;
however risk instruments provide an objective assessment as a starting point.

Parole Board Discretion

Individual state parole boards in the United States vary in the amount of discretion to release
inmates. Twenty-four states have parole boards that have nearly full discretion with some
statutory limits. Six states have discretion except in regard to certain types of offenders, such as
offenders that have committed certain violent offenses. Sixteen states have either abolished
parole boards or have parole boards that have discretion in a small number of cases that
occurred before a certain date, but have very limited discretion with individuals that committed a
crime after a specific date. Four states have either completely abolished parole or have very
limited discretion. A number of the boards that have limited or no discretion have
responsibilities regarding other aspects of release such as setting parole conditions, parole
supervision, and revocation of parole.
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O _rul gieeration with some statutory fimis
-Digerstion exvept in deating with carlgin {ypes of
" wifendere
i -Discrstin in 8 sumber of old nases, ¥ Fany
diagration for crimes after & cerlain date
~Litle discration or parmie hea besn abolzhed

Connecticut Board of Pardons and Paroles

The Connecticut Board of Pardons and Paroles was established in 2004 by combining what had
formerly been the Board of Pardons and the Board of Paroles. The Board of Pardons and
Paroles consists of thirteen members who are appointed by the Governor with the approval of
the Senate. The Governor also appoints the chair. Five of the members serve to consider
pardon applications, seven serve to make parole decisions and the chair serves on both boards.
All of the members, with the exception of the chair, are part time and paid on a per diem basis.

The Board of Pardons and Paroles is independent from the Department of Corrections in setting
policy that grants or denies parole or pardon, establishing conditions of parole, and revoking
parole. The Board of Pardons and Paroles uses an administrative parole process to review an
eligible individual’'s case. The chair or his designee and two board members sit on each parole
hearing and at least two board members must approve the recommendation for parole.

Individuals that are serving sentences for crimes committed on or after July 1, 1981 and have
been sentenced to two years or longer, become eligible for parole after completing one-haif of
their total sentence, with the exception of certain parole ineligible crimes and cases that
involved “the use, attempted use, or threatened use of force”, in which case, the individual is
eligible for parole after completing 85% of the sentence. Individuals serving sentences for
crimes committed prior to July 1, 1981 are subject to minimum and maximum sentences and
are eligible for parole upon the completion of the minimum.
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Predicting Criminality and Defining Recidivism

Predicting future criminality is a daunting and controversial task. Risk instruments do not
propose to be a hundred percent accurate and it may be the case that an individual classified as
a poor risk may never re-offend. Moreover, some critics contend that it is unfair to punish an
offender in terms of their current offense based on their future criminality. In an effort to address
these and other concerns the SFS is limited to measuring prior and current criminal activity.
Although found to be statistically relevant, many personal or status items such as race, sex,
employment, education and marital status are not included (Hoffman, 1994). Additionally, the
SFS is calculated only to assist as a standardized component in an otherwise largely intuitive
and sometimes personal decision making process.

In an effort to predict whether a convicted offender will commit another offense when released
to the community (recidivismy) it is imperative that we define what constitutes a re-offense. There
is no single standard definition of recidivism and the calculation of rates depends on what
behaviors are included. For example, should one count arrests, parole violations, convictions or
incarcerations. Additionally, the severity and classification of the act are also important in
determining eligibility. Lastly, the broader the definition of re-offending and the longer the
follow-up period the more likely the offender will recidivate.

Development of the Salient Factor Score

The Salient Factor Score (SFS) is a risk assessment tool developed by the U.S. Parole
Commission that is statistically based on an objective scale through empirically validated
research. The SFS and parole guidelines were first used by the U.S. Parole Commission in
1972 in a pilot project. While other recidivism prediction instruments were in existence prior to
this, they did not appear to have a strong effect on parole decisions. The U.S. Parole
Commission was the first paroling agency to employ the use of a risk instrument in a way that
clearly affected decisions regarding parole (Hoffman, 1994).

The U.S. Parole Commission’s version of the SFS contains six items. The factors that the SFS
looks at are the offender’s prior convictions, previous commitments for more than 30 days, the
offender’s age at the time of the current offense, the length of time without commitments prior to
current offense, and if the offender was on probation, parole, or escape status at the time of the
current offense. The SFS has been revised several times since its inception. Most of these
revisions have resulted in a reduction in the number of factors (the original 1972 SFS was
composed of eleven items) that are considered. Items regarding non-criminal history, heroin
dependency, and status have been deleted from updated versions of the SFS. In 1998 the
Parole Commission revised the SFS by increasing the weight given to prior commitments and
age at offense and deleted the drug-use item. The revised SFS was designated as SFS 98. The
reasoning behind this trend of decreasing the number of items on the instrument is based on a
rationale that since the SFS directly influences the length of the prison term, a small number of
items should be included that are objective, easily scored, and are not subject to falsification by

the offender (Hoffman, 1994).

Components of the Connecticut Salient Factor Score

An offender’s risk level is assessed while serving his or her sentence using the SFS to aid
parole boards in making parole recommendations. The SFS looks at several different factors to
assess the offender’s risk of recidivism. The present study examines the five items on the
Connecticut Board of Parole Salient Factor Score updated in 1999 (CTSFS99).
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The first component that the SFS examines is the frequency of prior offending. Offenders can
receive between zero and four points on this item, depending on the number of previous
offenses. The SFS looks at a range of commitments from zero (score of 4) to five or more
(score of 0). Convictions that are from at least ten years before the current offense are not
counted in the assessment as long the offender has not been incarcerated during that ten year
time period. In addition, not all offenses are included. Minor traffic offenses and juvenile status
offenses are among the types of offenses that are excluded from the assessment. The SFS
also excludes misdemeanors and minor offenses that resulted in a sentence of less than 30
days incarceration or less than one year on probation. Only commitments of sixty days or more
are included

The second component of the SFS examines the offender’s age at the commencement of the
current offense. This offender’s age is also examined in conjunction with the number of previous
commitments. An individual with five or more prior commitments of 60 days or more has one
point subtracted from his score on this component. The reasoning being, an older offender with
fewer previous periods of incarceration has a lower likelihood to recidivate, whereas a young
offender with previous commitments has a higher risk of recidivism. Scores range from zero for
offenders who were 19 or younger at the time of the offense to a score of five for offenders who
were 37 or older at the time of the offense. An individual can never have a score of less than

Zero.

Another risk component that the SFS examines is the period of time that the offender has not
been incarcerated. Scores on this component range from zero to two. Specifically, the SFS
looks to see if the offender has had another offense that resulted in a period of incarceration of
more than 60 days within the three years prior to the current offense. Offenders that have had a
period of incarceration of 60 days or longer and committed the current offense within twelve
months of that prior commitment are at a higher risk of recidivism and receive a score of zero.
The offender receives a score of one if the current offense was committed at least twelve
months but less than 36 months prior to the commencement of the current offense. A score of
two is given to individuals who have no prior commitment of 60 days or more more were
released to the community from the last such commitment at least 36 months prior to the
commencement of the current offense.

The fourth component of the SFS examines the number of previous periods of incarceration that
were longer than one year. The scores range from zero to two for this component. Individuals

with five or more previous imprisonments of more than a year receive a score of zero, a score of
one for three to four previous imprisonments and a score of two for two or fewer imprisonments.

When assessing the offender, the SFS considers violence as the fifth and last component .The
scores range from zero to one for this item. An individual is given a score of zero if the instant
offense was violent or has two or more prior convictions of violent offenses or has a prior
conviction for a violent offense within 24 months of the current offense. A score of one is given if
none of these conditions apply. The components of the CTSFS99 are summarized below.
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Elements in the Salient Factor Score

CTSFS99

Elements {Connecticut Board of Parole})
Frequency of Prior Offending Count of prior commitments of 60 days or more
Seriousness of Prior Offending Count of prior commitments of more than one year
Recency of Prior Offending Three years since last release from 60 days or

more commitment
Age Age at commencement of current offense
Violence History Instant offense violent or two or more priors or one

prior conviction committed within 24 months before
or after current offense

The original SFS was scored on a scale from zero to ten, with a score of ten being the lowest
risk of recidivism and a score of zero being the highest risk. The SFS and the seriousness of
the current offense were then examined on grid with a guideline range of {otal time fo be served.
This grid and its guidelines were only provided as proximities, thus enabling the Commission to
vary its suggestions based on possible aggravating or mitigating factors (Hoffman, 19584).

Guidelines for Decsionmaking Grid (SFS 1981): Customary Total Time to be
Served before Release (Including Jail Time)

Offense Characteristics Offender Characteristics: Parole Prognosis (SFS 1981)
Severity of Offense Behavior Very Good Good Fair Poor
(10-8) (7-6) (5-4) (3-0)

Guideline Range
Category Five 24-36 36-48 48-60 60-72
Months Months Months Months

The CTSFS99 is scored on a scale of zero to thirteen. The scores are than collapsed from raw
to group scores. Individuals with totals of 0-3 are given a score of zero, 4-5 a score of one, 6-8 a
score of two and 9 or more a score of three. Additionally, a score of one is added to the group
score if the individual qualifies under the violence component. Thus, the guideline score for the
CTSFS99 can range from zero to four. Table 3 provided the guideline for time to be served

before release.

Total Time to be Served before Release (Inciuding Jail Time) CTSFS99

Score Service Proportion
Minimum Maximum
0 85% 100%
1 70% 85%
2 60% 70%
3 50% 60%
4 50% 60%
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Research on the SFS

A study by Hoffman and Beck (1983) examining the effectiveness of the SFS on Federal
prisoners using the definition of recidivism as any new commitment of 60 days or more including
a return to prison for parole violation within a two year follow up period found that prisoners with
a high SFS of 10 had a recidivism rate of 6 percent compared to offenders with a SFS of 0 who
had a recidivism rate of 59 percent (Hoffman, 1983). The lower the score the higher the risk.
The complete distribution is presented below.

Salient Factor Score Category Recidivism Rate
Category A (scores of 10-8) 12 percent
Category B (scores of 7-6) 25 percent
Category C (scores of 5-4) 39 percent
Category D (scores of 3-0) 49 percent

A study by Hoffman (1998) conducted in Connecticut examined a random sample of offenders
serving sentences of more than two years who were released in 1991. The total sample of 2019
was divided into a construction sample (N=1,019) and a comparison sample (N=1,000). Each
case had a three year follow up period from date of release.

Unfavorable outcomes were classified as: (1) any new court commitment to a term of
imprisonment of more than one year, or (2) any return to confinement for more than one year by
administrative action of the Department of Corrections or Parole Board. The findings from the
stuffy further supported the predictive power of the SFS.

Predicting Recidivism

Until recently the main goal of risk instruments was simply to assess an offender’s likelihood to
recidivate. Now instruments have been developed to look not only at risk but also at the needs
of the offender. Some of the issues that are examined help to determine which offenders
receive treatment, what types of treatment are appropriate and what intermediate goals are set
{Andrews, Bonta, & Woemith, 2008). There have been different methods used to assess
offenders. The first method of assessment used is structured clinical judgment, which is based
on professional judgments about an offender’s likelihood to reoffend. The second type of
assessment utilizes an empirically based risk instrument, such as the Salient Factor Score, that
look mainly at static factors. There are also methods of evaluation that are empirically based
risk instruments that also include dynamic risk factors. The Level of Service Inventory — Revised
(LSI-R) is an example of this type of assessment and is the most widely used measure of
recidivism (Hanson, 2005). While static factors are useful for predicting recidivism, the
assessment of dynamic risk factors is necessary to know where to intervene (Hanson). More
recent assessments, such as the Level of Service/ Case Management Inventory (LS/CM), are
being used to direct and track service and supervision from the early stages of incarceration all
the way through case closure. These types of assessments aim to facilitate effective treatment
and clinical supervision that will result in a reduction of recidivism. However, these services are
more effective in reducing recidivism for offenders that are a higher risk than they are for
offenders that are a lower risk (Andrews, et al., 2008). The predictive validity of actuarial
evaluations of the main risk and/or need factors surpasses the validity of clinical judgments

(Andrews, et al., 2006).
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Future Guidelines for Risk Assessment

Bonta (2002) offers a number of suggestions regarding risk assessment tools that could resuit in
a more effective measure of an offender’s risk level than some of the instruments that are
currently being used. While progress has been made in the development of assessment
instruments used to evaluate offender risk, there is still room for improvement. Bonta suggests
the following 10 guidelines:

1. Assessment of offender risk should be based on actuarial measures of risk

2. Risk instruments should be validated on their ability to predict criminal behavior

3. Risk instruments should be directly related to criminal behavior

4. Select instruments that are based on a relevant theory

5. Sample a number of factors related to criminal behavior

6. Assess criminogenic need factors

7. Limit general personality and cognitive tests to the assessment of responsivity

8. Use different methods to assess risk and needs

9. Exercise professional responsibility

10. Adhere to the principle of the least restrictive alternative
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APPENDIX C: RISK INSTRUMENTS AND SCORING MANUALS
FROM OTHER JURISIDICTIONS
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ALABAMA PROBATION AND PAROLE SUPERVISION

RISK ASSESSMENT
Officer Initials: Field Office #: Assessment Date: / /
Offender Name: PR #:
1 Age at First Adult/J uvenile Arrest (include misdemeanors) (Age: } Score
a. DT oo svesesseeeessessm oAt AR T 0
b. 200 OF YOUIEET orereerssesamvsirastsssisssis 32001 o 1
2. Offender’s Current Age (Age: )
a. B A oo eeseesseesoeess e b e e E RS RS TS 0
b. 35 OF YOUIEET 1voveeessssecssrssisesesiasstimsess 0441 oo 1
3 Number of Arrests (inchude current) (Total number: }
a. o T T O P TR e 0
b. TAWD OF THIBC . eveeerssnssrasnsssossssenssssssras s s s esrESmST 1
c. Four of MOote ....coeneene TR OO PP P S 2
4. Number of Prior/Current Arrests for Theft, Car Theft, Robbery, Burglary,

Stolen Property, Criminal Trespass, Damage/Destruction of Property, Larceny, o Arson
(include current) (Total number: )

a. (123 AITESTS «rvvereerersomsssesssnrssessesssssresssssss o s IR 0

b. FOUT OT TTIOTE AITESTS covveersssesssimmmsssssrasssbsmsssris s s s s 20 1
5. Number of Prior/Current Felony Arrests for Homicide, Kidnapping, Manslaughter, or Assault

(include current) .

a. NIOILE. .+ osveeereeeeesesssssams e assses e SRR R S SRR TSRS 0

b. OMIE OF TTIOTE 11vvevseveresssmesssassesontissesssesses siarss sesssbim s s 20 1
6. Number of Prior/Current Escape Arrests/Attempts {include current)

a. NIOTIC. v vvaesoresos e soessssaesseeesabssEasamm RS0 Se AT T 0

b. (HILE OF TIHOTE rvereesermmnssserssreesasassisssmssses s or s EE SRS RS0 !
7. Number of Prior/Current Convictions for Assault, Sex Assault, or Weapons

(include current)

a. TIODEC e eveveseesssasas et bt e ressassmas s R TSR eeeonanrtressan e ebrr b ]

b. OIIE OF TIHOTE 1vvereveeseasssssecessesssatesssssaessemssboms a2 S 1
8. Prior Probation Episode

a. N0 oo e e et s st o SRR SRS R AR 0

b. YES vesrreevreremmraenines eeeseens e JOT OO PRSP T E 1
9 Number of Prior Adult Jail Sentences (Total number: )

a OIS UTKIIOWTL o111 rreseaeeensoreberssss s st ess s s s s scs  m e L0

b OLB oo ssesesseeeesessase s b bR RS 1

¢ TANO OF TTAOTE wrrervssessessserssesaseresssessasss bbb o8 S AR 2
16 Number of Prior Adult Prison Episodes (Total number: )

a NOTLE OF ONM.rrrereessesssssesssresesesssestssnessessea8 SRR T2 0

b TR OF ITLOTE crvreeresssesrseessesssvrsssssocssars b bs s SS T 1

12

{C:\Documents and Seningsist_ruffololydiLocat Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK 58\Risk and Needs Training Manus!.doc]



1. Employment Status at Time of Current Offense

8. Yes (full-time, part-time, or not apphicable) .o 0
b. No (unemployed or UNKNOWN) .o 1

12, Offender Alcohol/Drug Abuse History
a, E N STV T U OO PSS PP R P SRR TS PSP PTT SIS 0
b. Yes, alcohol abuse or drug bUSE......ovweveierimicmiisminm s i
TOTAL

13. Initial Risk Classification
Minimum (Level V) Risk (0 to 4)
Medium (Level IV) Risk (5 to §)
Maximum (Level T1I) Risk (% to 14)

14. Discretionary Override
A discretionary override is applied by the officer to
officer believes the supervision level set by the assessment

onlv increase the risk level.

increase the supervision level in any case where the
is too low. A discretionary officer ovérride mav

Supervisor Approval:

Discretionary Override Classification:

13
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ALABAMA PROBATION AND PAROLE
OFFENDER NEEDS ASSESSMENT/REASSESSMENT

Field Office:

Officer Initials:

PR #:

Offender Name:

Refer to the accompanying definitions to determine the most appropriate response and circle the item score which best applies.

Initial Reassess Reassess
Assess #1 #2
Date; Date: Date:
A A 5
N1. High school, | Adequate job | Incapableof Low skill Low skill
Academfc/ GED, or skills acquiring job | level/currently level/no
Vocational higher skills engaged in training
Skilis  education GED or
vocational
training
a b c d S
N2. Satisfactory Secure Unemployed or Unemployed,
Employment employment (12 employment/none | underemployed, exceeded 60 days
months ot more) needed 60 days or less
a b ¢ d
N3, Good support and Stable or none Domestic discord, | Serious domestic
Marital/Family influence lack of discord or
Relationships cooperation domestic violence
2 b C d
N4. No documented History of Current Current
Mental Health history or instability, but mstability, instability,
observable signs: stable for 12 receptive to unreceptive to
months treatment treatment
a b c d
NS, No lmown history Alcohol use/no Qccasional abuse Serious abuse
Alcohol Abuse prohlems
a b c d
Ne. No known history | Sporadic usage or | Occasional abuse Serious zbuse
Narcoties/Drug experimentation
Problems a b c d
N7. Functioning Needs assistance Severely limited
Intellectual independently
Ability 3 B c
N8. No problems Some physical problems Serious physical
Health problems
a b c
N8, No criminal Inappropriate Tlegal sexual llegal sexual
Illegal Sexusal conviction or sexual behavior; behavior; with behavior, no
Behavior official no criminal treatment treatment
documentation conviction
a b c d
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Initial Assessment

10.  Priority Offender Needs are problem behaviors that, in the opinion of the officer, should be addressed to help reduce the likelthood of
continited criminal behavior, The officer is asked to identify up to three areas which should be addressed by the supervision/rehabilitation
plan fo help deter the offender from criminal behavior. This is done by entering the item # in the box below. If appropriate, indicate if a
service referral was made and identify an applicahle treatment or service provider.

Service Status Completion Type
Priority Needs Referral Made? Service Provider 1-Continue, 2-Unavailable 1-Satisfaciory Completion
Item {circie one) (if applicable) Referral Date  3-Refused, 4-Completed  2-Unsatisfactory Date
1. Yes /No A o
2. Yes/ No i s

3. Yes/ No o Y e A A

% Reassessment #1

N10. Priority Offender Needs are problem behaviors that, in the opinion of the officer, should be addressed to help reduce the likelihood of
continued cririnal behavior. The officer is asked to identify up to three areas which should be addressed by the supervision/rehabilitation plan to
help deter the offender from criminal behavior. This is done by entering the itern # in the box below. If appropriate, indicate if a service referral was

made and identify an applicable treatment or service provider. :
Service Status Completion Type
Priority Needs  Referral Made?  Service Provider 1-Continue, 2-Unavailable 1-Satisfactory Completion
Ttem (circle one) (If applicable) Referrai Date  3-Refused, 4-Completed  2-Unsatisfactory Date
1. Yes/No ) A
2. Yes/No _ - S
3. Yes/ No _ A

Reassessment #2

N10 Priority Offender Needs are problem behaviors that, in the opinion of the officer, should be addressed to help reduce the likelithood of continued
criminal behavior, The officer is asked to identify up to three areas which should be addressed by the supervision/rehabilitation plan to help deter

the offender from criminal behavior. This is done by entering the item # in the box below. If appropriate, indicate if a service referral was made and

identify an applicable treatment or service provider,

Service Status Completier Type
Priority Needs  Referral Made?  Service Provider 1-Continue, 2-Unavailable I-Satisfactory Compietion
Item (circle one) (If applicable) Referral Date  3-Refused, 4-Completed  2-Unsatisfactory Date
1. Yes/No _ A
2. Yes/No A A A
3. Yes/No i N
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PCA070B - Parole Roard Risk Assessment

Page 1 of

hitps://eomisappl .state ar 1s: 7002 /serv]

et,fcom.marcjms.ecmis.EemiscozltroﬂerServIei?t‘ask“xPPTBRislﬂss...

PCASOT0E Paraole Board Risk
Assessment
Effective Date*; Stafi:
Criminal History Predictars Current Offender Predictors
Prior Performance on probation or « 8. Total number of original felony :
parole*: convictions on this incarceration*:
Satisfactory or Better or N/A Mone
Number of prior felony convictions*: : Alcohol Abuse Predictors
None
9. Degtee of alcohol abuse*: *
Number of prior sentenced * None or Minor
incarcerations to prison, Jail or
juvenile facility for 30 days or more*: 10. Degree of drug abuse*: .
None Nane or Minor
Nurnbe? of Emr probetion or parole * Socio-Economic Predictors
revocations®:
None 11. Ever legally married*: vr
Ever arrested or convicted as - Ne
juvenile®:
ﬁc 12. Employed over 50 percent of the two *
years prior to arrest for the current
L
Any prior juvenils or adult " zifensle :
convictions for theft*:
No 13, Age at first arrest or law enforcement >
¥
Any prior juvenile or adul ¥ ggf?g,t dor
convictions for burglary*;
No 14, Age at release on parole or transfer to *
COTMURIty punishment*:
45 or older
Total Score: Risk Level:
are ToUpdate” ) _Prigr Pags |
Show List Upded | nforoiation

4/2/2007
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DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE
COLORADO ACTUARIAL RISK ASSESSMENT SCALE (CARAS) CARAS

Revised 6-03

Pursuant to C.R.8. 17-22.5-404(6}
NOTE: This instrument predicts the probability of re-arrest for men and women refeased from the Colorado

1 Department of Corrections.

INSTRIJCTIONS: Please check either the "Yes" or “No" box presented after each statement. In the event that the
answer 1o a question is unknown, check the “No" box. Each itemn with a "Yes” response is scored 1 and each item
with a “No” response is scored 0. These items include events that immediately precede the current incarceration.
Many of the items require only one episode to score a “1" but ltem 2 requires 3 episades and [tem 3 requires two

episodes of probation OR at least one sentence to diversion community corrections,

YES NO
1. The offender has a 9th grade or lower reading ability. Use the most recent Test of Adult

il ] Basic Education (TABE) score.

2. The offender has three or more adult prison or jail incarcerations. Include fime served for

[ [ the offense for which the offendsr is currently sentenced ("current offenss®). You may count
mulfiple incarcerations of the current offense when the offender is revoked or regressed fo prison
again on the same offense. Do not include juvenite commitments. Do not count pretrial

confinement.

3. The offender has two or more adult probation supervisions or one or more diversion
[ L] community corrections supervisions. Include fime served for the offense for which the

offender is currently sentenced (“current offense”). You may count mulfiple supervision of the

current case when the offender is revoked and resentenced fo the community on the same case.

4. The offender has one or more escapes as an adult offender. Include all documented

D L] escapes or walk-aways from jall, prison and community corrections, even if the offender was not
charged or convicted. Include time served for the offense for which the offender is currently
sentenced (‘current offense”). You may count muliples of the current offense when the offender

is revoked or regressed fo prison again on the same offense.

5. The offender has af least one Code of Penal Discipline (COPD) violation for every two
years of the current incarceration.

8, The offender has one or more adult parole revocations. Include all adult revocations,
including the current offense.

7. The offender has one or more adult probation revocations. /nclude the current offense.

8. The offender has one or more adult community corrections revocations. /nclude fhe
current offense.

OO O O
0o 0o g

Total COLORADO ACTUARIAL RISK ASSESSMENT SCALE Score
Add all YES answers and place in the box.

SCORE RISK LEVEL
0-2 Low

3 Moderate

4-8 High
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Executive Summary: Automated Parole Risk Assessments

Tammy Meradith, Ph.D,
May 1, 2003

How do we know if a parolee will be
arrested while under our supervision? We
cannot know for certain. But by using the
tools of science, we cam improve upon our
professional knowledge by mathemarically
assessing risk for re-arrest, A parole officer
with insight into the likelihood of re-
offending can make more informed
supervision decisions. This notion highfights
the Georgia Parole Board’s philosophy of
“results driven supervision” — which
encourages the use of research to improve the
Boaprd®s ability to address the needs of
parolees in order to enhance their chances of
successful integration into the community.

The following paragraphs highlight the
findings in the full ARS Project Repont,
Automated Risk Assessments (November 1,
2001). Our automated risk assessment project
takes data collected by officers every day in
the field and turns it into a tool to help them
tailor interventions most likely to have the
greatest effect (develop 2 supervision strategy
that will improve the chances of a successful
outcome). We are currently developing the 2™
in a series of automated risk assessment
instruments for the Parole Board, a re-
assessment that can replace the current pancil
and paper instrument completed by officers at
6-month intervals for active parolees.

Qur analysis of 6,327 parcleas who completed
their parole between July 2000 and January
2001 demonstrates that there are ten
sighificant risk factors that we can vse to
define 2 Georgia parolee’s level of risk for re-
arrest during parole supervision:

Stetic Risk Foctors:
Age at Sentenaing

fost Serinus Offense was Property (yes/no}
Most Serious Offensa was Drug Sales (veshs)
# Prior Juvenile & Adult Incarcarativng

Prior Parcle o Probation Revosation {yasing

History of Mental Health Treatmant (yesino)

Bynamie Risk Fzctors:

# of Days Employed While on Parle
# Residences While on Parole
Proportion of Drug Tests With Positive Results

# of Months Attending Prograrits) While on Parole

In general, our znalysis confirms what we are
learning from parole officers and chiefs in the
field: (a) the importance of community
supervision performance, (I} the pay-off (in
terms of reduced recidivism) for keeping a
parclee employed and in programs, and (c)
the comulative negative influence of dmg use
and residential instability,

The Importance of Parole Performance

This project is the first in Georgia to
demonstrate statistically the important role
“dynamic risk factors” play in determining
supervision success. While traditional rigk
assessments focus on offender characteristics
(age of on-set) and prior criminal history, our
re-assessment model demonstrates the
impertance of sommunity supervision

gz
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performance and how changes in parole
activity directly influence risk for re-
offending.

In other words, those things that place a
paroiee at risk for recidiveting on the first day
of parole (youth, being a property or drug
offender, having a prior record, and having
menta] health problems) are exacerbated
among those parolees wheo perform poorly
during parole supervision. Since the dynamic
factors can continually change during the
course of parole, the probability of arrest can
be comtinually recaleulated (at on-going or
regularly scheduled “re-assessment™
intervals), For example, the probability of
arrest for a 20-year old property offender with
a prior probation revocation is 25%; but if he
fails one half of his drug tests while on parole,
his probability of arrest jumps to 48%.

The Pay-Off of Jobs and Programs

The Parole Board’s eurrent emphasis on
employment and treatment programs would
appear soutdly justified. The analysis of
Georgia parolees indicates that the pay-off for
cach day of employment during parole is a
reduction of 1% in the likelihood of arrest.
That translates into a 30% decrease in the
likelihood of arrest for only one month (30
days) of employment. A paroles employed for
a year is 3 ' times less likely to be arrestad
than a similarly situated parcles who is -~
unemployed for the year.

Similarly, each month of attending programs
during parole results in 2 reduction of 2% in
the likelthood of arrest, That translates into a
24% decrease in the likelihood of arrest for
one year (12 months) of programming, The
next step in this on-going project is to refine
the measurement of program participation — to
determine the relationship between the type of
program and the days of attendance per month
and the pay-off in reduced recidiviem. This is
only possible by improving the current
measursment of program participation in
FLOID, including the refinement of tracking
daily attendance In program types within the

PARDONS aND PAROLE

four prograrn tracks (substance abuse,
cognitive skills, edusetion and employment).

The Negative infiuence of Drug Use
and Residential Instabilify

This analysis demonstrates the negative
influcnce of drug vse and residential
instability during perole supervision, The drug
test factor (proportion of drug tests that are
positive) is an extremely important fastor. For
each incremental change in the ratio (positive
to total tests), thete is a 60% increase in the
likelthood of arrest, That translates into
inereasing the odds of arrest by almost 20
times if 2 parolee moves from one-third of his
drug tests returning positive to one-half of his
drug tests returning positive,

The importance of drug test failuras as an
indicator of risk highlights a series of issues.
First, 28% of the study cohort haé no drug
tests recorded. Only one-third of the study
cohort had any positive drug tests {ranging
from 4% to 100% of their tests returning
positive, with an average of 18%), In other
words, there are few instances of parolees
with exceptionally high levels of drug test
faflures (such as 50% as indicated in the
Ulustration above). However, if drug test
failures are a strong indication of risk, it
would appear compelling to enforce a hishet
rate of drug testing among parolees.

Finally, there is a 25% increase in the
likelihood of arrest each time a parolee
changes address. That translates inte doubling
the odds of arrest by simply moving three
times while on parole {having 4 residences).
This significant relationship was uncoverad
only after extensive manual cleaning of the
residential records in FLOID for the parolees
in the study cohort. This feads us to conclude
that not only innovative analysis but also the
basic need to improve data quality is critica)
to good risk assessment. Records of parolee
residence must be improved if this
information is ever to be incorporated in any
“automated” system of calculating risk,
Thig will be a critical area of work for the
upeoming risk assessment project year.

Appliad Rasearch Sarvices, ine

Atlanta, GA (404) 8B1-1120
mersdith@ars-corp, com
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STATE OF KENTUCKY
PAROLE GUIDELINES RISK ASSESSMENT FORM

Inmate Name  Last; § Firstz | Inmate #: |
r el Assessmant Summarys -I mm/
) Insthutior: " Fle Review Oniy? @ Bres o ] PED: :l
STATIC ITEMS POINTS | | DYRAMIC TTEM POINTE
X Current Offense &, Age at time of hearing .
& Theft/Burglary/Robbery Other i—-—-r ’ (8 20 and under @ 45 and ovar i
j @ Life Takan/Assault/5ex Crimes/DUT i 2124 1 E
Type of Thefi/Burglary/Robbery Offense: ] & 2544 i
i turrent Age: ﬂ
Life Taken Assault [ sSex Cimas [ DI 7. Current Classification Level
2. Any Felfony Revocations _ .
}I @ v @ Community/Restricted
i = ! & Minimura F
l @ No i !
: @ Medum
MmANYY .
Typa of Revi: § Date: | © Close/Maximum
Trpe L Desc: Current Claseification Level! |
Type of Rev2: | Date: |
Type 2 Dest: 8. Completed Ea/Vor/ Treatment Programs
Ty of Rav3: | Date: { No g.-_...
Tvpe 3 Dese: @ vag
TYe of Reva: § Datas § ABE GED College Degres SAP SOTP
Type 4 Dast;
@ . : & vorational Degree: | ) P dates
Type of Reva: | Date: 1 ] it
Type 5 Desc: Other: & Other: | [ other: i
Type of Reve: | * Date: | Currnt or Other Programs: !
Type & Desa: , }
Check fere if there are more than § revocations: (B
|

3. Pripr DOC Incarcerations

! B One or
; mare a.......

Employmert i Source: {

5, Marital Status sl most recant DOC admission

{
i & Nene ,
_ &, Most Severg Disciplinary Repori i the I35t 2 years
Dese: | (3¢ in o il mialeh with BOC catedgory ng st fiere) _
4 High Schinel Dagree/GED or Attending School or Dreseription !
Empiayvad for at laast & months prior to arrest B caviorvit ;
i
3 @ None i
l @ One Cordition Met I~ Cat ¥ or V '
g @ Two Canditions Met ]
— }
aiil |
Edueaon: T tater § @ Nene/Cat 11T or below ] !

Additional Comments:

l @ Sirgle - Never Married "
i # Other ]

Lrota[ Static Scora: H—_Tl L_Tf;al Dynamic Seoret i_...........— |

[ Totaf Risk Asgesement Scare: i l Fverﬂﬂ Risk Leval: i I
Paroie Board Specialist Name: 3 Dale: !
‘ Offense Severity: i

Reviged: 12/2005 FOR PARCLE BOARD USE ONLY AND AT THEIR DISCRETION. THIS 15 A CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT.
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LUAT
- MARYLAND RISK ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET
(ALL INFORMATION IN SECTIONS 7, I1, I/ IS REQUIRED)

Offendsr’s Namo

DOC/FATL Muinber Carrectional Facitity

Date Heard

RECOMMIENDATION/DECISION;:

Hearing Officer/Commizsioner

1, COMNMITMIENT INFORMATIDN: {Aseending by DATE 1MPOSLD)
Date .
Tmposed Offense Sentence From

1.
2, -
3.
4,
5.
8,
MSR Date: . Max Exp, Date: Total Term (Months): .
i OFFENSE INFORMATION:

L Date(s) of Offensafs):

(rote whother ARREST DATE per RAF/FBI or OFFENSE DATE per State's VersiowPSI}
2. Detaila pf Offensefs):
3. Suparvision Status: On Probation/ Parale/ MER/ Incarcerrted, or Escapt at the time of eurrent offense.
(Enter begin/end dnes from NCIC, TIT, RAP, OB, OB3G, or 281y -
Supervision Status Beginnlug date Inding date

I PRIORRECORD SUMMARY apurrs TvENILE):

(Item 3 - Property Cffense Arrests)

—

{(Etem 5 - Prior Cnnvicl;lons!f;djudicatinnstﬁilUDclinqu:ncy} .

Mo/Yr (Arrest) {Olense~-include current effonse if properyy ¢ Mo/Yr (At'reét) (O ffanse) (Dlspés{tiun & Diate)
2.
3.

4, (JUVENILE HISTORY?)

IV.  COMMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

—

{101 lisy offfrom Pre-parale Evatuntion andior CMS update)

M

JUYENILE HISTORY?

— T
—_— T

1



Inmate's Mame: DOCH:

V. STATIC RISK FACTOR CALCULA‘_H_ON STATIC RISK FACTOR SCORING Pts,

L Age at Current GHensge: (msnaa]lcamm!tmen 3] . t ¢ .
Eertlest date of Currgnt Offense A s Age;g :;:—:: (;g::“' Ce
Date of Birth {from commitmem/manua}} ;i N}‘ - - 0
Caloulate Age 8t Currapt Offenge: T \20 0 23 years | 1

T L9 years or younger | 2
2. Supervision Status (3e. Section H, Ttem 3: nlsg 2ot manyol)
A, Isthe Subject's ERrrent commitment for: ’ 2. th"tionm“mmmmﬁ“ement or .

Probation/Parojs/ MSR Violation or Escape? Yes / Nog Bseape Status

B. At the time of the current offense was the subject on:
Lirrent offense

Probaticn/ Parole/ MR/ Confinement/ Farlough/ HDUY
Escape, or another Jurisdiction’g equivalent? Yies / o

Mot on probatipn/ paraliefincardaratcd
OF estape statig ] (NO)

Otherwisa B (YES)

3. Praperty Offenger {Codes 371-4913

3. Property Offender (Codes 371-491: manun()
(See Section 111, ltem 3; o150 ses marugty : Two o1 less acrests
Nate: Arrests at the sems tims count 55 one arpe, .

Include current offenss I sroverty erime,
r——— A CUTTERE B

Three or more arrests , 2
4. History of Drug/Aleohol Abuse 4. History of Drag/Aleohol Abuse
Prigr Convictions/ Se)f Admisslon/SAT Evaluation Yey/Np - Noae 0
Substance Abuge 1
5. Prigr Com:‘ctiansmdjudicatinus!Delinquenciestullt 5. Prior Cunvictions/AdJudluatlans
(See Section I, Ytem 5; alsg see manual) - Nons o
Do pot inslude current offense ' M%One *{“— T
include all felony convistiong | ) M
See instruction mamual for non-felony & juverile convictions Two — Three N
Four or more - 3
Tofnl Statle Risk Score
VI. DYNAMIC IISK FACTOR CALCULATION DYNAMIC RISK YACTOR SCORING Pts. .
6. Current Age:

6. Current age Circle

Hearing Date*(or statutory eligibillty if [ater): D A 51 and abovs ’ . :

Date of Birth (zee manual): —d M D

Caloulate Ape at hearing/parole eligibiliey: 21-40 o _ ___h_»__l__
.~ (Remember: sdvancing 1.1, doesn’t change elipiiiiliy) Under2i -

2

7. Security Threat Greup {STG) Membershlp 7, Secuvity Threnat Group (STG} Membership

DOC cases: consult OBSCIS 1, gereen mpan No Active Membarshy; 0
te determine STG Alert «gg entry exists, Then consnit ; - : NCEEE
Monthly Intelligence Rpt. for membership seoring, Active Me}:ﬂbershlp 2
Local Defentlon Cepter: credible information

from officia! soures or selfiadmission Yes /No
8. Prjogrammin ]

8. Completed Education/SA/Vocational
Has the siibject completed any afihe foliowing Program (see mamnual) . .
during this period of incarceration {zes manual); Program eompletion :
Literecy/Adnlt Begig EducationiGED/Cul[ege Degree Yes ]
(A.A/B.A/BSY (eertified oy diploma)/ Vocational M“WM
Program/ REATATP/ROTC/ATE or other TC - Yes /No
9. Current Custody Level
DOCInmate: From OBSG “18" Screen/PPE)
Loeal Detention Faciligy:
Work Releage (msuparvised)
Generul Populstion
Any Higher Custody Level

-9. Current CL{stodv Level
Pre-Release -1

Minimum . 0

- é Else 1
1 i

Total Dynomlc Rislk Score

L]

VI - TOTAL RISK SCORE {(Add the Statle Risk Seore ang the Dynamie Risic Score) >
- o :
VIII,

OFFENDER RISK. RATING/CATEGORY {CEECK ALL APPLICARLE BLOCKS}
] MALES  Low Risk (0-dpts) [] Moderate Risk (5-8ots.) O] High Risk (9+) []

1 FEMALES Low Risk {(0-5pts,) 1 Moderaie Risk (6-9pts.) | IHigh Risk (101'-)13
. OFFENSE TABLE (Check): TARLE A TABLE B PRE 10-1-1994 VIOLSNT CRIME

X GUIDELINGS RANGE (ENTER THE SENTENCE LENGTH mos)
Bottom (enter mos.) Mid-Peint {enter mos.} Top (enter mos,)

5

XL TOTAL MONTHS SERVTD {At the time of the Recommended Release or Rehearing date)

XIL.CHECK IF REC. WAS: BELOW RANGE BOTTOM HALF TOPHALF A%J OVE RANGE
: {A Refusa! for Low/Moderate Risk 45 “Above Range” & for High Rislc [s Within “Top Halr)

MPC-58 ) 2
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VHHT LW CUWY Y W% L ROV WROHINMTL JUD T LU ‘ Mrn MU DL 234 |t F,ooUd
Jano 18, 2008 Q:87PM State of Nichigsn Ne. 3289 P ¢
MICHIGANM DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS PP-142
PAROLE GUIDYLINES SCORREMEET DATE
PALR ¢
Nphee Prisonsts Last Mame/First Noems Lozation.
inetzar Offenge Review Dare Comzered Dare Totu? Time Will
CHECK { ) Shoremm (8) = vl have served Tevs then 3 years
APPROPRIATE { F MedivmTem (M) = will have sopved between 3ond 7 vears
TERM () kongTem (Ly = will have sarvad more than 7 years .
ACTIVE BENTENCK SCORE

A ACORAVATING CONDTIIONS - if present, cuch s 2 vilue of [ (ménus onc), exzept whete otherwits fiated,

I Weapon or threst of weapom ( )
T Most seripus foree/injury (desth = -3) (ecrious injuryinmediate medies)

Aertion reguiied =2y (any Injury =-1) { }
3 Property loss or damige sxcoeds 55,000 fexetudes joyriding | { ]
4. Bxoossive vieleose or cruelty beyoud thet necessary to coranil instant offstse { )
5 Sexunl offenac or soaun) wsssalt bobavier ( 3
6 Victmmanspareed or hald saptive bayond thar neocomsy 1 oty

mstumt offinme { }
7 Multiple Viehme in theeut of o in the instant offense ( )
3 V':'cﬁm musitally vadoorsble (koos than age 13, uped, mentally or

physicaly impaired) ¢ )
b Offerder was leader (fve or moro acting «
10, MDOC dectgnated carser erieninal ¢ )
11 MDOC destgrated drup watficker t
12 MDOCT degignated a4 organized crime ¢ )

TOTAL AGGRAVATING POINTS ()

ACTION TAKRN: _ B .
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PAGE B4/11
THME AN WM VN WTeos I 00 W T U L Fna N DD 434 Lo FooL
JaneTEO0008 BSTRH O State of Hithlean No.3288 .3
RATR
Fage 2
Niymber Prisener’s Numg hacatlon

R, o

B MITIGATING CONDITIONS
I Situational zrime (incident was instintreous with low probabiliy of rossurrenee] = 42 ( )
3 Offender hed mingr or pén‘phml rale (two oF fhire aaéing) s { )
TOTAL MITIGATING POINTS { }
TOTALPOINTS (Aggravating + Mitigating) = { )

Computation of Inrtant O fomue Subtote!

“I'srm Term L
I VI LA 82 (M)

TOTAL #DINTS 13 = SCORE +3 43 42 TOTAL POINTS: 2 r800RE -1 .1 o).
g om +HE oA 4 3yt m Cr Ay |

o e IR R 3 5 SR B

0 m 8 6 0 G008 m B B R 1

-1 = LS B - or moth W < 3 2

INSTANT OFFENSE SURTUTAL  ( 3

TOTAL ACTIVE SENTENCE SCORE (Sudrotal + C,) { )
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TP MY VMW LMD T 0 DU UL YU L SR THA MU DL 8dg Ly F. Un
Jan- 18 2008 LiSBPH  State of Mithiza No.2283 P. ¢
DATE
Page3
Number Prigongr's, Nape ksearian
FRIOR CRIMINAL RECORL SCORE {Nurbier) {Points)
A Ausaullive Misdemanaor necurring aftor 17th binhday ¢ ) ¢
(et 03 (2ar Mora = §)
B, Numibar of ail Sentences (nar be jail term imposcd: j
Exelude titnsawaiting scmtenec or suspendid fnil 1erm)
(Ot ) =0}Q103=1){4or morm 2) t ) ¢ )
C  Numbor of Felony Conviciions {exclude igtant sffnse)
Q=M1 =132~ (3 ormorc=3) {3 {3
D, Assauitive Felony Convictions
O=00=jZarmme=2 { ) ( )
£ Prison Tams (Mivhigavorther siates/miliary, faderal, e1e)
C @0 1)@ ormane e 3) ¢ t
F Probetlonw/Delayed Semtances/Tarode Faflures (exclude viclulons
withsur penalty)
(0= 0)({1 ormorc= 1) ¢ { 3
G Onprodatjon/prrole/datayed santonca at tims af instane afftnes or
comumirted for vialation of probation?
{no = 0) fyc = 1) { 3 ( }
H  Juvsnile Incaresratinne (evelude stntuz affeanss)
{0 0) {1 ursmore = 1) ¢ ) (9
I Onjuvenile probutisn prior o convierian for inscant offenge (sxclude shius)
{mtrw 1) {yes, nan semnultive = 1} fvos, dsswulifve = 2) { ) ( 3
TXITAL PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD POINTS = )
Computarion of Prior Criminal Record Soorc
Yerw ‘Tatm
8L (MDY 1)
TOTALPOINTS & = SCORE 15 % #i TOTAL FOINTS:  §wECORE S S
1. 4 42 4 [ S
2= 23wl i - LB Y
Im 0 0 9,10 = 52 )
4 m S < ot mhare = R
PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD SCORE }
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Jan 18, 2008 3iE8PM  State of Michigan No 3268 P 6
DATE
Page 4
Nurgher Brisooer’s Name Location
LT we L riwtm Y] C——
CONDUCT SCoRE
A Count the namber of misconduct convieSuny for the It five years ef upinteitupted
ingeivuriona! time, inolading CRP, Camp, Hespital, xtended Anfough and Juit.
Exclude parole. escape (with or without somvistion) and ol on writ it of, bosd {
B Count the mumber of miseonduct copviotions for the Yase ysar using time
ctiterin in A, ()
G Connt the number of non-bordsble major misconduat tiokens in the last
Ave years peing time eriserla n A, { b
D, Comt the mumber of asaauly, seoin! asnnult, viot of homicide miszonduct
tokets during the Jaet five yours 1ising time @iferis in A ( 3
£ Countthe number of scourity reclassification increasas duting the L fvs
YOUrE wiing fime eritaria in A, {
F. Count the number ol sscurity chassiicaion incroases during the past yeor
using vee crlteria fn A {
TOTAL CONDUCT COUNT = { )
Computatian of Conduct Seore
Tutm “ferm
L) vy I
TOTAL COUNT- 0 » 5CORE +] +5 A8 TOTAL COUNT:  6=8C0RE ) S N
oo b B R 1 I )
2= I T fw- 2
1= 0ol F2 9 3 -3 04
4= 8 & n 10, i1, 12 = R I
5 om CU 13 or mare « 25 -8
TOTAL CONDUCT 5CORR { 3
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Jan 131008 S:58PM State of Hichizan No. 3288 P. &
DATE
Page &
umber Brisomer’s, Naene Luenion
Mgt N PR A
STATIETICAY, RISK SCORE
Assaulnive Rigk  w -
Poperty flisk =
Cornpuracion of Sratistiex] Ritk Soors
SHORT TERM MEDIUM TERM
Property Risk Property Rid
veRik Hieh Middle Low Assltive Rirk  High Middle Low
Viry High 9 7 Na Very High 7 -4 MA
High 74 4 High 5 4 .2
Midde 4 D 4 Midie - e 4
bow +4 o Low Na 24 45
Viry Low i +7 0 Yery Low NA  H 47
LONG TERM
Pyopryty Risk
Astanltive Blsk  High Middle Low
Very Hiph 5 2 NA
High 2 )
Middle -1 6+
Law NA 12wl
Very Low NA =} 8
STATISTICAL RISK SCORE ()
AGESCORT
Review Dme =
Liszarming ond Subtract
Prisumer's Dass of Birth =
Frizonur's Age = e
Competation of Age Seorc
Agg Sheg Term Age Leng Ter
15100 0
22 and Under 4
Are Mugdium Tamn 23 snd 22 -3
23 ond Under 2 25,26, 27 -1
24-27 -1 28,2930 0
2830 D J1-35 =1
3140 t] 36-40 2
ower 43 +3 41 - 5t +3
over 50 ]
AGE SCORE ) ]
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TTOMTEM GO W Cww b LU MR LTLITNL VW | UG MHA N 0L d3¢ [IH{ k. 08
Jan 3% 2005 B:RPM State of Michigan No.§283 P 7
DATE
Paga
Nuriber [risoner's Nysme ldwation
PROGRAM FERFORMANCE SCORE

Consider recommended programs and programe in wiich the prisoner partiziputed betwedn dorracted dn{e of sorenes snd parole eligibility dare,
which Tasted at lunst thrée months. Exclude CRP. Detoaming wiether the performanse wes edequiate of inndeagunte. Refitsal to partigipate sre
to Be coumled a8 Inadequats but weigh circamstincey surreunding the refusat .

Perform the review for each of the fallowing areus: (A) Waek {173 School » Acpdeniz or Vosationnl (C) Thetapy/Counseling » individua] or
group fochiding AA, NA, o, :

Following the ceview, spsign points for adeyuacy of overall pragrany pRFHCTpAtion.

Beseriprion " ShoiTom | MedbuTewm | Jenelsm

At least one sdequans, no inadaguares +1 2 +2

More siequxte then insdequate ) +] +1

Adequates equa] inadenustes 0 b g

More inadequator than adequates -1 -1 -

At tenst one instequate, mo adequatss -1 ~2 -2
POINYS ()

Add 2 + (plus one) i€ there were no insdodquatas and st fetst two thirds of e programe wara rarced
a5 exsollent or autdtanding, POINTS ( )

Subtract - | {minug ane) if prisonce reficed 1o sonplete or participate In a mnmmméﬂ; gm :
TOTAL YROGRAM PERFORMANCE SCORE ()

M#NML HELLTE SCORE

I there was & psyehialric hospitativation s 2 renult of criminat activity of mlvsa Gulity baux Ezdmm}b}r Y copvistion acore 88 {minus five),
ROINT!

ifthere is 2 history of physieat or sexual ssault reluted to & compulaive, devient or meychotic menml stitg, ineluding sarving far 2 5 offomse(s)

or pffonza(s} (nvelving smouelly essaullivi behavior, seore o -5 (arinun five)
POINTS { ¥

I serivuc prychotic mept) staie developed after incarccration, $ore ; g ?&n;lsnua tve) { :

H above condiiions bave exitted and behavior of thetipy Sussents imps;;u;%n; score 4 fm(inun Ii.i;w).
1

NOTE: THE S(fQF.{E IS NOT CUMULATIVE, IT MUST BE ONE OR THE OTHER,
MENTAL HEALTH BCORE ¥
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CALCULATION OF TOTAL PAROLE GUIDELINES SCORE
ACTIVE SENTENCE SCORE ¢ )
PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD SCORE ¢ )
CONDUCT SCORE «
STATISTICAL RISK SCORE ()
AGE SCORR ¢ )
PROGRAM PERFORMANCE SCORE ¢
MENTAL HEALTH-SCORE ¢
TOTAL PAROLE GUYDELINES SCORE - { )

" CALCULATION OF PAROLE PROBABILITY

If total score equal to or greater thay 4 ! HIGH PAROLE PROBABILITY

Il'total score between -12 and +3 () AVERAGE PAROLE PROBABILITY

Tl total seore Jess than or equeal t -13 { ) LOW FAROLE PROBABILIEY
S —

&
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MONTANA BOAD OF PARDONS AND PAROLE
RISK ASSESSMENT SCALE

Regular work assigrment whils in prison

No 5
Yes 4]
Age at first arrest
- Upthruage 18 8
1924 5
25 and older 0

Prior felony convictions

Yes 3
No 0

High schaol graduate or some college

No 2 RISK-BCORES AND LEVELS
Yes 0 P T e
v Pereemt  © Pereent Nof
. . . .7l Meeting Meeting - ‘
Prior community supervision t Risk:" - ¢ Bosrd Board . Pereentof
“Lévell Stendard- Btandard  °  Total
Yes ! oL -
No 0 = 157 Wi . 68 32 37
‘ =20, “Med-"- - 56 4 EE O
21*—2‘?ng11 39 : 61 28

Note: This nsk fsgessment is an irformation tool

Board . standard. for . tnmate parformance  following
Telease o pavole reduires 1o arrests for ither a felony or
& misdgmestior, and no-refurn to prison for a to hnical
Vidlition. of perole during the 12 months fullowing
teleasg i L o ‘ llowiz

ND. 351 BBl
- Serious drug or alcohol problem
Both 5
Either alcoho! ot drag problem 3
None 0

Any arrest for burglary, robbery, theft, auto theft, or
forgery

Yes
No

L= ¥

TOTAL RISK SCORE
RISK LEVEL

used by the Montana Board of Pardans and

Parole. It does not limit the diseration of the Board in any way,

CHiINDags\Forme\Risk Asseesment Saale 1.9007 doe
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vasuos 2uuy Lun LU 24 FAX 402 471 2433 NE BOARD OF PAROLE

CHA INSTRUMENT
DCS Number: Full Name:
Date of Birth: Male or Female: FBI Number:

NE 81D Number;

Other Sfate SID Numbers:

TOTALS
R PRIORASSAULTIVE OFFENSE CONVICTION |
R2  PRIOR SERIOUS PROPERTY OFFENSE CONVICTION
R3,  TOTAL NUMBER OF PRIOR CONVICTIONS
R4 AGE AT FIRST CRIMINAL CONVICTION
R6  TOTAL PRISON SENTENCES
R6  PRIOR PAROLE REVOCATIONS
R7  AGE AT PAROLE ELIGIBILITY DATE
R8  ALCOHOL ABUSE 0
Rg  DRUG USE “[
TOTAL SCORE:
CATEGORY 1 (-2 TO #4); CATEGORY 3 (+5 TO +7):
CATEGORY 2 (42 TO +4): CATEGORY 4 (+8 TO +15)

CONFIDENTIAL - FOR PAROLE BOARD USE ONLY

DISSEMINATE BY PERMISSION OF PAROLE BOARD ONLY

SCORE

Page 1

0027003
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ME BUARD OF PAROLE

FAAL 4UZ 41 2453

EERN RN AN |

VAL W m U

O—N——S — 2>~I >mm mmm g mz'_l Eozxm —l— mmuu.. {7 mnsufficient nformation

DCS Number: MName Date of Birth: 51D Nursber
FBI Number Other States SID Numbers: Male or Female:
DATE ASSAULTIVE CONVICTIONS RAP OR PS! DATE PROPERTY CONVIGTIONS RAP OR PSI

DATE TRAFFIC CONVICTIONS RAP QR P§) DATE OTHER CONVICTIONS RAP OR P5I
Age at 1st Criminal Conviction: Prior Prisen Sentences: Prior Parcle Revocations: Ravocation Dates:
Total Convictions: Age at PED: {13 Alcohat Abuse 1 DrugUse MONTH/YEAR REVIEWY initiafs:

{1 NCIS RAP Used { NCIC RAP Used Class Study Used '\ Pre-Sentence Used

COMMENTS:

* IF BOX IS CHECKED, SEE COMMENTS

CONFIDENTIAL. - FOR STAFF USE ONLY Page 1
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Identifying Number:

Name:
DateofBith:___/ / Sex: M F Date; I
Referral Source: Reason for Referral:
Disposition: Present Offenses:

The LET-R is 4 quentitetive susvey of attribures of offenders and thefr situations relevant to the decisions regarding
levelof service. The LSI-R is composed of 54 terns. Items areeitherin a “yes-no” format, orina “0-3” rating format,
bagzed on the following scale:

3 A satisfactory sitnation with no need for improvement

2: A relatively satisfactory situation, with sorme reom for fmprovement evident

1: A relafively nnsatistactory sitaation with a need for improvement

0: A very unsatisfactory situation with a very clear and strong need for i improvﬁmeut
Place an “X" over the appropriate response for each guestion, whether it be a simple “yes™ or “a0™, or a rating
number. The answers will transfer through ta the scoring sheet beneath for quick tallying of the LSI-R score. Be
sure 1o see the manval for guidelines on rating and scoring, For missing information, circle the guastion number.

J © Reuised

Education/Employment
When in Iabc)r marke

' chool O W mschcal

For the next three questions, if the offander is a homernaker or pensioner, camplete #18 anly, Kthe offender is in
school, warldng, ormermployed, coznplc:e#is #19and £20. If'the oﬁ"endensummployed,rateﬂ

by D. A. Andrews, Ph.D., and James L.. Bonta, Ph.D.

L5l=R. The Level of Service Inventar

Copydght © 1895, MultHealth Systems Ine. AR sights resecved, In the US.A, PO, Bex 850,
] . PO, £30, Nanh Yonswands, NY 14120-0950, 1-800-456.
I Cenads, 3770 Victorie Park Ave., Toronts, ON M_,:{ 3M6, 1-800-265-8011. Internationally, +1416-492.2627. Fag, +1-416-407-3349 oral 8235}340-4484

€0 *d Z5'6 {002 7 4dy p0S0-LL0-B09:%B4 QHYOR JT08Yd ILVLS 1N
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The Level of Service

.
'

i
H
[

L

3
2
.

uenturg ° Revised

by D. A. Andrews, Ph.D., and James L. Bonta, Ph.I}.;

Remember, the rating scals s as follows:
3: A satisfactory situation with no need for improvement
2: A relatively satisfactory situation with some room for Improvement evident
1z A refatively unsatisfactory situation with a need for improvement
0: A very nnsatisfactory sttuation with & very clear and grron ¢ need for mprovement

Question
Family/Marital Numbers
S e S T S s L e R e e e e
T\fon-rewardmg parental

I trxmmal arnzly/Spousa =

Accammodatmn

BT LY

A o B

£
Fak

CXgrny :sie

Could make ctbar use of tmie

Companions

§

i iy = \.. i b TR e K
Few ann-cmnmal acquamtances - Nu Yes 35
ﬁ&ﬁm&*g& filiser L : y.«x;n.z”,',mﬁg—ﬁ?ﬁigﬁgﬁgﬁ‘ﬁi’%}}ﬂ ﬁﬁ” R |§%”E’§ ‘;!‘J?E

'ww& ptﬁfw Hhs’wam‘

E Y

”““»‘i“i““"‘“*‘imm.ﬁm At
Mo Yes

N e e
No Yes a4

Hfa

Marimlf.ﬁ‘amﬂy
e R OMER SR TN

i ¥ ﬁ\ﬁwﬂ u R T B AT T
“f‘*ﬁ!‘ﬁf‘f-«.ﬁar FaFrlee T §

P bk
3 rppckor] R N’" o [kt ﬁ:&i?ﬁ

T
g!l! é‘E

el et
R iara

Poor, toward supcmsxm

Copyright © 1098, Muld-Healt Systemns Ine. ALl dghts reserved.
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Inventory  Revised

The Level of Seruice

LSEQH

by D,

A. Andrews, Ph.B., and James L. Bonta, Ph.p.

Name: Identifying Number-
DateofBith; / / Se: M F Date: /7
Referral Source: Reagon for Refarral:
i m
Disposition: Present Offenses;
—_—
Column B
: . LY
Instructions: Addup the number of X's in cohmr A and record the S 4.

mumher in the approptiate box. Do the
totals for colwnns A and B for the total
or Female Profile Sheet for charts of the LSIR
that fall in the blackened areas are not counted,

satne for column B, Add the
LSER score, Referto the Male:
total score, Note: X's
Circled mumbers repre-

sentmissed questions, g
29,
Colymn A ‘
] 1. Number of prior convictions ’ 30
i -t
z 31,
4, Number of present offenses D
3. ¢
6. IE: 3
£ 7. Number of times punished : 2 a4
2‘ for institutional misconduct g 35.
10, 3.
Type of drug associated with 37,
11 current drug problem (if any). 38
2. | ] £ 40,
13, @
14 41,
: % 42,
Other indicators of dreg problem, 43,
15. ’
FEEE |
2 46
Ares of psychological & 47.
assessment indicated g jg
i
Total from Colrmmn A 51,
and Cohmon B fs: v
21 53
22 34,

5506

50°d

Total npmber of
X'sincolumn B

Interviewer: Date: / /
002 ¢ Jay FOS0-77/-509%ey QHY08 I04vd JiIVLS ry



rvice Inve

L5IeR. The Level of Se

ntory © Revised

Ph.D., and James I, Bonta, Ph.D.

by D. A, Andrews,

Notes/Special Circumstances:

Professional Discretion Over-ride Section:

* The L3R atways has allowed for special circumstances 1o dictate 2 level of service decision rather. thay jugt
using the LSI-R score,

If suck discretion has been used, please clearly indicate the reason(s) for departure from use of the LSI-R scove: -

a0 4 536 f007 ¢ duy FDSDI-E‘{.{"BUQ:HE& QUY08 37084 3Lvig ry
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04/02/2G07 MON 10:58 FAX 505 §27 $033 SNY ADULT PAROLE BOAKD Gooa/003

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
ADULT PAROLE BOARD
BILL RICHARDSON, Governor TIM KLINE, Chafrmazn
Members Members
Ella Frank, Excontive Director
NAME NMCD# DATE

I certify that I have read the file in its entirety, including all
recommendations and official documents. [ further certify that [ have
considered public safety, seriousness of the offense, and rehabilitative

factors in arriving at my decision.

FOR AGAINST PAROLE BOARD MEMBER

4311 Arnex State Road [4, Santa Fe, New Mextico 87505 Phone: (505) 837-8825  Fox: (305} 527-8933
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—10. Serious violation ol institutional rul

Vas g/ Ly AN J §27 0 DARD
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o,

NEW MiEXICO PAROLE BOARD
REASONS FOR DENIAL

¢ denial contained herein apply Lo persohs gerving indeteriminate sentences (ar

The reasons {0
and to persons Serving indeterminate life sentences for

crimes committed prior to July 1, 18789,
crimes committed on oF after July 1, 1979

DATE:

TO: PNM#:

e —
RE: PAROLE LHEARING

iNSTITUTION:

ough review of a1l the information and {acis gvailable in your case, the

After careful and Lhor
most significant reasons for this decision are listed below:

j. Neture and seriousness of offensels).
2 Use of weapen in current offense (Fun,
3, Repetition of similat offenses.

4. Multi-Qfifender.

5, Lengthy criminal behavior patterh-

5. Sentenced asa Habitual Oifender,

7. Lenglhy involvement with ar habilual use of nareolics, and/or aleohol.
g. History of sexuzl deviancy. .

9. Poor adjustment in institution.

knife, or other).

a= and regulations.

11. Negetive attitude
12. Assaultive behavier puatiern,
13. Prior probation revaked.
lure to make restitution.

14. Prohation revoked by fai
15. Parole viclation on previous senience, of this senlence.

16. lnadequate parole plan and/or no parole plan.

~s1. There is o sebstantial risk that you will nol conf

2. _ ) )

17. Psychological Department does nol recommend perole al this time.
18. Time served in this institution insuf{icientl 10 BSSCRS parole suitability.
19. Your parole at this time would depreciate the cerigusness of your crime.

20. Parole is not in ihe best interest of socicly and/or inmale sl this Lime.
arm 10 the conditions of parole.
i

Z23.

[N ]

ek e 4 P

e

—

A fler careful consideration of the factors in your case the Roard recommends:

Participation in characlar and re-sociafization dovelopment programs, ir gvailable, could

possibly inerease parole prospects.

_a) Drug counseiing
W Alcohinlic's Anonymous rounseling
¢} Enroflinent &n cducation and/or voegtlional Lraining program
g} Peyebologicat counseling snd/or (herapy
¢} Participation in and/or behaviar while ab work/school reilonse
) Rewmove voursell [rom idle stalus

7} Make arrapprements (o piy reslitulion

—

——

(OTHER) S [

P it

Zouas000
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Print Assessment

New York DPCA COMPAS Risk and Needs Assaessment Questionnaire

Page | of 8

OFFENDER NAME : NYSID STATUS ¢
RACE/ETHNICITY : SEX : DOB :
DATE OF ASSESSMENT AGENCY/COUNTY NAME .

SCALE SET : New PSI Scale Set

PART ONE: CRIMINAL HISTORY / RISK ASSESSMENT

CURRENT CHARGES

What offenses are covered by the current charges (check all that apply)?
'] Homicide . ] Arson L1 Property/Larceny
[l Assault [ weapons ‘ [ Fraud

{1 Robbery O brug Sales C1Dwi / DWAL

[] sex Offense (with force) [0 brug Possession 1L avo

[0 sex Offense (without force) [ Burglary ‘B Other

1. Do any of the current offenses involve domaestic violence? ,

Oyes Ono

2. What offense category represents the most serious current charge?
C] Misdemeanor 1 Non-Assault Felony [ Assauitive Felony

3. Was there any degree of physical injury to a victim in the current offense?

Oves [no

resulting in physical injury?

Tyes CNo

Basad on your judgment, after reviewing the history of the offender from all known sources of information (PSI, police
reports, prior supervision, victim, etc.) does the defendant demonstrate a pattern of violent behavior against pecple

5. If yes to #5, does the defendant demonstrate a pattern of violent behavior against peopie resulting in physical injury

invelving famity or househoid members {spouses/significant others, children, elders)?

COves o

6, What is the number of other pending warrants, holds or chargas (include criminal, family court and Immigration Customs

Enforcemant (ICE) actions)?

Ownene 1 O2 O3 s+

7. Was this person under Probatioh or Parole supervision at time of current offense?
Tlprobation [Jrarole Llsoth [ Neither

OFFENSE HISTORY DC NOT INCLUDE CURRENT OFFENSE

8. Indicate the number of adule/)0 arrests, JD petitions, and convictions/adjudications {including 1D and YO). Count each
arrest date or petition date once, regardless of the number of arrest charges or level, in each category.

: ; _
j {Number of Arrests or

' Petitions

Number of
Convictions or
Adjudications

i_fota! Felony and Misdemeanor Offenses

file://HAUSERS\W Cogswel \COMPAS\Full COMPAS Assessment.htm

04/09/2007



Print Assessment Page 2 of 8

fAil Felony Offenses | ,
EAdult Viclent Felony Offenses (see note) |

1

i

]

i

I

\ |

1 ; {
|

H

i

;Juveni‘ie Felony
uvenile Violent Felony (see note)

Note: Record the number of assauitive type felony arrest or convictions. Assauitive offenses are defined as crimes of viclence
which have the potential to result in personal injury, whether or not such injury actually occurs (i.e. robbery, homicide, sex
offenses with force, felonious assaults, arson of occupied dwelling, ete.)

9. How many times has the offender been sentenced to jail or prison in the past?

1o [J1 O2 O3-7 de-12 D13+

10. Was the offender ever placed by a court into a juvenile residential facility, not including foster care?
{Ives [INo [JUnknown

11, Record the number of previous arrests for each of the following offense types (DO NOT inciude the current offense): An
arrest can count in more than one category:

Offense Types |
Homicide o 1 D2 O3+
Assault tdo O O2 O3+
Robbery Udo 02 2 O3+
Sex Offense (with force) o O OOz O3+
Sex Offense (without force) o [O1 2 Os+
Arson Clo O: B2 Os+
Weapons Lo D1 Oz O3+
Drug Sales Oo O D2 O3+
Drug Possession Oo O B2 O3+
Burglary (o [J1 O2 O3+
Property/Larceny o 01 D2 Osz+
Fraud _ o 1 O2 O3+
DWI / DWAI Lo Ot DIz O3+
AUO o D1 02 O3+
Other o 1 [i2 O3+

12. What was the age (in years) of the offender when he or she was first arrested for a criminal/delinquency offense?
. Age

13. How many times has the offender been arrested while other charges were pending?

Oo O1 O2 Oz+

14, How many times has the offender been cn probation or parole?

o O:1 2 O3 Qa4 Os+

15, How many times has the offender been arrested while on probation or parole?

Oo OC1 O2 Osz+

16. How many times has the offender's probation or parole been revoked?

Oe T1 O2 Oz e Tss
PART TWOQO: NEEDS ASSESSMENT

A. ASSOCIATES / PEERS

file://HAUSERS\W Cogswel \COMPAS\Fuil COMPAS Assessment.htm 04/09/2007



Print Assessment

17. The offender has peers and associates who (check alf that appiyv}:

(Juse illegal drugs [ Lead law-abiding lifestyles

[ 1Have been arrested Care gainfully employed-

{1 Have been incarcerateg [ Are invaived in pro-social activities
CINene

18. What is the gang'afﬂiiation status of the offender:

[ Current gang membership

(I previous gang membership

LI Not a member but associates with gang members
[d None

18. Does the offender have a criminal alias, a gang-related or street namea?

Cyves ONo

20. Does unstructured idle time contribute to the opportunity for the offender to commit criminal offenses?

ves Cunsure I No

21. Does offender report boredom as 3 contributing factor to his or her criminal behavior?
Cyes Ounsure TINo

B. FAMILY

22. Are the offender's family or household members able and willing to support a faw ebiding lifestyle?

Cdves Tunsure [no

23. Is the offender’s current household characterized by (check alf that applyh

Page 3 0f 8

|Arrests Llyes [Ono [ Unknown

}Incarceration Uyes Tino [unknown

'Mental Health Issues Tives ONe T Unknown

]

;
|Substance Abuse j ' Uyes INo [JUnknown
] [(Jyes TINo [JUnknown

JVioience

L]

24. With whom or where does offender currently reside or plan to reside while under supervision?

1 Spause

L Parent or person who raised the probationer

O] Chilgren

1 other relative

] Boy/Girt friend (relationship less than 1 year}

] Boy/Girl friend (relationship greater than 1 year)
[ Friend(s)

O Alone

LT Residential treatment program

[lother

25, What kind of relationship does the offender have with parents/caretakers or immediate famify?

A. Gets/oot aior& well with them?
[ Yes No Unsure LIN/A, no parents/contact

B, Can rely on pa-rents/caretakers/family when in trouble?
Oves ONe unsure [ N/A, no parents/contact

C. In contact with them regulariy?

file///HAUSERS\WCogswel \COMPAS\Full COMPAS Assessment htm

04/09/2007



Print Assessment

Lves Ono Cunsure O N/A, no parents/contact

26. Was the offender’s family of origin characterized by:

Page 4 of 8

|Arrests Oves Dno ]
{Incarceration Llves [Cino ;
‘Mental Health Issues Oyes Ono
[Substance Abuse Lves [no j
| Oyes o

Viclence

C. FINANCIAL STATUS N N

27. Is the offender’s iIncome adeguate to meet his or her basic needs?

O Yes CJ unsure O No

28. Does the offender appropriately manage thelr income to adequately handle their financial responsibiiities?

Jdves [Junsure TOno

D. LEISURE / RECREATION

28. Does the offender frequently engage In impulsive high risk or sensation seeking behavior?

(dves Tlunsure [INo
E. RESIDENTIAL STABILITY

30. Does the offender (check one):

[10own residence

[0 Rent with laase

LI Rent without lease (month to month)
[] Stay with others

I Have no home or verifiable address

31. How many times has the offender moved In the last twelve months?

Oc 2 032 O3 [Ia Os+

32. How many years has the offender lived in the community or neighborheod?

Ctessthan tyear 01 2 03 e s

F. SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

33. Do any of the following characterize the area immediately surrounding the offender’s residence {check all that apply)?

O Drug availability

] Gangs

[ weapons

[ violent erime

[ Most people are employed in regular jobs
(] 1t's safe at night

[ People took out for each other

[ Pecple are law abiding

G. VOCATION

34, Employment status ¢check one):

O Fuli-time
LI Part-time
[l unemployed, actively seeking empioyment

file://HAUSERS\WCogswel\COMPAS\Full COMPAS Assessment.htm

04/09/2007



Print Assessment

Ll Unemployed, failing to seek employment
[ Not in labor force: student, inmate, disabled, retired, homemaker, etc,

35. Does the offender have skills that can lead to or assist in maintaining gainful employment?

Ovyes Junsure Ne

36, Has the offender been steadlly employed for the past five years?

Cyes Dunsure O No
H. EDUCATION

37. Educational Background (check one):

LI Did not finish high school

£ currently attending high school

(1 GeD

LI High scheot diploma

[J Currently attending college

LI Associates Degree

[ Bachelors Degree

L Graduate Degree (MA, MS)

(1 Professional Degree (MD, JD/LLM, Ph.D., etc.)

I. MENTAL HEALTH

38. Has the offender ever been or is the offender currently in treatment for any of the following

Page 5 of 8

t (check alf that apply)

|Aggression/Anger Management | Cyes OnNo }
éDepression i Ovyes o |
fDisruptive Disorder (ADHD, Conduct Disorder) | Llves [CNo j
[Suicidal Oyes Ono f
|Anxiety Cves Ono f
fEipolar ‘ Clyes [ONo f
|Schizophrenia | Lves [ONo |
[Other Menta! Heaith Related [lves [no ‘J

39. Has the offender ever been prescribed psychotropic drugs?
(yes [Ine

40, Is the offender currently taking prescribed psychotropic drugs?
Oves [Ono

41. Does the offender have a history of suicide attempts or depression?
[Lves CNo

42. Was the offender ever assessed as developmentally disabled or mentally retarded?
Cyes One

J. SUBSTANCE ABUSE

43, Substance Abuse Treatment History (check all that appiy}:
[ Orug/Alcohol Treatment |
loutpatient I Formerly [ Less than 90 days LJ 60 days or more [ Never |
Inpatient C Formerly [ Less than 90 days 190 days or more i Never |

file://HAUSERS\W Cogswel \COMPAS\Full COMPAS Assessment htm

04/09/2007



Print Assessment Page 6 of 8

44. Abuse Histery (check alf that apply)

‘Tobacco ! UlFormerly [ cCurrently L Never
JAlcohol . LlFormerty [ Currently L1 Never
Marijuana ___LiFormerly [l Currently L1Never :
Hard/Illegal Drugs (Heroln, Cocaine, Crack, Meth, etc) . LlFormerly [JCurrently [J]Never i
Injected Drugs - U Formerly O currently L] Never

45. If offender has used drugs how old was he/she at first use? (leave blank if age is-unknown)

; w | __AgeatFirst |
fMarijuana | ' ]
[Alcohol { 4
[Tobacco |

| -

JHard/IHegaI Drugs

K. CRIMINAL ATTITUDES THINKING

46. The defendant/probaticner: {Check all that apply)

[J Understands true extent of harm caused by his/her actions
[ Admits wrongdoing

[J Expresses remarse

L1 Has empathy for victim

[ 1s willing to make reparation/pay restitution

L1 Is wilting to perform community service

(] 1s acceptant of/participates in treatment

[J Accepts consequences

T None of the above

47. The defendant/probatisner: (Check all that apply)

0 Minimizes wrongdoing

L1 Blames victim/others

L1 Blames the criminal justice systemn

U Thinks conviction/sentence is unfair

L1 Excuses own behavior

[ Reinterprets the facts to own benefit

L] Justifies behavior as being the only option
(I None of the above

file://HAUSERS\W Cogswel\COMPAS\Full COMPAS Assessment him 04/09/2007



Print Assessment

PART THREE: OFFENDER QUESTIONNAIRE
NYSID : Name :

Please look at the following areas and let us know w

each guestion in the column provided.

hich of them you think will present the greatest problems for you.

DCB

Page 7 of &

Filease check one response for

Please answer questions 1,2, and 3 as either Yes, No or Bon't Know No Yes l[()r?gvs
1 Do you feel you need assistance with finding or maintaining a place to live?
2 Do you feel you need assistance with finding or maintaining a steady jobs?
E Will money be a problem for you over the next several months?
How difficult will it be for you to... Dif’?ioctuft SBE?;;T? Di\ffgglt
4 manage your monegy?
5 keep a job once you have found one or if you currently have one?
6 find or keep a steady place to live?
7 have enough money to get by?
8 find or keep people that you can trust?
g find or keep friends who wili be a good influence cn you?
10 avaid risky situations?
11 learn to control your temper?
12 find things that interest you?
13 | learn better skills to get or keep a job?
14 | find a safe place to live where you won't be hassled or threatened?
15 | get along with people?
16 | avoid spending toc much time with people that could get you into trouble?
17 | avold risky sexual behavior?
18 | keep control of yourself when other people make you mad?
19 | discover positive goals or purpeses for your life?
20 | find a job that pays more than minimum wage?
21t avoid slipping back into illegal activities?
22 | deal with loneliness?
23 | avoid places or situations that may get you into trouble?
24 |learn fo be careful about choices you make?
25 | find people to do things with?
L26 learn to avoid saying things to people that you later regret?
ﬁle://H:\USERS\WCogsweEl\COMPAS\FuH COMPAS Assessment htm 04/09/2007



Print Assessment

Page § of 8

How do you feel about the following? Dl;ic;sgt:ge Ungs:;t';an '\:;?;g
Know
27 {1 have found a type of job or career that appeals to me.
28 | When [ think of my future, my life feels empty and without rmeaning.
| 29 I have found a central purpose for my life.
30 I attend religious activities regularly,
31 |1 have found a reiigion or spiritual path that I truly believe in.
32 |1 feel other peopie get more breaks than me.
33 People have let me down or disappointed me,
34 1 have gotten into trouble because I did or said something without stopping to
think. :
35 | When I get angry I say nasty things to people.
36 |Ifeel that peopie are talking about me behind my back.
37 |Ifeel it is best to trust nobody,
38 I have taken risks in the past.
39 I often lose my temper.
40 |Iget mad at other people easily.
41 |1Ifeel I have been mistreated by other people.
42 | 1often feel that I have enemies that are out to hurt me in some way.
43 | Ido little to control my risky behaviors.
44 | I often feel a lot of anger inside myself.
45 1 feel that life has given me a raw deal.
46 When people are being nice, I worry about what they really want.
47 I often say things without thinking,
48 I often get angry guickly, but then get over it quickly.
file///HINUSERS\W Cogswel \COMPAS\Full COMPAS Assessment.htm 04/09/2007
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Item A.

Item B.

Item C.

Item D.

Item E.

[tem F.

April 1, 2000

PART C: CRIMINAL HISTORY/RISK SCORE
PRIOR CONVICTION(SYADJUDICATION(S) (ADULT OR JUVENILE)
None = 0; One or Two = 1; Three or More = 2.

PRIOR COURT COMMITMENT(S) OF MORE THAN ONE YEAR
(ADULT/JUVENILE)

None=0; One=1; Two=2; Three or More =3.
RECENT COMMITMENT FREE PERIOD (THREE YEARS)

No prior commitment of 60 days or more (adult or juvenile) or released to the
commumity from last such commitment at least 3 years prior to the commencement

of the current offense = 0;

Released to the community from a commitment of 60 days or mere (adult or juvenile)
less than 3 vears prior to the commencement of the current offense = [.

PROBATION/PAROLE/CONFINEMENT/ESCAPE STATUS VIOLATOR
THIS TIME

Neither on probation, parole, confinement, or escape status at the time of the current
offense; nor committed as a probation, parole, confinement, or escape status violator

thig time = 0;

On probation, parole, confinement, or escape status at the time of the current offense;
or committed as a probation, parole, confinement, or escape status violator this time

= 1.

PRIOR PROBATION/PAROLE REVOCATIONS

No prior probation or parole revocation = 0;

One or more prior probation or parole revocations = 1.

OLDER OFFENDERS

If age 40 or older at the commencement of the current offense {and the total
score from Items A - E above is 1 or more) subtract | point.
Otherwise = 0.

TOTAL SCORE
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APR-B2-2007 11:55 FROM:

Inmate Names:
Current Offense:
Felory History:
Farola:

[ Risk Assessment

TC: 8688303014

INITIAL COMMUNITY RISK/NEEDS ASSESSMENT

A Adult Felony Convictions

Multipla eonvictiong
One conviclion

N &

B. Viglent Felsny Convictions

Muliinle convictions

One canviction fcurrent or prior}

cm

. Age at First Felony Conviction

23 and under
24 and over

0. Age at Cument Felony Cenviction

17 and undar
18.29
30 and over

L. Assassed Risk Score

IrNeeds Assesgment
A Corraotive Thinking [Ja

Hlgh/Medium High - no treatmant
High/Medium High - with treatment

Madi iy
Low ar not applicabla

V. Assessed Needs Baors

=

nesi

e Y e

V. Asssssed Riek/Noads Srara

VIl. Adminlstrative Faciors:
STOP Status
12 3

VL. Final Supervision Level:

D:

Tarm Expiras:

B.

Sexus! Beh Risk Applied:
Sexual Behavior Code;
STOF Treatment Required:

Housing Plan

Temporary
Adequale
Excelient

Mitigating Risk Inforrnation;

Comments:

[X: Approval:

Uni} Staff:

Suparvigor:

Datar

E. Chamicsal Dependency/Gambling Disgnozis

CD Diagnosls:
Garnbling Disgnosis:
Dapendancy {Alcohot and other substances)

Dependency (Othar subsiances)
Capandentcy (Alcohol)

Abuse

Gambling

Mo PrablemyDaiened

Prior Probatisn/Pargie Abseondirg

Muttiple incidents
Prior incident
/A

€. Employment Fign

30 day verificalion
2 Disability/85!
Employmern verifieg

Assessed Risk Level:

Intensive  28. 45
Maximum 19.27
05-18
Minimum  00-07

Mediutn

Data;

Date:

F.2-i8

[ A R NN

OR N

Ll o ]

Additinnal Risk Information:
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Officer Name: Assessment Date:

State of Tennessea
BOARD OF PROBATION AND PAROLE
FIELD SERVICES DIVISION

OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT

Offender Name TOMIS #

11

Age at First Adult/Juvenile Conviction (include misdemeznors)

s+ R |
2030 . __ U |
2lorunder ... . . _ —_— e

Number of Prior Parele or Probation Revocations (Adult or Juvenile)

Nepe . _ ¢
Oreormore . . _
Number of Prior Adult/Juvenile TDOC Commitments {include current)
None . . . _ b
One . .
Twoormore ___ . .,
Number of Prior Felony Convictions {include current)

Neaeoromne ___ .. _ _ . - _
Two, three,orfoer . _ U |
Fiveormore_._ . _ .~ _ 1
Number of Prior Abscond or Escape Movements

L
Oneormore .. . . .
Prior Robbery/Burglary Conviction History {(include current)

None or one robbery or burglary convietions ____ ____ ___ ___ ___ a
Two or more robbery or burglary convictions .

Prior Theft/Car Theft Conviction Histery (include current)
None or one theft, pick pocket, larceny, shoplift, stolen property, or car theft _ _ 0
Two or more theft, pick pocket, larceny, shoplift, stolen property, or car theft ... |

Prior Fraud/Forgery Conviction History (include current)
None or one fraud, extortion, forgery, or embezzlement convictions ___ b
Two or more fraud, extortion, forgery, or embezziement convictions____ |

History of Alcohol or Drug Abuse
No known drug or alcoholabuse __ . 4
Drug or aleoholabvse . .~~~
Drug znd aleshol abuse . _ e

Prior Misdemeanor History (include current)
Neneorone .. ___ .. _ e D
Twoormore ___ ... . __ _ . ]l

Initial Risk Classification

Minimum Risk (O 0 4)
Medium Risk (5to 7)
Maximum Risk (8 to 14)

BP0035 (REV XXIXXXX) ) Page 10f2

Score

RDA 1288



12, Mandatory Least Restrictive Supervision Level Override
A mandatory, least restrictive supervision level, based on the offense characteristics and admission status of the case, is

required in the following instances:
» Sex offenders must be supervised at medium or higher; and

» Enhanced (intensive) cases sentenced by the Court will be supervised accarding to Enhanced standards until transferred
to regular supervision.

* Where such programs exist, Team Partnership and Community Supervision sases wiil he supervised by standards set up
within the local program,

upervision level set by the risk assessment score (see

The mandatory classification level entered below overrides the | ower 5
11 abovej:

Mandatory Override Classification: Supervisor Approval:

13. Discretionary Override
A discretionary override may be used by the Officer 1o increase the supervision level in any case where the officer

believes the supervision level set by the assessment is too low.
Such an override may only increase, not decrease the risk level.

The classification level entered below is at the Officer’s discretion and overrides the lower supervision level set by the risk

assessment score (see II chove):

Discretionary Override Classification: Supervisor Approval:

Reason for Discretionary Override:

BPOO3S (Rev XXIXXXX) Page 20f2 - . RDA 1286



State Of Tennessee

BOARD OF PROBATION AND PAROLE

FIELD SERVICES DIVISION

AND REASSESSMENT

OFFENDER NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Offender Name TOMIS # Officer
Injtial Reassess | Reassess | Reassess
Refer to the accompanying definitions to determine the most appropriate 185ponse Assess #1 #2 #3
and circle the item score that best appties.
Date: Date: Date: Date:
N1 High School/ Adequate skills Educationai/job Significant
Academic/Job GED/vozational skill deficiency, educational/job skill
Skills training/license or engaged in deficiency
certificate ed. or voc,
0 1 3 5
Please check all that apply: (1 High school/GED/college degree [0 Vocationa) training completed
O Other {specify):
N2, Satisfactory Employed less Unsatisfactory Unemployed
Employment employment or than 12 months employment
not needed
0 1 3 3
Please check all that apply: [ Full-time employment (] Student 1 Disabled
2 Retired [ Part-time employment O Homemaker
4 Job training program O Other (specify)
N3, No alcohol use problem Occasional Abuse Serious abuse
Alcohol Use 0 3 5
N4, No known history |Some drug abuse/ | Occasional abuse | Serious abuse
Narcotics/ of use experimentation
Drug Use [ 1 3 5
Please check all that apply: 17 Cocaine O Other amphetamines ) PCP
(0 Tranquilizers O Morphine 0 Methadene
J Marijuana/Hashish (] Methamphetamine 0 Heroin
1 Other stimulants [J Inhalants
L] Other (specify);
hEN No documented History of mental Current mental Current mental
Mental history or instebility, but instability instabitity, not
Stability observable signs | stable 12 months receptive to
of mental or more treatment
instability
0 1 7 4
N6, Good support and | Stable ornone | Domestic discord, | Serious domestic
Marital/Family influence lack of discord/domestic
Relationships coopsration violence
0 1 2 4
N7, No problems Some physical Serious physical
Physical Health problems problems
0 1 2
N8, Adequate housing | Some housing Serious housing No housing
Hoausing problems problems
b { 1 Z ]
W' Transportation available or not needed Limited No transportation
Transportation ransportation available
0 1 2
Page 1 of 2 RDA 1288

BROE3T (REV XXHXXX)




Initial Assessment  Officer:

N10. Priority Need(s) and Service Referral Recommendation, Review (tem scoros (NI to N9) before entering the three critica]
factors you believe should be addressed by supervision plan to deter future criminal behavior. Consider items the offender scored
highest on. I you make a service referral for 2 priority need, circle 'yes' and describe the service type.

Service Status Completion Type
Priority Needs  Referral Made? Referral Service Type t-Continue, 2-Unavailable 1-Satisfactory Completion
ltem (circle ong) - (If applicable) Referral Date 3-Refused, 4-Completed 2-Unsatisfactory Date
1. Yes/ No it - —_ ot
2. Yes / No A _ _— —
3. Yes / No A, . -— —

Reassessmment #1  Officer:

N10. Priority Need(s) and Service Referral Recommendation, Review item scores (NI to N9) before entering the three critical
factors you believe should be addressed by supervision plan to defer future criminal behavior. Consider items fia offender scored

highest on. If you make a service referral for a priority need, circle 'yes' and describe the service fype.

Service Status Completion Type
Priority Needs  Referral Made? Referral Service Type 1-Continue, 2-Unavailable 1-Satisfactory Completion
Hem (eirele one) (If applicable) Referral Date 3-Refused, 4-Completed 2-Unsatisfactory Date
. Ves / No i Ll
2. Yes / No i/ —_— e S S
3, Yes / No ¢ —_— A A

Reassessment #2  Officer:

N10. Priority Need(s) and Service Referral Recommendation, Review Itom Scores (N to N9) before entering the three critical
factors you believe should be addressed by supervision plan to deter future criminal behavior. Consider items the offender scored
highest on. If you make a service referral for a priority need, circle ves” and describe the service type.

Service Status Completion Type
Priority Needs  Referral Made? Referral Service Type 1-Continue, 2-Unavailable 1-Satisfactory Completion
item (circle one) (If applicable) Referral Date 3-Refused, 4-Completed 2-Unsatisfactory Date
L Yes / No i —_— i
2. Yes / No d 1 - — A S
3. Yes / No 7 - — A

Reassessment #3  Officer

N10. Priority Need(s) and Service Referral Recommendation, Review ftem scores (NI to N9) before entering the three critical
factors you believe should be addressed by supervision plan to deter future criminal behavier. Consider ifemns the offender scored

highest on. If you make a service referral for a priority need, circle yes' and describe the service type,

Service Status Completion Type
Priority Needs  Referral Made? Referral Service Type I-Continue, 2-Unavailable 1-Satisfactory Completion
Item {circle one) (If applicable) Referral Date 3-Refused, 4-Completed 2-Unsatisfactory Date
I Yes / No L P A
2. Yes / No _ A A
3. Yes / No A i
RDA 1285
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STATIC 99
Coding Instructions and Worksheet

1. Number of Prior Sex Offenses (prior to Index offense)
+ Index offense is the most racent offense with a sexual siement
+ Consider convictions and charges for sex offenses {any offense with a sexual alament)
pfior to the index offense
»  Deferred adjudication would count as an offense conviction

Convictions Charges

2. Any Stranger Victim
= Victim has known offender less than 24 hours prior tc offense
» Information can come from any source availabie

3. Any Unrelated Victim
»  Anrelationship sufficiently close that marriage would normally be prohibited - score as 0"
+ See scoring guide for examples
¢ Information can come from any source available

4. Victim's Gender
» information can come from any source available

5. Any Convictions for Non-Contact Sex Offenses
o Convigtions only
+ indecent Exposure, lilegal Pomography, etc.

6. Ever Lived with an Intimate Partner/Two Years
«  "Married” — two adults living togsther as lovers and sharing bifls for at least fwo continuous vears
+  Male/Male or Femaie/ Female relationships would count if lving as lovers

7. Age
* Age atcommencement of the period at risk (e.g., released from prisor, released on community supervision)

8. Index: Assaultive Conviction (Non-Sexual by Title)
+ Any assaultive conviction SENTENCED AT THE SAME TIME as the index sexual offense

+ Regardiess of the date the offenses were committad
+ Include Homicide, Wounding, Assault, Robbery, Arson, Abduction, etc,

9. Prior: Assaultive Conviction (Non-Sexual by Titie}
+ Not including index offense
+  Conviction only

10. More than Four Sentencing Occasions
+  Number of occasions santenced
s Forany criminal offense (not including traffic tickets)
+ Include juvenile
¢ Include Index Offense and all prior sentencing occasions

Rev. 01.01.05
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FORM 1

HESE ARE GUIDELINES ONLY, -THEY-DO NOT CREATE.

INSTRUCTIONS EORTHIS FORMON PAG

OFFENDER'S
NAME: | Enter
Points

Page 1 ' FORM 1



FORM 1

OFFENDER'S NAME:[E:

MANDATORY . | ATE : REGULAR
IMPRISONMENT . [MPRISONMENT SANCTIONS PROBATION
CONSECUTIVE ENHANCEMENTS: 40% of the shorter sentence is to be added to the full length of the longer sentence.

CONCURRENT ENHANCEMENTS: 10% of the shorter sentence is to be added to the full length of the longer sentence.

Matrix timeframes refer to imprisonment only. Refer to the categorization of offenses.
Capital offenses are not considered within the context of the sentencing guidelines.

Page 2 FORM 1



FORM A

OFFENDER'S NAME:

ACTIVE CONVICTIONS & CRIME CATEGORY TIME

MOST SERIOUS

NEXT MOST SERIOUS

OTHER

OTHER

OFFENDER'S NAME:

DATE SCORED:;

SCORER'S NAME;

| actlons requ:red to navigate around this worksheetnan be accomp]‘

ESCAPE keyand the UP and SOWN ARROWS. Startbym_ ifing the cur
verthe blank yellow b '
i

Page3 FORM 1
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Vermont Parole Board Risk Instrument

Instructions: Circle the correct score for each ftem and compute the comrect risk lavel designation
using the Instruction Guide.

Dynamlc Rxsk Facto I

B Statlc Risk Factors s S 4
l 1 Prior Conwctmns/AdJudlcatmns f 8 Current Age
] None J 0 f 50 and above
| One | 1 | 4049
| Two or More L2 | 24739
| 2. Age at First Arrest | | Under 23
f 16 years or older D ) 9. Most Severe Disciplinary Report
| Under 16 years | | 2| "NoDR/Grad, Sanctions Past 12 Months | -1
[ 3. Prior Charge/Suspension Prior Community Super. | | Any DR/Grad. Sanctions past 12 months | 0
| None f | Major A or B |1
| Yes ' |1 110, Completed Ed./TreatmentProgram? ]
! 4. Ever Employed 12 Months at Admission { ’ Yes f -1
I Yes | 0 | No [ 1
| No |2 [ 11. Current Custody Level ]
{ 3. Criminal Acquaintances at Admission f | Minimum I -1 7
( No I 0 f Medium l 0 j
L Yos ’ 2 I Else ‘ 17
6. Drug/Alcohol Abuse ! ’ 12. Current Marital Status T
None ! 0 ; Married, Divorced, Common Law, Widowed l -1
I Causing behavior Problems/Positive test At Admissions ! 1 [ Single lj
7. Crime Seriousness f ‘ 13. Verified Release Plan ‘[ I
1,2,4,5,10 [ Residence and employment ; 2 ]
3,6,7,89,11 ’ 2 , Employment only } -1 ‘I
j ! Residence only ’ 0 1
’ ’ None ’ l
Total Static Risk Score { ‘ Total Dynamic Risk Score !
Total Risk Score: (add static risk and dynamic risk scores); Points 7
Overall Risk Level: (Check Correct Risk Level)
Low Risk (0-3pts.) Moderate Risk {6-9pts.} High Risk(10+)
%
Date of most recent LSI Date completed: }
f: |
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/3

No, 7151 P,

Apr L 2007 12 29PW

West Virginia Parole Board Risk Instrument — Males

/ /
Inmate’s Name DOCH Institution Date
0 Victim Notification Effective Sentence Date: / /
Pis,
1. Age at First Adult Arrest 6. Current Age
|26 years or older 0 50 and above -2
| 21~25 years 1 40-49 -1
20 years or younger 2 24-39 1
2, Prior Probation, Parole, Home Confinement, Bond Under 23 2
Revoeations Past Five Years
None 0 | 7. Most Severe Disciplinary Report
One 1 None past 12 months 0
Two or more 2 Class 2 past 12 Months 1
‘ Convicted of Crime While on Probation/Parole/HC/Bond 3 Class 1 or Multiple Class 2 past 12 months 2
3, Current Offense Severity 8. Completed Education/SA/ Other Program As
: Part of the Program Plan?
Robbery, Theft, MV-Theft, Burglary, Fraud, Drug Sele 1 Yes -1
Else 0 No 1
4. DrugfAlcohol Abuse 9, Current Custody Level
None 0 Minimum /Commmmnity -1
Alcohol, Marfjuana, Powder Cocaine 1 Medium 0 |
Heroin, Meth, Oxycontin, Crack Cocaine, Pills, or 2 Close 1
Mulfiple Use of the above drugs
5. Prior Adult Convictions Mazimum : 2
None 0 110, Work Record While Incarcerated '
| One 1| Positive -1
Two to Thrae 2 Neutral (4
|__Four or more or a Prior Violent Convietion 3 Negative 1
Total Static Risk Score ] Total Dyramic Risk Score

Total Risk Score: (add stetic riek angd dynzmic risk seores): Points

Low Risk (0-4pts.)

Maoderate Risk (5-8pts.)

Overall Risk Level: (Cheek Correct Risk LeveD)

High Risk(9+)

L

Form Complated By;

Date:




i

Roro 20 2007 120300 Ne. 7151 P 379

West Virginia Parole Board Risk Instrument — Females

/ /
Inmate’s Name DOC# Ingtitution Date
[3 Vietim Notification Effective Sentence Dete: / /
6. Current Age
| 26 years or older 0 50 and above -2
| 2125 years 1 40-49 -1
20 years or younger 2 24-36 I
2, Prior Probation, Parole, Home Confinement, Bond Under 23 2
Revocations Past Five Years
None 0 | 7. Most Severe Disciplinary Report
One 1 Nong past 12 months 0
Two or more 2 Class 2 past 12 Months I
Convicted of Crime While on Probation/Parole/HC/Bond | 3 Class 1 or Multiple Class 2 past 12 months | 2
3. Current Offense Severity 8. Completed Education/SA/ Other Program As
Part of the Program Plan?
Robbery, Theft, MV-The#t, Burglary, Frand, Drug Sale 1 Yes | -1
| Else D No j 1
| 4. Drug/Alcohol Abnse 9. Current Custody Level l
| None | 0 Minimum /Community -1
|__Aloohol, Marijuana, Powder Cocaing - ! Medium 0
- Heroin, Meth, Oxycontin, Crack Cocaine, Pills, or 2 Closs I
Multiple Use of the above drugg o : '
5. Prior Adult Convictions Maximum 2
None 0 | 10. Work Record While Incercerated
One 1 Posttive | -l
|__Two to Three . ' 2 Neuiral 0
|__Fourormore or 2 Prior Violent Conviction N Negative 1
B‘ntal Static Risk Seore ’ Total Dynamic Rick Score
L Total Risk Score: (add static risk end dynamic risk seores);  Points
Overall Risk Level: (Check Correct Risk Level)
Low Rigk (0«6 pts.) Moderate Risk (7-11pt5.) High Risk (124)

Form Completed By: Date;
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Special Cases: In check-kiting offnses, do net use the (otal amount of worthless checks deposited over the 1% of the
scheme. The "potential replacement cost” is the fice value of the worthless checks on deposit when the scheme is
terminated. Ifa line ofcredit in a specified amount is fandulently obtained, treat as ifa faudulent loan application and

use the specified amount.

21,  "Volurtary manslaughter” refers to the unlawful killing of 2 human being without malice upon a sudden quarrel

or heat of passion.

*#**#***********************************************:ﬁ:**************************************************
SALIENT FACTOR SCORE (SFS 98)

Item A. PRIOR CONVICTIONS/ADIUDICATIONS {(ADULTOR JUVENILE). . ...,

None=3; One=2; Two orthree=1; Fouror more =0

Item B. PRIOR COMMITMENT(S) OF MORE THAN 30 DAYS (ADULTJIVENILE) ...............

None=2; Oneortwo=1; Three ormore =0

Item C.  AGEAT CURRENT OFFENSE/PRIOR COMMITMENTS.. . .\\oovovoo oo

26 years or more Three or fewer prior cormytments =3

Four prior commitments =3
Five ormore commitments

]
—

22-25 years Three or Bwer prior commitments =2
Four prior commitments =]
Five or more commitments =0
203-21 years _ Three or fewer prior commitments = 1
Fourprior commitments =0
19 years or less Any number ofprior commritments =0
ItemD. RECENT COMMITMENT FREE PERIOD (THREE YEARS) o D

No prior commitment ofmore than 30 days (adult orjuvenile) or relessed to the commzaity fomlast
such conyritment at leest 3 years prior to the commencerent ofthe current ofénse =1; Otherwise=10

Item E.  PROBATION/PAROLE/C ONFINEMENT/ESCAPE STATUS VIOLATOR THIS TIME ... ...,

Neither on probation, parole, confinement, or escape status at the time ofthe current oftnse; nor
conmmitied as a probation, parole, confinenent, or escape status violator this time =1; Otherwise =0

Item F. OLDER OFFENDERS ..ottt

Ifthe ofender was 41 years ofage or more at the commencerent ofthe current ofense
{(and the total scoze fomltems A - F ahoveis 9or iess)=1; Otherwise=0

B

*#—‘*****ﬂ:********#‘*******!-!:*********t****ﬁ:****‘*#:****************#**li:*************************#********

# k%

SALIENT FACTOR SCORING MANUAL. The following instructions serve as a guide in computing the salient factor

score.

8/15/03 Page 58



