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Board 1 s Placement and Authority to Reduce Population and Terms 

We have already computed the history/risk score, severity rating and 
findings of aggravation or mitigation on every offender who has been 
11 set 11 by the Board. We can, in making reductions in prison population, 
maximize the safety of the pub! lc by relying on this information. 

If we make reductions in term decisions by adjusting the history/risk 
score device, those who are most likely to succeed will receive the 
greatest reductions. 

Changes in History/Risk Scoring 

The calculations required by the suggested changes would be relatively 
easy to make. We might, however, need clerical assistance from the 
Corrections Division. Perhaps 40% of the population would receive reduc
tions under the history/risk assessment adjustments proposed. These 
adjustments would also work to reduce prison terms for a significant 
portion of future offenders sent to prison. However, the penalty scale 
in the matrix would remain unchanged. Again, the reductions would be 
made ln a way to minimize risk to the pub! lc. (See attachment # 1 .) 

Item C of the criminal history/risk assessment changes to age this commit
ment instead of first commitment and Item D changes trust violation to 
focus on current commitment. An aggravating factor, e.g., three or more 
trust violations (parole and probation failures, escape, failure to appear, 
bail jumping) in last five years, should be added to our Jist of aggravating 
factors commonly encountered. 

These changes can be made without altering the basic penalty scale of the 
matrix. Additionally, a crime-free period in the community of ten years 
would result in starting over on history/risk scores; an exception ls that 
any homicide would always be counted. Repetitive violent crimes would be 
added to aggravating factors. Sue~ crime-free periods are powerful predictors 
of success. Offenders with such crime-free periods tend to perform as well 
as first-time offenders. This statement is based upon research done on 
federal prisoners. The sal lent factor score does not count priors if ten 
years conviction-free in the community has been reached. 

I • ' t 
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Procedural Steps 

We suggest that procedurally, prison terms for C~tegory 4 and lower 
offenders may be adjusted by a member of the Board without a hearing. 
Category 5 or higher offenders may only be reduced following a review 
of aggravating and mitigating factors. Screening of higher severity 
offenders will be more rigorous. 

These changes would reduce prison terms on selected offenders to hold 
down population levels. v/e have already acted to reduce revocations. 
There is a good chance that we could maintain the population within design 
capacity with these changes alone. 

Fail Safe Mechanism 

However, such systemic changes, while they are essential to hold the popula
tion down, might not be enough to reach design capacity by the judicial 
dead] ine. An accelerated release policy might have to be implemented to 
reach design capacity and allow the systemic changes to take effect. Accele
rated release includes the expanded terminal leave powers (90 days) of the 
Division. 

We might have to order two- or three-month assessments depending upon the 
impact of the guide] ine adjustments in order to comply with the judicial 
dead I i ne. 

Board 1 s Value to Executive in Managing Population 

These recommendations should dispel from anyone 1 s mind doubts about the 
value of a Parole Board to react to crowded conditions. The Board is 
uniquely placed to make adjustments, based upon sound actuarial principles 
or data to respond to such emergencies. More importantly, the Board has the 
responsibility, power and authority to respond to overcrowding quickly and 
efficiently. The placement in the executive branch of an agency to release 
is appropriate and crucial to prison management. 

These changes will reduce time served and meet the judicial order in a 
responsible and expeditious manner. The population would be reduced at 
minimal risk to the pub! ic. Some of the changes, particularly the history/risk 
scoring device, are desirable irrespective of crowding. 

Misleading Comparison of Release Cohort and Admission Cohort 

The Division and the judicial order have both made a fundamental statistical 
error. It is important to understand that one cannot compare setting dates 
to releasing prisoners and say that time has been increased by the Board. 
That is a comparison not unlike the 11apples and oranges 11 metaphor. 

Many practices and procedures operate to reduce actual terms, e.g., good 
behavior reductions, retroactive application of Board rules, assessments, 
death, and appeals. Increases in set terms are much rarer. Therefore, a 
release cohort will always serve Jess time than an admission cohort 1 s initial 
set would indicate. In other words, no one knows whether we have actually 
increased time and by how much (see attachment #8). 
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Legislat ive Action and Impact on Term Sets 

The legis lature has contl" i buted to crowding by re1u 1r 1ng that we sum 
the ranges in consecutive setences; that minimum svntenCf~, i.e. 25 yeJ rs 
for certain classes of murder, be served; and by giving the power to judges 
to impose one-half of the judicial sentence as a minimum. 

It might have been suffic ient to give the judges inf luence over the Board's 
po l Icy through the leg islat ion establish ing the jo int commiss ion . 

Conclusion 

A summary of the Board's planned actions together with supporting papers 
(attachments 1 through 8) are enclosed wi th this memo . 

The net reduct ion from history/ri sk dev ice s hou ld be in the v icinity of 
540 beds. \.Je should achieve 85% to 90"h. of antic ipated reduct ion within 
four months . 

IB/dl 
Attachments 



BOARD OF P/-\IWLE 
SUMMARY OF PLAN TO REDUCE PRISON TERMS AND INMATE POPULATION 

l. Application of a new history/risk scoring device will redistribute a 
l arge number of pr i soners by crimiunl history classifications without 
changing the matrix . It is anticipated that about 40% will shift to 
a shorter range . In other words, about 40% of all prisoners will 
serve shorter prison terms . See Attachments l, 2, 3, 4, 5. 

2. A few cases which for some reason or other escaped our review will 
emerge during file examination. These should be adjusted, particularly 
categories 1 through 4. 

3. Reduce prison terms for probation violators ~,otith category 1-4 sever
ity l evels . Property crimes and crimes against statute offenders 
with revoked probations on the basis of rule violations only will 
be affected . Eligible prisoners will be sanctioned by 4 to 8 month 
penalty. This is shorter than current sanctions imposed on such 
prisoners. See attachment 6. 

4. Accelerate scheduled release of prisoners as required to meet judicial 
deadline. This item will only be implemented if the above steps are 
not adequate to reach 11 desi gn capaci ty 11

• See attachment 7. 

5. Concerns 

A. Misleading data on guideline (matrix) impact (Attachment 8). 

B. Accelerated release may be more f airly achieved than by cha~ging 
breaking points . We should defer how to acce l erate release pending 
further study on the most equitable and effici ent method . Further
more we may not need to use th is vehicle at a 11 (Attachment 7). 

. . 



CRIMINAL HISTORY /RISK ASSESSME i'IT UNDER RULE 255-35-015 

ITEM 

(A) No prior felony or misdemeanor convictions as an adult 
or juvenile: 

One prior 

Two or three prior convictions 
Four or more prior convictions 

(B) No prior incarcerations (i.e., executed sentences of 90 
days or more) as an adult or juvenile: 

(C) 

One or two prior incarcerations 

Three or more prior incarcerations 

/n~ -
~\~;-

Age at time of behavior resulting in this ~ommitment 
26 or older 

21 to under 26 

Under 21 

(D) Not a probation or parole failure, failure to appear or 
escaped t~f commitment 
Probation ?folation or failure to appear this commitment 

Escape or parole vio1ation(.) his commitment 

(E) Has no admitted or documented heroin or opiate derivative 
abuse problem, or has no admitted or documented alcohol 
problem 

One or more of the above 

(F) Verified period of 3 years conviction free in the commun)ty 
prior to present offense 

Otherwise 

TOTAL HISTORY /RISK ASSESS~1ENT. SCORE: 
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To: Ira Blalock Date: September 2; 1980 

From: Larry Travis 

Subject: Comparison of History/Risk Scoring Devices 

This is in response to your request for a comparis o11 of predictive power between 

the proposed history/risk score and the current device. The proposed device is 

somevthat more pm·;el~ful. Stati sti ca lly, I· have computed mean cost ratings (~lCR) 

on both the current and proposed scores and arrived at values of .193 (current) 

and .207 (proposed). This means the proposed score is "better" at selecting 
those who will fail parole or commit a new offense than the current score. 

This difference is small, only .014. However, the proposed score is more easily 

and accurately computed than the current score and achieves a more balanced 
distribution. 

Obviously, different scores do not change the overall success rate of 67%. What 

they do, however, is group outcomes differently. Different scoring devices will 

redistribute the parolees among the scores. The proposed device achieves a 

less skewed distribution. For example, the bulk of the cases full into good and 

fair. Previously the same cases were predominately in the fair and poor cate
gories. In fact, the largest grouping \'las in the poor category. It is vtell to 

recall that a high success rate in a poor category represents an inefficient 

system. It is "good" to have hiQh failure rates in the poorest categories. 

The proposed score reserves the "poor" category for those vtho are much more 

likely to fail than the average parolee. Similarly, the fair category contains 
persons less likly to succeed than the "average" parolee. (The average parolee, 
without regard to history/risk score, has a 67% chance of success.) The good 

and excellent scores still do a respectable job of identifying successes. A 

ratio of successes to failures for each score shows this more graphically. 

Ratio of Successes to Failur'es by History/Risk Group 

History/Risk Score Current Score Proposed Score 

Excellent s·. 4:1 4. 2: l 

Good 2. 7: l 2.4: l 

Fair l . 9: l l . 4: l 

Poor l . 3: l . 85: l 

(Overall success to failure ratio 2':1) 

In terms of predicted parole failure or new criminal behavior, the proposed 
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-
score reserves the "poor 11 category--the r:.Je \'lhich carries the longest terms, ' for 

the v1orst l'isk cases, and the fair cate· ·o ry, v1ith second lonc!E!st terms, for those 

cases v1ith a less than "average 11 chance Gf success. The current scor2 does not 

clearly identify the "1·10rst risk cases 11
, and incluJf: ·~ U1ose \•lith an 11 G.verage" 

chance of success in the fair group. 
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STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFJCE MEMO 

TO : Ira Blalock, Board of Parole DATE September 4, 1980 

FROM. John Tuthill 

susJECT: Proposed Revision in History/Risk Score 

Pursuant to your instructions, two samples consisting of one hundred 
inmates each were drawn from the institution populations for the purpose 
of assessing the affect of the proposed instrument on Prison Terms. The 
first sample consisted of those inmates who were/are scheduled to appear 
before the Board during the months of August and September. Actual cases 
selected being determined by the order in which Parole Analysts completed 
the history/risk scores; when one hundred scores had been accrued, the initial 
sampling was culminated. 

The second sampl ing 1·ms derived from those i nmutes committed to the physical 
custody of the Corrections Division during the -last quarter of 1979 . One 
hundred numbers were selected with a random numbers tab l e . This sample was 
stratified to reflect the ratio of admissions to each of the three institu
tions forth~ specified period . The two samples were then combined in order 
that the aggregate sample would be reflective of the current population 
characteristics. 

An ana lysis of the revised hi st01·y/risk scores for the foregoing sample, 
were juxtaposed with the respective scores derived from ~he current method, 
revealing that an average reduction of 4.14 months would be obtained should 
the revised score supplant the one currently in use. 

JT/cb 

1 () f l 
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COMPARISON OF POPULATION DISTRIBUTION 
BY CURRENT AND PROPOSED HISTORY/RISK SCORING DEVICE 
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Note population shifts result in shorter terms for 40% of all prisoners. The 
average reduction in terms is 4.14 months. 
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Proposed Rule Pertaining to Duration of Sentences for 

Individuals Found in Violation·of Probation. 

Except for violations of probation involving possession 

of a 'weapon or physical harm to another, a person sentenced 

to institutions as a result of technical violations of 

probation shall be given a prison term based on the guidelines 

specified below: 

OFFENSE SEVERITY 
RATING 

Category· l 

Category 2 

Category 3 

Category 4 

CRIMINAL HISTORY/RISK ASSESSMENT 
ll-9(Excellent) 8-6 (Good) 5-3(Fair) 

·k 4-8 

4-8 

4-8 

4-8 

4-8 

4-8 

4-8 

4-8 

4-8 

4-8 

;'~All ranges shown in months 

The Board may vary the above ranges based upon a finding of 

aggravation or mitigation found at the prison term hearing. 

Variation shall not exceed two months without concurrance 

of at least four voting members of the Board. 

A person sentenced to the institution as a result of probation 

violation who's crime cornn1itted is a Category 5, 6, 7(1) or (2) 

or who's violations of p~obation involve possession of a 

weapon or physical harm to another shall be given a prison 

term pursuant to Division 35 of these rules, 
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PROPOSED SHIFTS IN CRIMINAL HISTORY/RISK CLASSIFICATIONS 

Old Breaking Points 

H/R Score 0-2 

3-5 

6-8 

9-ll 

New Breaking 
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STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO 

TO: Tr:1 1\ln l•l C.'k DATE July 31, 1980 

,_ ' 
•. ! I 

~~uM Larry Travis · . I 

SUBJECT. Impact of Natrix un Tinw Served in Oregon Penal Facilitie?.s 

As you kr101'' • this i.s •l :=;ubj ··Ct \·:hich ' s near and dear to my heart . Ever since 
I made the colo~s~1l bl•m dl:!t: of !:ihOHing the .1.verag term set in t he f irst eigh t 
months of 1979 (32 . 2 months) to r.;he Division , spokespersons f:oT t h e Division 
ha ve been going ,-!round t he State lecrying the impact of th e datrix on prison 
popul<i t ions and nnmenting t hat since the 1:1,ttrix went into effect , tim 
served in. Corr.ec tiOn!-i I) · visio 11 fac 'li ties h~s skyTock u tccl from about 20 month s 
to near 30 months . RC?.peated efforts to persuade the Division that thC?.sC?. 
stateme11ts were both unfair and inaccurate have failed to alter the current 
state of affairs. I have therefore decided to put my objections to these 
accusations in writing. 

The 20 month figure quoted by the Division is the arith~metic mean time served 
in prison before first release for new conwitments in any given year. That is, 
a release cohort. The 30 month figure is .the estimated time to be served in 
prison for those individuals given prison term sets during the first eigltt 
months of 1979. This is closer to an admission cohort . 

\.Je all kno\v that release cohorts Hill continually demonsrrate a lo1ver a.vl:!rage 
term than an admission cohort, since they will be heavily weighted by the 
large numbers of short term prisoners IVho obtain release. If the maximum term 
ever imposed by the BoarJ were forty years, it would take at least forty years 
before the average time served to release would equal the average term imposed . 

As you kno"'• and the Division has been ad·:isecl, one of the reosons for the?. 
abnormally long average term imposed in the first part of 1979 is that in 
February and March of that year, several prisoners aclmitted earlier than 
1978 or 1979 for homicide received firm dates. If these persons lvere set 
for only an average of 120 months and accounted for only 2% of all those 
whose terms \·7ere set in that period, their terms would acid 2 . L1 months to 
the average set which would be obtained if they were excluded . 

I have examined data on time served in Division facilities prior ' to parole 
release, parole order date, or parole set date for th<?. years 1975 and 1979 
(CD ADP FROG : PTSTAl)ET). The results are very revealing: 

Avg. time s erved in 
Division fa cilities 

Avg. t e rm imp os ed 
by the Board (e s t . ) 

Conlains 
RccyclccJ 
M.11"ri,,[•. 

1975 

23.2 mo s . 

26.2 mos . 

Attachment #8 

1979 

19.8 mos. 

22 . 8 mos. 

1 of 2 ····· .. 



hlthou~h some dnt~ ;trc missing from Corr~cl on Division computerized files , 
I do not: be I i cv'"' the lmp.1ct o~ missin~ claw Hi l.l be th1.1 t great . Even if the 
result of t:h., r:lissinr, datu is to increase the 1979 ::tVPI' · , · ~~~-(,months (. ~~ 
:.lStronnt:tlC<ll in~t-l!.rsc), Lhc i.mp:tct n£ the m<ltt·ix (rr.v·t: Ibis H~y) \.'Ou]tl 
be to incL·~ase Lh~ av~r~1gc term by J.ess tlt:1n 3 months, not the 10 months 
tlwt D.lvi~ion statcmf·nts \vould lwve one beUcve . 

Fln.:tll.y, as the inform:ttion prc>scnccd to the i\dvisor:y Conunis~>ion in Jnnunry 
of thls yenr, and the r~sults or the opinion poll. contluctcd for the Board 
illustrnte:, th e: t:J.:ttt:ix has had the effect of organizing prison terms . Sets 
established under the matrix ore <.Jj!:itributcd such that serious o((cnclcrs 
(rapists, mut·dercrs , nssaultcn; and robbers) received longer tct·ms th:m 
they h.:td beofrc Lhe rna t:rix \·:as .'ldoptcd . Less S<.!t:ious offcnd~rs, especially 
those convicted of nonviolent clas!.> C felonies recc:i vc shorter terms Lhan 
they had in earlier y<'nrs . This alloc.,tion of the scnrc~ resource of prison 
bed sp.::~cc seems congruent \·tilh Lhc \·rishes of the publj c, sentencing j \ldgcs, 
and other interested parties . 

Pll!.:tse feel free to sb.::~t·c this memo \·J.i.th ouyone you p.lease . 
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I[ Liw Boan.i ,.;,·r~· ; ,, ,tdllpl lh·.• pl:tl(l('!-il!d l'nJ. "'-••t.ionnl tncl·hod, ;llld \.Jere Lu <lpp l y it 
, .. 1. ·· i~ t i·: .. ' :,, .~I JH.·r ,,,.1~, Jlr...:st.·OLly ctt.i , , ,ed .:-,!; \VCJ I :,, :! : ··i · :.r. !'~ 

r\.!,·.·! .. •,.· \f i.t:!•· . "r ·:~ •. , .... '11 lh'l·\···1rt.v1·, in Lht.·ot·y the' cn:·r ·. ,·· d~ iot. \v(.;.!;.l! !·,\.! 
r._•,!• .·.·.i h)' JS . l . dl" 5.J2 i~..tivi_,!woll-i . <Hi rapidly <lS tl, ····,•u ;tl ions .. ,HJ!d be 
CO:ll)llvlvd, tit~· .. lL.; ch;l:t,•,,··l I•• r, • il,:l: L.JW IH'\'' l'0,.; 1 •Utdlillo~ ; , nnd tit(! ind>,j.: .!:, 
nffvctcd Cl)tt!d I)~ pt'P;'l~::•o~•d ;,,r l'(•le:,\~:c· . !·:vt• tH;uaJ.ly, n toL;tll·o..;ducU.oti oL 75'J 
bo.!lOl.J Olhen;i~;c.;-,_;-:jll.:.Cl:l:d poJ•Itl;tUUil COlli!! l1C! :.nti.t-ip;•l:cd . 

Tn point of [i!cL, .!0\·:evvr, :;uclt J.ll"Hl' redll.:!..i•>t•~: cmrld 110l: rc:lSOlWbly be c:-:pcctccl . 
~!<.ll1 y of t lw pv 1·:;nns <1 f f l'l' :._, tl h·n•d d p;;ov<.! Ln h .. Vo:! nl n~nc.l y sc!rvcd more t i.me than HOuld 
be jndic;,tlcd by Lh..: t'cvl:;l•d r:t<II!-Lx posiUoning . ~!any mon~ \·.roulcl pnJvc to be alr~ady 
within a li!i!e fr·~a:c.: Hlti<:h tH·l·tuiLl' pl;lC<·i:K·nt un tt•rnpucary lc<lVI.! pending release , aud 
tl1us \.Joultl not jutp:Jct: hc<l~;pnc:e rc:quil·cmcnt.:s hy their departure . lt is cstim<.~tcc.l 

Llwt 1·our,hly l/3 or a.l L <.:'1scs \·!Ould f.:~ ll in one ur th~ other or these groupings . 
This \oJOuld 1ncan L!t.:lt t.lw :rctunL lnuncdi<lLC l:l:duct:ion \·Jould be roughly 368 ; Lhc 
eventual t:cc.luc 1 i u11 h'OUJ d c:ontj nue t:o be rou~h l y 759 , llu t \•JOuld not be fuLly 1·cnlized 
for nl.!a r ly 5 y~..: .. .-~: . 
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Tht• 1\o:tl"l! ,,r J':lr._.J, .b: l:mu.;idl•t·i··l~ r'~vJ::i.•l:1 
Jfi: ·:·,. i·< ~)~t,!"\.!!-i ;11:~ v:.~,li.>.lishcJ . 

t\vO lfJO-t:.t:.l! :~.J .. tp:l~· i·.'··•·v l!l".tl-111 ft·o::. r,•c••nL ;l<l:.ti.::"i<•:,~ . '"'' l\·.'1J ~.o~,:.p!~.:s \·:..::.· 
co:nhincu, ~mJ Lit~_: ld. ~;L{lt')' t ~:.k SCI)J'o.! uf ni1Ci:.{' 41~;c I·J: l!; l'l!-C0111put<.:d UJ'ldC:J' tho..: !)l:OJlO~.:!U 

rnetilod . 

'l'l!c con:L.i.ned s:H .. pJ.c~; ...:on t;t; ncJ : 

.L 
l 
3 ,, 
6 
7 

Total. 

~! li!IIIIC I' 

6ft 

53 
33 
25 
]0 
.I ') 

0 

200 

l'l! l'l:C!ll t:t;:(! 

32 . 0% 
26 . 5% 
16 . 5% 
12 . 5% 

5 . 0% 
7. 5% 

100 . 0% 

ComJ><.Jring the II i.sLory l{ i ::k Sct:n::s t::>t::.tbJ.b:ltvrl uncl, ·r the.· presC'Ill: compul otion;J.l 
method H.i.Lh the scores e:;L;tb.l.i~;hi.:d lli'td.:!l' the; JH·oposcd cotnputat.i.on~l1 method, it 
was found : 

l l i};l:c~_Bj.sk 

9-.ll 
G-8 
'3-5 
0-2 

Tc>L<l.l 

Apply illg '.i'lC lJL "!0.:.:-!.!CH: . pa: 'J Ia.: m:J L r ix 

Avcr~tgc boL t.)llt ll f r:lltg~ 

Avcrag.; cop of rang<.' 

Score 

to Ll.c 

E:: i ~; l:cn t N~llwd 

J,S 
36 
56 
93 

200 

cot:tb.i.ncd s.111:p.le~ : 

Jo::-: i Slc.'nL :·!1' Lltod 

J e. o 
26 . l 

Pr<>posccl i·lc.:thocl 

16 
50 

106 
28 

200 

l'ropo~;cd >tcLltod 

l.Lt . 8 
21.0 

ln recl:llL n:onLl.:., it lt.t:; bL'l!il llo;lrd pr:1ct i<:,• Lo sc:c (,m t!tu <.lvc r agc) <.H~Lt:nl Lime 
to i.H' :-;ervcd 01t: rougll.ly !., .t\luVl: Lhe l>otLo::t o·· t:ltt:: 1·ang..! . lf Llli:; pracL.i.cc \verc 
applic:J t:c; t!1c cv.nbi11cd fWmplt.·~; : 

l·.:·:i~;Lcnt ~lt;l..lwd 

~0 . 0 16 . 4 

The c ombiuC!d s<.1mplcs .u·l! :;.i gn j [ ic.1n Lly skCIIICc.l LmJ.:tnl L lw J ov/l!l' crime cil tcgorics ; 
t l,1ey cont:<.lin no c.1tcgory 7 ,,[fvnclcrs , <111d ;1 .10\·!er-t:h:m-ncLul.ll percentage: of category 
6 qifc.:nders . Fo1· tlw JHII'JIO:;c•:; of Lhi.s analy:;LH , hoi·Jevcr . this sl~C\v.i.n;; tends to nw ke 

the theoruL.i.c t'l!sults mildly consl!rvativc . 
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