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'SURVEY OF CURRENT 'SECURITy':tE:VEL OF WESTERN REGtON \M 
'J - . INTeIH REPORT . 

HRlene Enid Cavior 
Howard Kitchener 

and 
Annesle~ Schmidt 

April, 1978 ACQUiSITIONS 

A surve~ was conducted of all inmates in institutions with 

a desi~nated securit~ level in the W,stern Re~ion, i.e., excludes 
• 

MCC San Diego and FC! Pleasanton. in order to assess the distribu-

tion of securit~ level currentl~ reQuired to house these inmates. 

This surve~ was undertaken so as to predict the lon~ range impact 

of the desisnation procedure currentl~ in use in the Western 

Resion. 

METHOD 

SUBJECTS 

The subjects for the surve~ were all men whose names appeared 

on the random sample for Februar~'s Narcotics Surveillance Program 

with the followin~ added conditions: (a) the inmate must have 

been incarcerat~d at that in~titution on Februar~ 1, 1978; and 

(b) the inmate's file must have been in the institution at the 

time of data collection -- approximatel~ Februarw 21 thru March 

10. 1978. A ten percent sample was the ~oal. T~ble 1 showa the 

sample size for each institution. The samples ranged from 8.3 to 

17.0 percent and overall a 10.6 percent sample was obtained. 
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PROCEDURE , 

~he Research Administrator or the Research Assistant in the 

Wes\ern Region met personall~ with the Case Mana~ers'«t all insti

tutions exce~t Florence (FLO) to explain the purpose for the sur

vew and review the written instructions for completion of the 

Securit~ Level form. The form and the instructions are in Appen

dix A. Some changes were necessar~ in the regular instructions 

followed b~ the CPO's since the purpose of this studY was to ex

amine the population as it was on Februar~ 1, 1978 T'ather than at 

the time of commitm~nt. Thus, histor~ of escapes and histor~ of 

violence included guilt~ Incident Reports during incarceration 

and the number of months alread~ served was subtracted from the 

expected length of incarceration. The Case Mana~ers were asked 

to complete the forms within two weeks and return them to the 

Western Regional Office. 

In a few instances, the Case Mana~ers apparentl~ could or 

would not choos& a~on~ the possible resPonses and entered 2, 4 or 

6. In most cases, it did not change the Securit~ Level if the 

points for that item were one point higher or lower and so thew 

were left unchanged in all cases. The~ werev however. convertRd 

to missing values in looking at the freQuenc~ distribution of 

responses to the individual items (Tables 14 - 20). 
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RESULTS 

IMPACT ON MALE POPULATION IN WESTERN REGION 

Table 2 presents the breakdown tor the survey sample b~ in

stitution and Security Level while Table 3 presents the ~a~e in

for~ation projected tor the total population of each institution 

in the studY on February 1, 1978. OnlY Level 1 facilities had a 

maJoritw of their population rated as Level 1. In fact, a plural

it~ of the population of all facilities except McNeil Island (MNI) 

are at Level 1. 

Table 3 also presents the number of beds available at each 

level based on the operating capacit~ of each institution in the 

study as well as the actual capacity of the institutions. There 

is a significant difference between the projected number of inma~es 

and the operating capacit~ bed space at each level and in partic

ular at Level 1 where 823 more beds are needed and at Level 5 

where 1,118 beds would be unused. From these results one could 

conclude that the Western Re~ion does not need a Level 5 institu

tion since onl~ 132 men (3% of the population) are classified as 

Level 5. 

It is important to point out that these results do not neces

saril~ describe the po~ulations of the other Regions. 

Table 4 shows the number of men who would reQuire transfer 

to hisher Security Level institutions (n=823, 17.4~) and lower 

2~1~ ~2 8~) ·Thus only 29.8 per-Securi ty Level institutions (n= u u' ;;J • '" • 

cent of the population (n=1423) would not re~uire transfer. 
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DESQRIPTION OF THE POPULATION AT EACH SECURITY LEVEL 

T~bles 5 thru 11 examine the desariptive information r~~uested 

at th~ to~ of the Security Level form. Tables 5 thru 9 present 

freQuency distributions projected tor the total population for 

Special Needs, Central Honitoring Cases, Sentence Procedure, 

Sentence Group, and Race/Ethnicity. The percentages in the tables 

per se examine the distributions within each Le~el. Below each 

table, in ConclUsions, some of the larsest percentages within 

catesories of the variable are presented, e.S., for Table 5 it 

is indicated that 50.0~ of all medical cases fall in Level 1 while 

37.5% of all psychiatric cases fall in Level 4. Tables 10 and 11 

present average age on FebruarY 1, 1978 and average sentence 

length of the surve~ sample both by institution as the~ are now 

and b~ Securit~ Level as well as the results of a statistical test 

called an Anal~sis of Variance. A C p value' of .05 or smaller, b~ 

con~ention, is considered statisticall~ sisnificant. In general, 

this means that the obSErved differences in mean score among the 

sroups would be found by chance only 5 out of 100 times. The 

reader is specificall~ alerted to the finding that no differences 

in average a~e are found b~ Security Level. The reader is referred 

to these tables for a more careful examination of these findings. 

EVALUATION OF THE SECURITY LEVEL INSTRUMENT 

Figure 1 presents th~ freauency distribution of the total 

scores within Security Level for the survey population in histo

sram form. The information in this figure could be used to deter-
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nline the effect of chanSing the cutoff points on total scope for 

eac~ Securit~ Level. However, this decision 'should not be made 

until the results of the comparison stud~ are available. 

Tables 12 and 13 present the average number of points ~eceived 

on each item on the Securit~ Level form b~ institution and Securit~ 

Level, respectivel~. along with the results of the Anal~sis of 

Variance for each item. Table 13 is particularl~ interestin~. It 

shows that there are statisticall~ significant differences on total 

score between each pair of adjacent levels; however. this is. in 

part, an artifact since the range of scores for each level, b~ 

definition, cannot overlap with an~ other level. It also shows 

that the average points on each item, individuall~, do not ~ield 

~anY differences between adjacent levels. No item Wields differ-

ences between Levels 1 and 2 nor Levels 2 and 3. Differences are 

found for Violence between Levels 3 and 4, for Detainers and 

Months remaining to be served between Levels 4 and 5, and for 

Escapes between Levels 5 and 6. Thus, no single item would sep-

arate people into Securit~ Levals. 

Tables 14 thru 20 present the freauenc~ distribution b~ 

Securit~ Level for each item for the surve~ sample. The ~eneral 

form of these tables is the same as described above for Tables 5 

thru 9. The reader is referred to these tables which, hopefull~, 

are self-explanator~. 

Table 21 presents the correlations between ~he number of 

points on each item and Securit~ Level. The items are listed in 

order of magnitude of the absolute value of the correlation coef-
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ficient. These results su~gest that the two most important items 

for determining Securit~ Level are Histor~ of Violence and Offense 

Severit~. This is corroborated b~ the results of the Stepwise 
J 

Hulti~le Regre~$ion pr~sented in Table 22 b~ both the seQuence 

in ~hich the variables are added and the magnitude of the B 

Values~ The R sauare values shown in Tabla 22 indicate. when 

multi~lied b~ 100, the percentage of variation in Level that is 

accounted for b~ each model. Violence and Offense Severit~ co~

bined account for 74 percent of the variation. 

The difference in the R SQuare value from model to model 

indicates the additional variation accounted fur b~ the variable 

added to that model. Thus, the addition of the variables Months 

and Pre-status contributes little and could probabl~ be onlitted 

from the instrument. 

VALIDITY OF THE INSTRUMENT 

No information on validit~ will be available until the com

parative stud~ is co~pleted and transfer and escape outcomes are 

examined. 

". 
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SAMPLE SIZE 

9==================================~=================~. 
I COUNT.oN, SAMPLE ' 

INSTITUTION I FEB 1,1978: NUMBER: X OF COUHT~ 
-------------+-------------+---------~---t-----------~-I< FLO I . 53 . J. 9 r 17. 0 
~~-----------+-------~---~~+----.-~-------+------------~ 7 SAF I. 284 ~ J :'. 28 J 9.9. . 
-------------.~-------------+---~~~-------+----------~--tf Loe I 402 : 42' : 10.4 . 
-------------t-------~-----+--~----------t-----------~_ 
',., liNe I 299 32 10.7 
~------------+-------------t-------------t-------------t TRM a 998 : "g"5 : .:£b:S ?5 
-------------+-------------t-------------t-------------1 ENG I 473 I -5ff tJ,~: ~ 1:<,.7 
-------------t-------------t-------------t------______ _ 

5 liN! J 1114'" I ~/;{;': te=i=1' ItJ,q -------------f-------------+-----------__ + ____________ _ 
) LOM r 1146 I 134 r 11.7 
=============+======~======+=============+===========~= 

TOTAL 4768 -51Ifa5J2 : t;!!&Ej~.7 _ ... __ ... _------------_ .... _---------.,--------------------.--.... _-
* COUNT EXCLU~:S HOLDOVERS AND UNSENTENCED PRISONERS 

-. " -.-..:. ....... 
.... '--;:":a •• -_ 
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TABLE 2 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CASES IN SURVEY SAMPLE IN EACH INSTITUTION BY SECURITY LEVEL 

~. ___ ............ ===~=g=.===========.====a===a=a======D=============================================: 
! LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4 : LEVEL 5 LEVEL 6 TOTAL 

INSTITUTION: N % N ~ N ~ N % I N % N % N ~ 

-----~-----+---~----~---+-~~-~-------+-~-~-~-~----+----~----~--+~-~----~~---+---------~--+----------., 
FLO 9 100.0 I 

-----------+------------+-~----------+--------,----+------------+------------+------------+-----------
SAF 24 85.7 I :'~ 10.7 I 1 3.6 I 28 100.(. ---... -.. -----+---..... -..... --W'l-., ..... -.I--~t ... ,~ .... b .... -..,.. ... i ..... - ....... --... -----.l---.. ---------~.- ... ---..... --.. --+~--~- ...... ---.. --+----------.. , 
LOC 28 66.7 I , (} 7.1 I 3 42 100.( 

-----------+------------+-----d~-~--_t------------+------------+------------+------------t-----------
HNC J 18 56.2 I b 18 dl I ~ 1S. 6 I 3 9.4 I I , - I 32 100. ( 

----~;~----r--~~---~;:;-r--~;---;~:;-t--ii---~~:;-r--ii---~;:;-t---~----i:;-r---:--------t--~i--~~~:~, 
-~-~-------+-----~---~--+~-~--~~-----+--~~~--~~---+-----~-~---~+-------~----+-----------~+-----------

ENG 28 48.3 J 14 24.1 I 6 10.3 I 10 17.2-'1 58 100.( 
-----------+------------+------------t------------t------------+------------t---~~-------+-----------

MNI 16 21 24 20.2 I 37.8 I 11 9.:2' I 2 1.7 I 119 100. C i . , -----------+------------t------------t------------t------------+------------+------------+-----------, 
LOM r-o 55 41.0 I 28 20.9 I 18 13.4 r 30 22.4 I 2 t'~5 I, 1, 1.8 I 134 100.C i 

.= •• ::'::::I=_ •• -+_.==I::1=======+"=====n===_=.+============+============+============+=:=::;t=========+===::=======': 
'TOTAL' : 218 43.2 I 97 19.2 I 69 13.5: 105 20.8: 14 2.8 l' 3 .6 : 505 100.C 

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

There are a d~creasing number of cases in each securitl:l level as the level increases with thl? b 
the exception of Level 4 which is second in the nuruber of cases. 
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PROJECTED NUMBER OF HALE INMATES IN EACH INSTITUTION BY SECUR1TY LEVEL 
,( BASED ON THE FEBRUARY ~, 1978 COUNT) 

INSTITUTION I LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4 LEVEL 5 LEVEL 6 I TOTAL 
-~~-~~-------+---~--~---~-+-~~~-~------+-~-~---~~---+--~-----~---+~-----~-----+----,--------+-------

FLO r * 53 53 
---~---------+------------+------------+-----------~+------------+------------+------------+-------

SAF J * 243 30 10 I . 284 -... :--... -------.. +-,..------........ -·~ .... --'D ..... ~ ....... ---.... ·f·-- ........ " ...... - .... ----.·,.. .... - ... - ..... -----i·- .... --... ---... ---+ .. - .. ·-... --.. ---... +-------
LOC I * 2613 76 ~9 29 402 

-------------+------------+---~~~------+------------+------------+------------+------------+-------
NNe r *. 168 28 298 

-------------+------------+------------+------------+------------+------~-----+------------+-------
TRH 481 I * 204 144 156 12 998 

---... --.. ------+--.... - .... ---....... ·l· .. ---............... ---.... ·r ........................ - ... ..,,..-+-..... ---... ------+-...... --..... ;..---... -+-----... - .. ----+-------
ENG 228 114 I * 49 82 -. 473 

-------------+------------f------------f------------+------------+------------+------------+-------
tiN I 150 197 I * 421 103 I " . 19 I 1114 

LOM 470 240 154 256 I * . 17 I 8 I 1146 
=_==c==~ •• _ •• +.=-=========+============+==~===~=====+=======~====+============+===========~+======= 

TOTAL 1 2058 437. I 915 19'" 642 14r. I 991 21" I 132 3X.:' 28 1" I 4768 
===-=====---=+-======.====+======-=====+============+===========-+============+============+======= ' 
OPERATING CAPI 1235 24" I 1025 20": 500 lOY. I 1100 227. l 1250 24": O. : 5110 
~------~-----+-~-------~--+------~~----+-------~~---+-~-~-----~--+-~----------+------------+-------
OP CAP - TOT I -823 +110 -142 +109 +1118 -28 
=======.=c=_.+==========.=+==~ •• =a=~=~=+============+=~~=========+~===========+============+==~==== 
ACTUAL CAPAC : 1017 2S? I 807 20% I 355 97. I 769 197. I 1142 2S? I 0 I 4090 

* Denotes the Secu~it~ Level, of the Institution 

GOODNESS OF FIT CHI SQUARE fo~ Total b~ Secu~it~'Level usins the Ope~atins CaPDcitw to define fit 
and e~cludins Level 6 because of its zerQ cDPacitw in the Western Re~ion: 

CHI SQUARE (4) '= 1696.36, p < .0001 

CONCLUSION: The distribution of inmates b~ Securit~ Lavel 
from the available bed space in each Securilw 
The maJor discrepancies aret 

Level 1 - 823 beds will be needed 
Level 5 - 1116 beds will be empt~. 

differs si~nificantl~ 
Level. I 
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TABLE 4 

PROJECTED NUMBER OF MALE INMATES REQUIRING TRANSFER DUE TO DISCREPANCY BETWEEN 
INMATE'S AND INSTITUTION'S SECURITY LEVEL BY INSTITUTION 

•• c •••••• ===.c= •• ==.==c •••• ==.= •• =====.= •••• c===ac.= •• _==C=========-============== 
I INMAT~'S LEVEL I INMATE'S LEVEL:I 'NUMBER OF I NUMBER OF 
I HIGHER 1HAN LOWER THAN II INMATES I INMATES 

INSTITUTION I INSTITUTION I INSTITUTION II TO REMAIN TO TRANSFER 
-------------+-~-----~--------t----------------++----------------+----------------FLO I ... I I I 53 J 

-------------+-----*--··------~i----------------++------~---------+----------------SAF 40 I I 
I I 243 40 

-------------+----~-----------t~---------------++-----~----------+----------------
LOCI}fV\ f f 134 , - : I 268 I 134 

---~--~~-----+-~~~---~--~~----t-~-~~-~--~~---~~++-~-~--~~--~~~~-~+----~---~~~-----
HNCAiv'f I 130 I ... : I 168 . I , 130 

-------------+----------------+----------------++~-~-------------+---------------~ 
TRM I 312 , 4tH I I " 204 I 793 . , -----..... - .. ---... + ..... _- .... - ..... - .............. - .... - - ., .... -~ ........ - ... - ..... - ....... - .. +i· ........... --... --....... ---...... + ... ---... · ... --...... ------
ENG . 132 301~1 i I 49 424 

-----H~~----t------~;;-------1'------~;~-------tt------~21-----~-t-~--~-694-------
~-------~~-~-+~~-~-----~--~--~+-~---~--~-~--~--++~---------~~~~~-+-4~~~~--~---~~-~ 

LOM 8 1120 17 1128 
=_=a=========+==== '===========+===========c====++================+================ 

TOTAL 828 17.4r. I 2515 52.8r. II 1423 j9.8r. 3343 70.27. 
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TABLE 5 

PROJECTED DlSTRIBUTION IN PERCENTAGES OF MALE !NMATES AT EACH SECURITY LEVEL DY SPECIAL NEEDS 

•• a •••••••••• =~=~=mQ=~===~.aam= •• ==.==.=.======.n=====D=========~===.====================== 
LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 ' LEVEL 4 I LEVEL 5 LEVEL 6 

SPECIAL NEED I N ~ N % N ~ N ~ N ~ N % 

MEDICAL 27 1.4 I 10' 1.0 I 10 
-------------+----·-~--~-~t--------~---i,------------+---------~--+------~-----+------------PSYCHIATRIC I 19 .Y I 28 ~tl I 30 6.0 I 67 5.8 I 10 7.7 I 
~~-----------+----------~-t~-------·M---t------------t------------+------------+------------

NONE 12010 97.' I U77 9~.9 I 604 94.0: 924· 93.3 I 112 84.6: 28 100.0 
.==D •• D •••• ~.t====D====~~~t~~=?===~~~a~t=~="==~=.m=.+============+============t============ 

TOTAL· 12058 100.0 I 9lS ~OOtO I 642 100.0: 991 100.0 I 132 100.0: 28 100.0 

CHI SQUARE - Invalid 
"0, 

CONCLUSION: Ir'ffiotea with tlPocirill npodg lUPporur t~ represont a hisher ~eT'cen'tatle of the 
population than oMpocted ih Socuritu Levels Sand 6. 
Of all medical ca$es, the lar~est number of CiJ$e~ fall in Levell (SO.OX). 
Of all psychiatric cases, a larser number.of cases fall in LevQl 4 (37.6~) 

and Level 3 (25. O~O • !. , 
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TABLE 6 

PROJECTED 'DISTRIBUTION IN PERCENTAGES OF MALE INHATES AT EACH SECURITY LEVEL 
BY CENTRAL MONITORING STATUS 

•••••••••• D==========~==n===.========"=D===n=======================~==================~==== 
CENTRAL MOH- I LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 I LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4 LEVEL 5 : LEVEL 6 
ITORING CASE IN? N X I N 7. N ~ N 7. N i. 
-------------t-----~------+------------+------------t------------t------------+------------

SEPARATION 76 3.( I 57 6.2 I 17 11.9' 60 6.9 I 28 21.4 I 9 33.3 
-------------+-------~----+-------~-~--t-------~----+------------t------------+------------

OTHER CHC 19 .9 I 9 1.~ I 2Y 4.0 I 29 2.9 I 19 14.3 1 
-------------+--~--~------i,~--~-~-----~t------------+------------+-----~------+-----------7 

NOT CHe 11964 96.1 I U49 92,D I 536 83.6 1 894 90.2 I 95 64.3: 19 66.7 
.=a ••••••• ==.+==Q~~==n~~==t=="=~~~u~~="+~~=~=======~t=~:=a=======+====="======+============ 

TOTAL 12059 100.0 I ?~5 lOO.O I ~42 100.0 I 991 100.0 I 132 100.0 I 28 100.0 ___ ~~~_~~~ ___ ~~_M~~_~~~~~~~_~~~~~~_~~~~_~~~~~~~~~~_~~~ __ ~_~~_~ __ ~_~~~~~~_~~_~~~~~_~_~ __ ~_~_ 
CHI SQUARE - Inv~lid 

'. 

CONCLUSION: Central Honitorin~ C,Gea appoar to represent a hi~her PQrcenta~e of tho 
pOPul~tion than expected in Security Levels 5 and 6. 
Of all Separation C~$QS D larder number of ea$CG fall in Leval 1 (24.2%), 

Level:3 (24.2:":), and L.evel 4 (21.27.). i·\ 
Of 011 other CHC'sl a lar_er numbor of cn$om t~11 in Lavel ~ (27.3X) and 

Level 4 (27.3X). 
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TABL.E 7 

PROJECTED bISTRIDUTION IN PERCENTAGES OF MALE INMATES AT EACH SECURITY LEVEL 
BY SENTENCE PROCEDURE 

SENTENCE 
PROCEDURE 

LEVEL 1 
N Y. 

LEVEL 2 
N X 

LEVEL :3 
N Y. 

LEVEL 4 
N Y. 

LEVEL 5 
N Y. 

LEVEL 6 
N X 

------~--~~--+-~-~-~~~~~~~+-~-~~-~-~~~~+~~-~~~~--~--+-~--~--~~-~-+-~----~-~~-~+---~~~-~----

---.. :~~------!-~:!---:~:.~-~.-:~~--.-:~:.~-.\..-~.~:---:'~:~-!-:~~---::~~-~---:----~---~---:--------
. OTHER 11639 'Y.6 I '64 U~.5 I 536 83.6 1 B67 a7.5 I 132 100.J I 2B 100.0 

~ ••• =aQ= •• ==Q+~=a~~~=nw~~~+=~~~=~.~~.n~1·~~~=~=·~====+===========-t============+============ 
TOTAL 12058 100.0 I 9JQ tOO,o j 642 100.0 I 991100.0 I 132 100.0 I 28 100.0 

------------*------~----~-------------~----------------------------------------------------
CHI SQUARE (4) ~ 62.19, p < .ooi (aHclud~$ Laval 6) 

CONCLUSION: YeA/u apr.-oml' to l'ePJ'ooont i'J hhlher p<!l'ccmt,a!:ie of the population than cHPected 
in Security Luyel 1 und 0 lawur purcanta~Q of of tha populatioM than expected 
in Secul'ity Leval$ 4, 5 anq 6. 
Of all YeA's, the lal'~<!~t nurubel' fall in Level 1 (52.4~). 
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TABLE a 
PROJECTED'DISTRIBUTION IN PERCENTAGES OF MALE INMATES AT EACH SECURITY LEVEL 

BY SENTENCE GROUP 
" 

SENTENCE 
GROUP 

LEVEL 1 
N % 

LEVEL 2 
N :Y. 

LEVEL :5 
N Y. 

LEVEL 411 

N Y. 
LEVEL 5 
N t. 

LEVEL 6 
N X 

---~---------+~~-~~~~-~-~~+--~~--~-~--~+-~--~-~~--~~+------~-----+--~---~-----+-------~----
UP TO 6 HOS I 228 11.1 r 9, 1.0 I .. 

--------.---...... ., ..... - ... --........................ ,--............. -., ....... - ..... --.... , ..... --... ,-................ --.,.--.. --.......... ---+ .... - ............. - .. - ... --1.- ... ----------
OVF.R 6 HOS 11030 91.0 I 642 100.0 I 991 100.0 I 132 100.0 I 28 100.0 

e=.===.Q.====+~=~==D=~t·=g~t~~~"~~~U=~==+~C~=~~==C===+==========c=+============+============ 
TOTAL /2050 100.0 I Y16 10QtO I 642 100.0 I 991 100.0 I 132 100.0: 28 100.0 

---~-~--------~-~~--~~----~--~---- ... --~~~~-~-- .... ~~~---~-------------~--~--~~--~--~-----------

CHI SQUARE - Invalid 

CONCLUSION: Ninetw-shr pert'cnt of the populDtion with sentent'es UP' to 6 months fall ir. 

t 

Securitw Lovel 1 "Milo pnlu 4016 perpent of the popul~tion with ·sentences 
over six monthu f31i in SeQuritw Leval 1t 
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TABLE 9 

PROJECTED DISTRIBUTION IN PERCENTAGES OF MALE INMATES AT EACH SECURITY LEVEL BY RACE 

=~.==~=.===a========================================.====================================== 

RACE 
LEVEL 1 
N 1. 

LEVEL 2 
N :t. 

LEVEL 3 
N X 

LEVEL 4 
N 7. 

LEVEL 5 
N 7. 

LEVEL 6 
N X 

------------~t--~-~~--~-~-+--~~-~-----~+-~-----~----+~--~----~~~-+~------~----+---------~--
WHITE r 948 46.1 I 368 50.a I 444 44.8 I 94 71.4: 19 

--~-...... -... -.. -.... +--------,,-............ ·J·- ........ - ... --.... " .. ---·t'· ....... -I---....... ·-.... --t .. - .. --... --...... ,..-~ ... ----... --...... --+--.. --... -----... 
BLACK J 313 15.2 I 141 1~.5 I lY2 29.a J 321 32.4 J 19 14.3 I 9 33.3 

------~------+----------~-+~-----------t------------+------------+------------+------------
ASIAN 19 1.5 I 19 

-------------t------------t------------t------------t------------+------------+------------
AM INDIAN I 47 (h 2 I 30 6.0 I 83 S.6 J 

~-~--~-~~-~~-~~~~~~-~~---~~--~-~- .. ---~--~~~~~~----~-~---~--~---~-~-~------~-~------~-------
HISPANIC J 730 35.5 I 302 33.0 I 77 1.1.9 : 123 12.4: 19 

==.===.=a~===t========~=M=t=~===~=~===~+=~====·=====+=~~=========+============+============ 
TOTAL 12058 100.0 I 91~ 100.0 I 642 100.0 J 99i' 100.0 : 132 100~p I 28 100.0 

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

* Of 132 Hispanics in the $urve~ saruple: 125 are White~ 2 are Blackf '1 is Asian9 1 is 
American Indian~ and race waG mi$sin~ for 3. Thus 94.7 percent ar~ white. In ordmr 
to sive a more accurate picture of the racial/ethnic distribution, racd~and ethnicitw 
were combined such that if an individual is Hispanic, then his 'race' is Hispanic. 

CONCLUSIONS: Whites appear to represent a lower percontatle of the population than expected 
in Securitw Level 2 and a hitlher PQrcentade than expected Socurit~ 

. . 

Levels 5 and 6. Of all whites, the larsest number fall in Levell (43.1X) 
Blacks appear to rDpre~ent a hidher percenta~e of the population than expected 

in Securitw Level~ 3, 4 and 6. Of all Blacks, the larder numbers fall 
in Level 4 (32.4%) and Levell (31.4%>. 

Asians appear to represent a lower percentatle of the population thon expected 
in Securit~ Levels 5 and 6. However, the number of Asians in the saruple 
is too small for accurate projections. Of all Asiaris, the lar~est number 
fall in Level 2 (37.57.>. 

"American Indiana appear to represent a lower percentadd of the population than 
expected in Securit~ Levels 1, 5 and 6. Of all American Indians, the 
lar~er number~ fall in Level 4 (34.67.) and Level,2 (30.S), 

Hispanics appear to represent a hi~her percentase of the population than 
expected in Securitw Levels 1 and 2 and a lowe~ percentage than 

I • 

expected in Seauritw Levels 5 and 6~ Of all Hi~rani~.' the lar~est 
number fall in Level :1 (Sa. J%). . ',' I , 
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TABLE 10 

AVERAGE AGE BY CURRENT INSTITUTION AND BY SECURITY LEVE~ 

====Q===================== ==================~= 
INSTITUTION: N : AGE 

-------------t-----t------
-----:~~-----t--~~-!-~~::- I 

FLO I 9: 25.0 
-------------t-----t------

LOM : 132 : 25.0 
---.----------t-'----t------
-----:~~-----!--:~-!-:~::- 1 I LOC J 40: 30.6 
-------------t-----t------
-----~~~-----!-::~-!-:::~-I 

TRH r 74: 37.0 
-------------t-----t------

HNC I 31: 37.6 
--------------------

LEVEL: N J AGE 
-------t-----t------

1 : 210 : 30.0 
-------t-----+------

2 95 : 30.6 
-------+-----+------

3 63 : 30.7 
-------+-----+------

4 : 103 : 31.1 
-------+-----+------

5 14 f :31.6 
-------+-----+------

6 3 I 23.0 
=======t=====t====== 

TOTAL I 4Sa : 30.4 

--------------------------
F (7,455) = 20.39, p < .0001 F (5,455) = 1.53, p < .18 

DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS (Tuke~/s HSD Statistic, p < .05) 

Institution that are connected b~ a line are not statisticall~ 
different from the other institutions in the ·~roup •• 

TABLE 11 

AVERAGE SENTENCE LENGTH BY CURRENT INSTITUTION AND 
BY SECURITY LEVEL 

" 

==================~======= ==================== 
INST~TUTION: N I YEARS LEVEL IN: YEARS 

-------------+-----f------ -------f-----f------
-----~:~-----f---:-!---:~- 1 

SAF '28: 2.2 

1 I 211 I 4,3 

-------+-----+------
2 94 I 6.7 

-------------+-----t------ -------t----,,·+------
LOe 41: 4.1 3 61: 9.3 

-------------f-----f------ -------+-----+-----~ 
TRM 73 I 4.7 4 95: 9.6 

-------------f-----+------ -------f-----+------
ENG 58: 5.2 

-------------+-----f------
MNC r 32 I 6.1 

---~---f--~:-!-:~:~- 1 
6 I 2 f 17+5 

-------------t-----f------ =======f=====f====== 
LOM : 130: 6.9 TOTAL : 475 J 6.8 

-------------+-----t------ --------------------
HNI I 104 : 1,2.3 

F (7,442) = 8.68, p < .0001 F (5,442) = 5.77, p < .~001 

DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS (Tuke~'s HSD St~tistic, p < .05) 

Institution that are connected b~ a line are not statistical1~ 
different from the other institutions in the ·group.-
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LEVEL 1 :2 LEVF.L 3 LEVEL 4 LEVEL 5 LEVEL 6 

F,XGURE 1: DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL NUMBER OF POINTS ON SECURITY LEVEL INSTRUMENT WITHIN SECURITY LEVEL -:;) 
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TABLE 12 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF POINTS ON ITEMS ON SECURITY LEVEL FORM BY INSTITUTION 

••• C~ •••• D.D ••• ======c=.=c=c==a====================cc.============~=============================== 
INSTITUTION I ESCAPES: VIOLENCEIDETAINERS: OFFENSE I MONTHS : PRIORS I PRE-STATUS I TOTAL: N 

-------------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------+-------+-----, 
FLO .00 .00 .89 .00 .00 .00 .00 .89 I 9! 

_~ ____ ~ ____ ~_+-----_--~+---~--_-~+--~-_----+_--------+ _________ + _____ ~ ___ + _________ ~+ _______ + _____ t 
SAF .12 .25 .46 -le14 2.71 I 28 I 

--~------~---+-------~-+-------~-+~--------+----~----+-----____ +_I~ ____ ~-~+-~-~---~--+-------+-----
HNC .' .25 1.34 . .09 .62 1.47 -1.31 5.72 I 32: 

-------------+---------+---------t---------f---------+---------+---------t----------+-------+-----; 
lOC .17 .90 .05 .78 -1.10 5.07: 42 

~-~----~-~---+---------+---------+---------+---------+-~-~-----+------~~-+~---------+-------+-----
TRH I .43 I 1.28 .57 I 3.66 : 1.06 : 1.41 : - .72 I 7.69: 83: 

-------------+---------+---------f---------f---------+---------+---------+----------+-------+-----1 
ENG : .79 I 1.90 I .38 I 3.26 I .81 I .88 I -1.10 : 6.91 I 58 i 

I 

-------------t---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------+-------+----~ 
HtU .81 - .17 I 13.64 : 119 

~-------~-~--+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+~--------+----------+-------+-----
LOM 1.60: 1.85 .87 4.05 I .94 I 1.07 : -.72 I 8.67 I 134 

~===am=~=.===+=========+=========+=========+=======~e+=========+=========+==========+=======+====~ 
TOTAL I .55 I 1.72 I .69 : 3.92 1 1.10 I 1.26 I - .71 : 8.52 I 505;\ 

===Q====_m===f=========+=========+=========+=========+======c~=+=========t====~=====+=======+====~1 
F STATISTIC I 2,02" I 3.33 I 1.88 : 3.05 I 4.61 I 3.87 I 2.02 I 2.61 I il 

• p < .051 I .002 I .07 .004 .0001 I .0005 I .051 .012: 1\ 

--------------------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------~I , i 
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TABLE 13 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF POINTS ON ITEMS ON SECURITY LEVEL FORM BY LEVEL 

. , , 

LEVEL ESCAPES VIOLENCE DETAINERS OFFENSE MONTHS PRIORS PRE-STATUS TOTAL N 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------~-----------------------~ 1 - 1.28 2:1.8 .60 

•

131 .92 

1.76 

.17 .20 .64 

7.88 97 :2 .47 .94 

68 1.65 3 .93 .70 

5 1.64 6.28 1 5. 281 6.86 2. 571 2.28 ~.14 24.78 14 

6 7.00 7.00 6.67 *6.33 3.67 *1.67! /.00 31.33 3"1 
•••• ~ •• = •• w •• =~=====.Q==n==c==n=====.=======~=============.=======================================1 

TOTAL .55 1.72 .69 3.92 1.10 1.26 .71 8.52 505 I 
·;·;~A;i:;i~D=;;:;~=D·=_~;:~~====~~~7~~=====;~::~:~=====~:;~·====~;:;;=======;:;;=====;~~:;;======il 

~ < .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001 .0004 .0001 .0001 .0001 M 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ ~ * Denotes a score that is smaller than that for a lower Securit~ Level. 
I . 

j, 

Levels connected bv ~ line are not statisticallw different from the other levels in that ·~roup.· l 
other l~vel$ in that "sroup.· f\ 

~.: 

-------------.~~---'-------~---~---~-
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TABLE 14 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CASES IN SURVEY SAMPLE IN EACH SECURITY LEVEL BY SCORE ON ITEM 1t 
HISTORY OF ESCAPES OF ESCAPE ATTEMPTS 

NONE I 200 92.2 I 01 7" .. 9 64.3 I I 403 79.9 
..... --.. -.. +-.... -'---................ ~ ....... ..., ... " .................. -- ., ............ , .. - ... _ ... .... - .......... ~ ... --..... --.... - ..... -+-.... -- ... -' ............... --+ ............. ---.» .... -... -+ ... ----~- ....... ---
MIN OLDI 8 3.7 J 1 " J ..... 17.b I 12 11.4 I 1 38 
- ... --.. -.. + ... --...... - ..... ----1 .. --- .. ·-4o" .. ·- ................ i·- .. ··-.... - ...... - ...... - ... .,· ......................... --... ; ... - ......... --.... - ...... -+-.................... - ... --+-----.. - ....... ---
MIN NEWI 9 lli'.:l I 16 

SER OLD I 2 2 • 1 I 1 1 • 5: 2 1 t 9 I 3 21 • 4 I 8 1 • 6 ' 
-------t------------t------------t------------t------------t------------t------------+------------
SER NEW: 1 3 1 3 100tO: 8 
=····.~t···=·==~====t===~~~==~===t"~~U"~~~~~~D+"~~=====~===+============+============+============: 

TOTAL I 217 100.0 I 97 100.0 I ~o 100.0 I 105 100.0 I 14 100.0 I ~. ·100.0 I 504 100.0' 

49.6X with no hi$tor~ of escapes are in Level 1 
31.6X with a Minor-Past histor~ of escapes are in levels 3 and 4 
34.0% with a Minor-Recent history of o~cares are in Level 3 
37.5% with a Serious-Past hi~tor~ of os capes are in level 5 
37.5% with a Seriou~-Recent history of e~r.opos are in Levels 4 and 6 
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TABLE 15 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CASES IN SURVEY SAMPLE IN EACH SECURITY LEVEL BY SCORE ON ITEM 2: 
HISTORY OF VIOLENCE 

•••••••• a ••• = •• =.==c=Q==a====.==.=ft==~c=~=~======c======================================~========: 
LEVEL 1 : 

TYPE 
N " 

LEVEL 2 
N r. 

LEVEL 3 
N /. 

LEVEL 4 
N r. 

LEVEL 5 
N /. 

I . 
I 

LEVEL 6 

N " 

TOTAL 
N ~~ __ ... ____ + __ ..... _ ... _ ... ___ ... + ........... ___ ...... _ .. CIID+ ..... ' .... _ ... _ ... _ ... __ ... + __ .. _ ... __ .. __ ... _+ .. ___ ........................ + __ .. _ .... _______ + ___________ .'; 

. NONE 1201 92.2 I 70 72.2' :5l. ~j~~,9' 9 8.6 I - J : 316 62.7! 
-------t------------f------------t------------t------------t------------t------------t------------i 
MIN OLD. 12 S.5 I 10 8 40 7·.9 
-------t------------t------------f------------t------------t------------+------------+------------
MIN NEWI 1.0 I 5.8 I 21 4.2 \ 
-------+------------+---------~--t---------~--+--------~---+------------+------------+------------l 
SER OLD I 1 ~ 5 I 0 e.:2 r 12 17 t 6 I 37 35.6 I 5 35.7 I I 63 12.5: . , 
-------+------------t------------t---------~--+------------+----------~-+------------t------------I 
SER NEwr - I 3 3.1 I !) 7.4 I 44 42.3.r 9 64.3 I 3 100.0 I 64 12.7) 
m==.m~.t.=.==~======+====a===~===t~=~=~=n=~=~"+~=nn=~==~==at=a===c======+====c=======t============, 

TOTAL' 218 100.0 I 9'1 100.0' .!)El 100.0 I 10J\ 100.0, ~4 100.0: 3' ·100.0 I 504 100.0 if 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
63.6X with no historY are in Level 1 
30.0X with a Minor-Past historw are in Level 1 
28.6% ot those with a Minor-Rocent histol"~ c'Jre in Leve.ls 2 and 4 
5a.7~ with a Serious-Past hi$tor~ are in Loval 4 
6a.a~ with a Serious-Recent historw arc in Level 4 
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TADLE 16 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CASES IN SURVEY SAMPLE IN EACH SECURITY LEVEL .BY SCORE ON ITEM 3: 
TYPE OF DETAINERS -

.a=Q==ca.= •• =am==~~==~~a=================~=~=~===c=========~===========~=========================: 
TYPE 

LEVEL 1 
N r. 

LEVEL 2 
N % 

LEVEL 3 
N r. 

LEVEL 4 
N % 

LEVEL 5 
N 7. 

LEVEL 6 
N % 

TOTAL 
N r. 

-------+------------+------------+------------t------------+------------+-----~------+------------NONE I 175 80.3 I 65 7 ej'.1 I 7H 74.3 I 2 14.3 I I 373 74.0 
---.. ---+ ... ---... - .. -----..J ................. - ....... - ................ , .. --.......... ,----·-·--·1·-----------.... +-....... - ... -------+-----------.. +------------ , 
l/lH I 43 19.7 I ::i:~ 22 t 7 I :5 • ., .5 I 8 7.6 I 1 7.1 I - I 77 15.3' 

-------+------------+------------i-------------+------------+------------+------------+------------1 
M 10 10.3 I '7 5.7 I 1 

-~--~--+-~--~~~~--~-i·------------+-----------~+------------+------------+------------+------------~ 
H 1 1 • ~5 : 1 1.0 I 2 14.3 I 4 .8 t 

-------+------------+------------t------------t------------t------------+------------+------------I 
G 1 1.5 I 12 11.4 I 9 64 t 3: 2 66.7 I 24 4.8, 

=======+============+==~==mu==w=~t~~=~~=~=~~~=+===~=~======+============t============+=~==========i 
TOTAL I 218 100.0 I 97 100.0 I 67 100.0 I 105 100.0 I l4 100.0 I 3" ·100.0 : 504 100.0 

---~----------~-~-~-~-~----~--~-~-~.--------------------~---~-~---------------~-----------~--------

46.9X with no detairler are in Level 1 . 
55.87- with a L/LM detainer in Level 1 

I ar'e ! . ~ .-
38.5~ with a M detainer are in Levol 2 
50.0% with a H detainer' are ir. Level ::; 
50.0X with a G detainer DT'e in Level 4 and 37.5~ are in Level 5 
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TABLE 17 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CASES IN SURVEY SAMPLE IN EACH SECURITY LEVEL BY SCORE ON ITEM 4: 
SEVERITY OF CURRENT OFFENSE 

••••••••••• a •• =~==.====.a=~==============u=r.====================================================== :. 
I 

OFFENSE. 
LEVEL 1 
N /. 

LEVEL 2 
N /. 

LEVEL 3 
N ~ 

LEVEL 4 
N % 

LEVEL :5 
N r. 

LEVEL 6 
N ~. 

TOTAL 
N /. -........ --.... +----'--... -.... ~ .. -+ ... -----------+ ...... --.... ----.... -... ·ft--..... ---... ----.. +--------........ -+-... -----.... ----+--------.... ---

L 40 18 J 5 I 6 6.:3 I ;5 Al. t) I :2 1 .9 , 51 10.2 -------+--... -.. -.., ... ----.. ·~--- ................ ----·ft ......... t---.... -... ---,,.- .... ----.... ------+-....... --~-- ... ---+------------+-----------~ 
LH 65 30. 1 I 6 '" • :5 I a :3 • () I 2 1 • 9 I 75 15. 0 .; .... ~ ... ---+--... ---.... -- ... ---+ ... ---.,..,,- .... ·"':Q40- ....... ·,· ........ ---------... ~f·- ..... - .. - ... -----+ ...... -----... ----+--- ........ ----.... --t------------
H .1 75 34.7' 35 36tb I 19 20.4 I 14 ·13.5 I : 143 28.6 

-------+~-----------+---~--------t------------+------------+------------+------------+------------
H I :31 14.4 I 2!·2 23.2 I 11 16.4 I 15 14.4 I 1 7 •. 1: 1 33.3 I 81 16.2 

~------+-----------~+------------+------------+------------t------------+------------+------------
G 5 2.3 I 26 27.4 I ;32 47.8 I :/1 . 68.3: 13 92.9 I .2 66.7 I 149 29.8 

••• ~ ••• +.3.= ••• ====Q+===~~==~===~+a~=~=~=~==~=+=====g=====~+============+============+============ 
TOTAL I 216 100.0: 9~ 100.0 I 67 100.0 I 104 100.0 I 14 100.0 r 3"100.0 r 499 100.0 

--~------~--------~~-~---~~~--~~--~----~~-~-".----~~-~~~~----~~~~----~----~-----~------------------

78.4% with L severit~ are in Level 1 
• 86.7% with LH severit~ are in Level 1 
52.4X with M 50vorit~ a~e in Level 1 
J8.3X with H sovorit~ are in Laval 1 
47.6~lwith G saverit~ are in Lavel 4 
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TABL.E 18 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CASES IN SURVEY SAMPL.E IN EACH SECURITY LEVEL BY SCORE ON ITEM 5: 
EXPECTED LENGTH OF INCARCERATION IN MONTHS . 

0-12: 92 24 t 7 I 1 ~{ 20.0 : I 150 29.7 --.. ----+ .. - .. ----.... - .. .--.. ; .................... - ... - .......... , ...... - ..... - ....... ....., ... - ... -t .............................. _ .. _+ .. _ ..... - ............ _ ...... t ................... - ........ --+ ...... _-_ ...... _ .. _ ..... · 
13-59 I 120 55.0 I '1~5 61 to I 7N G7. 4 I 54 51.4: a 57 t 1 I 1 33.3 I 287 56.8 

-------+------------+------------1------------+------------+------------+------------f------------60-64 I 5 2.3 I 7 7.2! 6 0 • 0 I 1 a 17 t 1 I 1 7. 1 I - I 37 7.3 
-~--~~-+----~~~-----+-~~-~~--~--~.~--------~~--+-.---~---~-~-+~-~~-----~ .. ~+-----~~-----+------~~~~--64+ 1 .5' 1 1.0 I 1Q 14.7 I 12 11.4 I 5 35 •. 7 I 2 66.7 I 31 6.1 
.==~a~.+= •• ==aa=~=u"+=="==~=c=~=nt~=~~~~=~===~+=.=======~==+a=a=a=a=====f============+===========~' 

TOTAL r 216 100.0 I 97 100.0 I 60 100.0 J 105 100.0 J 14 100.0 I 3 100.0: 505 100.0 '. _~~_~ __ ~~~ ____ ~~~_~ ___ ~_~_~~~ __ ~~~~--~.~~~---~-~~~-~--~~_~ ____ ~~~~~~ _______ ~_~~~~ __ ~~ ____ ~~ __ ~ __ ~~_t 

61.3~ with 0-12 lTIonths ON? in Level 
41.S~ with 13-59 "Ionths are in Levp.l 
4S.6X with 60-64 months are in Level 
38.7% with 84 + months are in Level 
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TADL.E 19 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CASES IN SURVEY SAMPLE IN EACH SECURITY LEVEL. BY SCORE ON ITEM 6: 
TYPE OF PRIOR COMMITMENTS 

••••••••••• qc=a===a=.==aa==as==.=~=c~==~==_=~a •• ~~=~==.===.=~==================================== 
TYPE 

LEVEL 1 
N % 

L.EVEL 2 
N r. 

LEVEL. 3 
N it. 

L.EVEl. ., 

N " 
L.EVEL. 5 
N i. 

LEVEL 6 : 
N ~ I 

TOTftL. 
N i. 

-------t------------t------------+------------t------------+------------+------------+-----------~ NONE I 122 56.0 f 30 ~:,~ • ~j I 14 14.3 I : 184 
-------+------------+------------t---------~--t------------+------------+------------+----------- ; MINOR: 78 35.0 I 37 ~O.l 1 22 32.4 I 22 21.0 I 2 \4.3 I 2 66.7 I 163 32.3 : 
-------+------------+-------~w---i------------+------------+------~-----+------------+-----------. SERIOUSI 18 0.3 I 30 30.? I 30 44.1 I 69 66.7 I ~O 71.4 I 1 33.3 I 158 31.3 
=~==~.a+ ••• = •• U=~~~Mt·R.~~M~a~~~~tma~Qg=~=«u"n+~a=~========+=~==~=======+============+=========== 

TOTAL I 218 100.0 I 97 100.0 I 60 100.0 I 105 100.0 I 14 100.0' 3 100.0 I 505 100.0 

66.3~ with No prior cowmitmentm oro in Lovel 1 
47.8~ with Minott r--riol' Cl')lTlldtmentn ttl'a in Lt:~vcl :1 
43.7X with Se~iou5 prior comwitmant~ oru in Levol 4 
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TABL.E 20 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CASES IN SURVEY SAMPLE IN EACH SECURITY L.EVEL. BY SCORE ON ITEM 7: 

TYPE 
LEVEL. 1 
N X 

L.EVEL 2 
N Y. 

PRE-COMMITMENT STATUS 

LEVEL. J 
N 7,; 

LEVEL 4 
N r. 

LEVEL 5 
N Y. 

LEVEL. 6 
N % 

TO'TAL 
N ~ 

. ' 

_______ + ____________ + ____________ + ____________ + _______ -----+------------+------------+-----______ 0. 

NONE '125 57.3 J 70 UO.4 I 59 U6.0' 97 92.4' 13 92.9 I J 100.0; 375 
-------+------------+--~w-~------+------------t------------+------------+------------+------------, BAIL. 61 20.0 I ill 16.'~ I ''/ 13.~ I a 7dJ I 1 7.1 J 95 18.8' 

-------+------------+------------~------------+------------+------------+------------+------------OWN REe: 18 0.3 J ~ 2.i I 20 4.0 
~~~-;u~t--l:;----6::;-1'--.. ;----;:~-l--·-:--------r---:--------t---:-----~--t---:--------t--~5----;:~- ~ 
a=.a.a.+a.==a •• =~=.=+n=aQ~~===~=nt~=~"~==~====+a===========+=a========~=+============+============ . 

TOTAL f 218 100.0 J 97 100.0 I 60 100.0 I 105 100.0 I 14 100.0 J 3 100.0: 505 100.0 . , 
------------~-~~~-~~~-~-~~-~-~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~ .. ~-~-~~--~-~-~~---~~~~~~~~-----~---~~----~------------

33.3X with no special stotuu wore in Leval 
64.2X with Bail Bonds are in Level 1 
90.0X an Own Recosni2ance are in Level 1 
93.3X of Voluntor~ Surrenderu are in Level 
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rADI..E 21 

PEARSON'S PRODUCT MOMENT CORREI..AT.~N COEFFICIENTS FOR ITEMS ON 
SECURITY LEVEl.. SURVEY FORM WITH LEVEL 

l' • t .75 .5() _41 .40 'I .34 -.33 
-----+---------t---------t---------f---------+---------+---------+----------p < I ,0001 .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001 

RELlnDXLITY OF INSTRUMENT 

.0001 

. 
, . 

.0001 

I. , . , 

• 

-- -------~- .. ~~---~--------------------------'-----------------"""-'' . 
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TABLE 22 

EST 1 

F 

EST 2 

STEPWISE MULTIPlE REGRESSION FOR LEVEL AND ITEMS 
ON SECURITY LEVEL FORM 

VARIABLE MODEL: VIOLENCE 

(1,503) := 640.13, p < ;0001 R SQuare := ..56 

VARIABLE MODEL: VIOLENCE & OFFENSE 
.. 

F <2,502) := 719.30, p < .0001 
.- .... 

R S~fuare = .74 

EST 3 VARIABLE HODEL: VIOLENCE. OFFENSE & ESCAPES 
<10 .,.. •• __ . .. .... ~ .......... 

F (3,501) := 641.54, p < .0001 R Sauare = .79 ~~ .. :-

EST 4 VARIABLE MODEL; VIOLENCE, OFFENSE, ESCAPES & DETAINERS 

F (4,500) ~ 659.72, p < .OOO! R Sauare = .84 

'EST 5 VARIABLE HODEL: VIOLENCE,. OFFENSE, ESCAPES, DETAINERS & PRIORS 

F (5,499) := 709.36, p < .0001 R Sauare = .88 

EST 6 VARIABLE HODEL: VIOLENCE. OFFENSE, ESCAPES, DETAINERS, PRIORS 
t MONTHS 

F (6,498) = 685.83, ? < .0001 R Sauare = .89 

EST 7 VARIABLE M:~EL: VIOLENCE, OFFENSE, ESCAPES, DETAINERS, PRIORS, 
HGNTHS & PRE-STATUS 

F (7,497) = 665.91, p < .0001 R Sauare == .90 

VARIABLE II 'JrlLU~ F STfH!STIC p < -------- ----- ----------- .... ----
Violence .22 805.41 .0001 
O-r-rense .20 575.58 .0001 
EscapE'S .19 198.29 .0001 
Itetair.ers .16 204.29 .0001 
Priors .. 20 159.51 .0001 
Months .12 62.75 .0001 
Pre .... Status -.10 59 .. 88 .0001 

ONCLUSION: All ite~s on th~ form contribute siSnificantlw to the 
deter~in3tion of Securit~ Lev~l. 
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TABLE 22 

STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION FOR LEVEL AND ITEMS 
. ON SECURITY LEVEL FORM 

EST 1 VARIABLE HODEL: VIOLENCE 

F (1,503) ~ 640.13, p < .0001 R Sauare :::: .56 

EST 2 VARIABLE HODEL: VIOLENCE & OFFENSE 
.' . 

F <?,502) :::: 719.30, p < .0001 R SCiuare :::: .74 .--

EST 3 VARIABLE HODEL: VIOLENCE, OFFENSE & ESCAPES . ,. ,. .. 
F (3,501) = 641.54, p < .0001 R Sauare = .79 

EST 4 VARIABLE HODEL: VIOLENCE, OFFENSEv ESCAPES & DETAINERS 

F (4,500) =659.72, 'p < .0001 R Sauare = .84 

~EST 5 VARIABLE HODEL: VIOLENCE,. OFFENSE, ESCAPES, DETAINERS & PRIORS 

F (~,499) := 709.36, p < .0001 R Sauare = .ea 
EST 6 VARIABLE MODEL: VIOLENCE, OFFENSE, ESCAPES, DETAINERS, PRIORS 

t MONTHS 

F (6,498) := 685.83, ? < .0001 R Sauare = .e9 

·EST 7' VARIABLE MG~EL: VIOLENCE, OFFENSE, ESCAPES, DETAINERS, PRIORS, 
MONTHS & PRE-STATUS 

F (7,497) = 665.91, p < .0001 R Sauare -- .90 

VARIABLE II IJHLU~ F STATISTIC p < -------- ----- ----------- -----
Violer.ce .22 805.41 .0001 
Offense .20 575.58 .0001 
Escapes .19 198.29 .0001 
Detainers .16 20,4.28 .0001 
Priors .20 159.51 .0001 
Mor.1;hs .12 62.75 .0001 
Pre':"Status -.10 59.88 .0001 

ONCLUSION: All it~~s on the form contribute si~nificantl~ to the 
deter~in3tion of Secu~it~ leY~l. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY OF SECURITY LEVEL OF MALE INt4ATES 

IN WEST~RN REGION INSTITUTIONS 

INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS 

FOR 

CURRENT SECURITY LEVEL REQUIRED FORM 
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CURRENT SECURITY LEVEL REQUIRED BY INr'!ATE 

DEFINITIONS 

RECENT = from Feb. 1, ~1973 to Jan. 31, 1978 
prior to Feb. 1, 1973 . PAST = 

HISTORY = individual's entire cr'iminal background up to F€!b. 1, 1978 
excluding current offense but including institution "crimin~l" behavior. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

History of Escapes or Escape Attempts: 
MINOR - escape from institution or program (e.g., camp, CTC,. 

work release, furlough) not involving any actual or threat 
of violence 

- includes military AWOL and flight to avoid fadng pending 
charges 

SERIOUS- escape from close confinement 
- escape involving actual or threat of violence 

History of Violence: 
MINOR - acts involving persons or property which would, upon prosecu

tion result in fines or misdemeanant convictions, e.g., 
Simple fights, domestic squabbles, etc. 

SERIOUS- acts i nvo 1 vi n9 persons or property \-/hi ch woul d, upon prosecu
tion result in a felony conviction, e.g., assaults, intimida
tion involving a weapon, incidents involving arson or explosives 

Type of r~tainers: 
- based on nature of chargE of most serious detainer 
- ignore frequency, sentence length and whether charge is open 

or adjudicated 
- use attached Severity aT Offense Scale 

Severity of Current Offense: 
- current refers to most severe offense for which individual 

was convicted and sentenced for this period of incarceration 
- use attached Severity of Offense Scale 

Expected Length of Incarceration (Months): . 
use Percent of Sentence Usually Served on attached Severrty 
of Offense Scale for most severe current offense 

- subtract months already served on sentence 

Type Prior Commitments: 
MINOR - property and all lOW and lOW ~1ODERATE offenses which resulted 

in confinement 
SERIOUS- crimes against persons and all f40DERATE. HIGH and GREATEST 

offenses Which resulted ;n confinement 
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GREATEST (G) 

Aircraft Hijacking 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SCALE 

Percentage of Sentence 
Usually Served 

38% 

Assault -- (Serious injury, risk ,of death or disfigurement) 
Espionage 
Escape (closed ~nst.) 
Explosives Detonation (potential risk of injury) 
Kidnapping 
Mann Act (force) 
Robbery (multiple, weapon, threat) 
Sex Act (rape) 
Willful Homocide 

!!.IGH (H) 

Drugs(over $100,000) 
Explosives (possession, transportation) 
Extortion 
Nail Threat 

MODERATE (N) 

Q & E (Bank, Post Office) 

46% 

53% 

Qribe Public Official (offer/accept) 
Counterfeiting (manufacturing, passing, possession over $20,000) 
Drugs (between $5,000 - $100,000) 
Escape (open institution or program) 
Firearms Act Violation (any) 
Mann Act (no force) 
M)sprison of Felony 
Property Offense (theft, forgery, fraud, embezzlement, interstate 

transportation - over $100,000) 
Theft Hotor Vehicle (any) 

LOH ~100ERATE (lM) 

Alcohol Law Violation 
Assault - simple (no injury) 
Counterfeit ($1,000 - $20,000) 
Drugs ( under $5,000) 
Property Offense ($1,000 - $100,000) 
Smuggling Alien (s) 

LOW (l) 

Counterfeit (under $1,000) 
Drugs (own use) 
Immigration Act Violation(s) 
Income Tax Violation (any) 
Property Offenses (under $1,000) 

53% 

55% 
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