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In October 1972, the United States Board of Parole (now the
United States Parocle Commlssion) first began the use of decision-
making,guidelines on ah eXpef;mental basis.l/, These guldellines
became [ully operétibnal in June 1974;3/ Designed to structure
discretion withou? removingiindividual case consideration, the
guideline matrix (a two axis chart coﬁtaining &n assessment of the
seriousness of the present offense behavlor on one axis and a pa-
role prognosis estimate on the other) specifies the customary range
of time, presuming good Institutional behavior, to be seryed before

release [within the limits (minimum and maximum) set by the senten-

- c¢ing judge]. Decisions outside of the guldelines (elther above or

below) may be rendered, prévided that a specilfic wrltten explanation
of the reasons for departure from the gﬁidelines is provided.§/

While the primary purposes of explicit decision guldelines are
to lead to a more rational overall parnling policy and more consis-
tent decision-making in individual cases, knowledge of the resultant
policy may also be helpfdl for various planning purposes.

The following tables utlilize the guldellne matrix to analyze
_the offense severity a;d parole prognosis (sallent factor score) rat-
ings for prisoners first éppearing fof‘parole consideration (initial
hearing) during two adjacent six month periods (Period I = 4/75-9/75;
Period II = 10/75-3/76). This date is routinely collected for each B

case by Commission regional research coders (Form R-1).
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Offerise Severity Ratingsﬂ/

The mean severity rating'at initial hearings (on a six point
scale) rose from 3.80 (Period I) to 3.94 (Period II). This dif-
ference 1is statistically significant (t=6l095, p4.001). Tables
I and I1 show the percentage of cases falling in each severity
category during the two time periods. As can be seen, there 1s
an increase in the proportion of cases rated as very high and )
greatést severity, with correspcending decreases distributed among
the lower four severity categories.

Table IITI displays mean se&erity ratings for selected offense
categories during the two time periods. A decline in the absolute
number of robbery cases (840/735) from Period I to Period II is
noted. Mean severity rating for robbery cases, hoWever, remained
stable (5.2/5.2). The offense behavior, Possession with Intent to
Distribute/Sale of Hard Drugs, shows a slight decrease in absolute
number of cases (1225/1184) with an increase in mean séverity rat-
ing (4.6/5.0). This would appear to be due to an explicit change
in Commission policy (increasing the severity level for Hard Drugs/
Sale to Support Own Habit from high to very high) effective in Octo-
ber 1975.5/ As of the same date, the severity ratings for firearm
offenses were also raized, resulting in increases in mean severity
ratings for both Simple (2.5/3.4) and Multiple (3.2/4.1) Purchase/
Possession/Sale of Firéarms. All three of these changes ‘in severity
level are significantly different beyond the .001 level.

Table III also displays certain variations in other offense

categorles in which there are a smaller Sumber of cases linvolved.
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It should be noted, however, that offense descriptions are
particularly difficult to code reliably. Thus, caubtlon must be
used in maklng assumptions based on less than a substantlal number
of cases.

If the two offense‘behaviors for which there were explicilt
policy changes (hard drugs and firearms) are excluded from considera-
tion, the mean severity rating remains constant from the first time
period to the next (3.6/3.6). Therefore, the increase in mean
severity ratings from Period I to Period II appears to be due
primarily to a change in Commission policy regarding two rather

frequently occurring offense categories, rather than to actual
6/

changes in case input.

Parole Prognosis Ratings

The mean salient factor score (on an eleven point scale)
declined slightly (6.7/6.6) from Period I to Period II.Z/ While
this difference is statistically significant (t=2.309, p<&.03), it
is sligﬁt and may not actually be reflective of an lncrease in the
number of poorer risk cases as two intervening events could also
expiain this difference. In August 1975, a salient factor score
coding manual was issued which clarified certain definitions,g/
and in October 1975, there were several explicit changes in the
salient factor scorelitSelfﬁgf Thus, it 1s yet too early to ascer-
tain whqther there is a trend 1in case input towards a higher
number of poorer risk cases, or whether the difference 1ln mean

salient factor score found here is due to the other factors mentioned.



Implications

The 1mmediate purpose of this analysis 1s to descrlbce changes
in the types of offenders belrig heard by the Commission and to as-
certain the effects of changes in Commilssion pollcy. . However, this
type of analysis could also be used as an aid in forecasting the
expected length of incarceratlon for groups of prisoners at time of
intake. [for example, a sample of releasees could be used to estimate
the average time actually served for each severity/risk category in
the absence of sentencing constraints. For every new prison admis-
sion who will come under the jurisdiction of the Commission,;g/
severity level and sallent factor scofe ratings could be estimated.
The previously determined average time served for the specified
severity/risk category would then provide the estimate of length of
stay. In cases in which a sentence constraint was present that im-
pinged upon the expected value, the constraint (i.e. minimum sentence
or mandatory release date) could be substltuted for the expected
value.

Such calculations would likely provide more accurate projections
(on an ongoing basis) of expected length of stay than calculations
using only knowledge of sentence length or average timé served.
Given the relatively inelastlc nature of prison capacity, even a
small improvement in the accuracy of population level forecésting \

might be quite important in relation to the ability of a prison

system to provide adequate planning.
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TABLE I

Severity Level/Salient Factor Score by Time Period

Severity Level

W/75-9/75
(N=6050)
Low 2.8%
Low Moderate 14.49.
Moderate 25.0%
High | 22.7%
Very High 28.2%
(reatest 6.9%
Salient Factor
Score 4
4/75-9/75
(N=6050)
Very Godd. ‘
(9-11) 28.9%
Good }
(6=8) ~ 38.8%
Fair
(4=5) | 20.6%
Poor '
(0-3) - 11.7%

Percent of Cases

10/75-3/76
(N=5921)

2.6%
12.8%
21.6%
21.9%
33.3%

7.8%

'Percent of Cases

10/75-3/76
(N=5921)

27.2%
38.4%
21.3%

13.1%
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(Rev. 9/75)

Number (Percent) of Cases in E

Period I: 4/75-9/75

TABLE II
Distribution of Cases by Guideline Category
ach Guideline Category:

Period II: 10/75-3/76

OFFENSE CHAMACTHHISTINS:
Sevepity af Offense Behavior
(Framplen)

Period

OF}" NDER CHARACTERISTICS:

Parole Prognosias (fiallent Pactor Score)

Falr Poor

(8-0}) (h-1) (3-0)

Lise
= Tmmdprar e b Yiaintdons
Mipser Theft (lneludes Tareeny and
aeple posiesaing of atolen
proparty less thdn 41,0000
Walknway

L 32(.5)

IT 26(.4)

77(1.3)

77(1.3)

40(C.7) 21(.3)

40(.7) 13(.2)

Lov V"DI;IXM'}'} ALt

TATrenR] T Tav Vinlatiens
Conrtarfolt furreiey (Fassinp/Poasession lesa than $1,000)
frruent

I‘:‘ S eina, Sieple feaseranion (less thun $500)

ForerryZbrant (1 6 Voo 11,000)
Tageome Tax fvanten tiein than $10,000)
felertive Seruter Act Yinlationa
Theft From Hatl (Jean than $1,200}

114(1.9)

S

=~
=

86(1.5)

339(5.7)

400(6.6) 262(4.3) . 95(1.6)

’

98 (1 7)

st

236(4.0)

HOREThy of Tubtic orrietal
witesdy of Tublic Offictals
r'.nm'"},'rﬂit turrere, {(Fansipg/Fossession $1,000 - $19,999)
Druns:
Marijuana, Possersion Wit Intent to Nistribute/Sale
fless than §5,000)
traft Droes®, Pesspasion with Intent to Distribute/Sale
fest Ihan $%00)
el agpfement (e hin 320, 0008
Frplerive, PaccresstsafTrasspartat fen
Fircapm: AftL, fesneeefun’/Pyr=hsn/ ile faingle weanon -
et Aawelar T ghetran np macidne pond
Joreme Tay Fuar lor S T1H 600 - $90,000)
[ntspatate Transeeriatten of Stalen/Foreed Securities
{nan than $.9,710}
¥aiitee IThpeatseine Cormunieat inns
Mispetatan of Faleng
Rerelvine “teden groparty With Iatent to Reaell
(1ani thin $,00, 00t
el inesvranport ng ol Aldene
Thettzbnrger v Friug (£1,0790 - 119,99%)
Thers Al Magar Ventela {led Yaltipte Thnfr o Cor Resale)

H

32745.4)

=
H

256 (4.3)

461(7.8)

513(10. 1) 339(5.67 235(3.9)

328(5.55 231(3.9)

HiGH
THGre ey ap Lares o (Dther than Franezzicrient) fram
fiank £ Pant 0 fice

Countaprlaitl Currency (Iasairp/Posaessinn $29,000 - $100,000)

Comntnpfattine (Manufachurined
Orue-
Mardjudnn, Passseaion With Intent Ta Distributo/Shle
(19,60 61 mare i
"Radr brugs®, lensession with Intent to Distribute/Sale
r4nen < $5,7003 ‘
Lebessipmmat ($0°0,600 = 1100,000)

Firenms Ard, [ensa sles/Pupe higo/faln (sawed=cll shotgun(s),

marhdie pants); or Tmltiple weapans)

[ renyae s Trans) apvation nf Stolen/Forped Securities
18 T LU B I H T o)

Miane Asr (to Taree = Poamepein] Cipposead

Oreanfend Veliisln Thn()

Reeg fuinie Stolen Properyy (120,000 - 1100,000)

Thel¥ fEnrprry /Friud {420,003 - $190,000)

I 493(8.1)

!
1D 407(6.9)

502(8.3)

254(4.2) 126(2.1)

512(8.6) 234(4.0) 146(2.5)

Y 1

YERY w3t
THIWYTY (Weapron or Threat)
Druer
el frars®  Ponsaenslap with Intent to Bistrtbute/Sale
1% Erier Convistion Tor $le of *“Hfard {rara™)
Harfs Drugs”; Possession wilh Intent te Distribute/Sale
{over §5,000)
Frivrticn
hnun Act {Forcel
Trxual Aot (larén)

689(11.4)

)

IT! 723(12.1)

606(10.0) 246(4.1) 163(2.7)

' . e

724(12.2) 312(5.3) 210(3.5)

GHEAT " I
TTREVIaVated Tetory (eup., Robbeps, Sesuil Act/Acpravated
batamlt Y « Woapan Firey orf Ppraonal Iejury
hircraft H)larkieg *
Drupes;

"apy Deaes” (Fansesston with {ntent to sinuribuie/Sale)
{nr frofit (Prirpe Convlcncm(g for Sale of "Hard Druas™)

sTreleniee

Frptentivns (Detanpiion)
YAidnappine

WL e Porded e

I, 93(1.5)

]
i
!
I
1
i
T
f
¥
1
t
[ B
|
I
}
1
T
1
i
i
i
1
i

!

II,112(1.9)

150(2.5)

159(2.7)

107(1.8) 66(1.1)

111(1.9) 80(1.4)

NOTEZ: 1) Thess sultiiineg qra prenieared upon Fand fas® 1tutlonal conduct and prowrim pmrformance.
2} IF an oftenss betavior tn ast 1lsted atove, the froper catezaory may be oblained by comparing the severity of

the aftenss behavicr with Lthesr of similar oflenss behaviors llsterd.

3) 10 an affenae behavidr can be classified under more than oneé category, the most serious applicable category '

8 va beoasedd,

U an offéenns betiviar inyadued milt{ple seporits afffenses, the seveirity Jevel may be Increased,

§, 1T 2 contimanes 16 ta he plven, allow 30 dagr (1 menth) far reletse prrgean provisien.

£) ‘hard Drups® lnelude hernin, cocaine, morphine or opiate derlvatives, and aynthelic oplate substituteas,
.
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TABLE III
2/

Mean Severilty/Salient Factor Score Ratings by Offense Behavior

c : MEAN MEAN
OFFENSE N SEVERITY SFS

4/75- 10/75~ M4/75- 10/75~  U4/75- 10/75-
9/75  3/16 9/75_ 3/76 9/75  3/76

Immigration Law Violation 133 124 1.6 1.4 6.8 7.1
Forg/Fraud < $1, 000 318 341 2.3 2.2 6.0 5.
Minor Theft < $1,000 . 180 147 2.3 2.2 6.1 5.6
Theft-Mail«($l,OOO 250 251 2.4 2.5 6.2 5.7
.. Escape = | 78 77 2.4 2.4 h,8 5.1

’A Firearm Offenses/Simple
"(Single Weapon/Not Altered

br'Maohine Gun) 172 157 2.5 3.4 5.6 5.3
Alcohol Law Violation b1 32 2.7 2.1 6.5 6.5
IncomevTéx Evasion* 62 59 2.8 3.2 8.9 8.0
Tnect/pore/mraus T
Counterfeiting dffenseé* 149 151 3.1 3.1 6.8 6.5

' 3.0 7.6 8.1

Smuggling Aliens 56 T4 3.2

Firearm Offenses/Multiple
{(Altered Weapons/Multiple

Weapons/Machine Gun) 272 272 3.2 4,1 6.1 5.9
Trans Stolen/Fdrg

Securities¥* 212 214 3.2 3.5 6.3 6.2
Burglary (Other than Bank

orr Post Office) : 65 48 3.2 3.4 .9 5.7
Trans Motor Vehicle/Simple 36%’ 321 3.3 3.2 .2 4.3
Embezzlement#* 70 69 3.6 3.6 9.3 a.lh
Marijuana Offenses . 373 354 3.5 4.0 8.5 8.4
Trans Motor Vehicle/

Multiple or for Resale 130 132 3.9 .o 5.9 5.3
Soft Drug Offenses 171 197 4.1 A4l 8.1 8.1

¥Combines all dollar amounts L -T-



TABLE III (continued)

MEAN MEAN

OFFENSE. N SEVERITY SES

4/75- 10/75- 4/75- 1L0/7%5~ /15— 10/75-

9/75  3/16 9/75  3/76 9/15  3/76
Thel't/Yorg/Fraud
Over $20,000 102 113 .1 .3 8.6 7.7
Burglary/Larceny
Bank or Post Office 79 83 b2 h.2 6.0 5.7
Explosives Poss/Trans' 19 27 y.2 4.1 6.9 7.1
Hard Drug Offenses 1225 1184 4.6 5.0 Toh 7.5
Lxtortion b7 hg 5.0 4.8 B.o 9.l
Robbery 840 73% 5.2 5.2 6.2 6.0
Homicide 23 33 6.0 5.9 6.4 7.3
Other 82 463 b.o 4.1 7.3 7.0
TOTAL 6,039 5,917 3.80 3.94 6.74 A.63

2
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FOOTNOTES

D.M. Gottfredson, et. al., "Making Paroling Policy Explicit",
Crime and Delinguency, 1975, 21, 34.

28 C.1".R. §2.20, 39 Tederal Repister 109, (June 5, fathy 20030, -
[Oripginally publlished as 28 C.T.R. §2.%52, 38 IFederal Replatoer
222, (Novemher 19, 1973); most recently published as 28 C.IR.
§2.20, 41 Federal Register 93, (May 12, 1976), pp. 19330~19333.]
For related Commisslon regulations, see 28 C.F.R. §§2.1 - 2.58.

The guidelilne concept has recently been provided for by statute:
18 u.s.c., §8§4203, 4206, For material on the guidelines peneral-
ly, see P.B. Hoffman, "Federal Parole (uldelines: Three Years

of Experience', U.S. Board of Parole Besearch Unit, Report 10,
November, 197%; P.B. Hoffman and ¢.L. Beck, "Parole Decision-
Making: A Saliont Facbor Score," Journal of Criminal Jushice,
Fall, 1LO74, 195; P.B, Hoffman, J.L. Bealk and L.K. DefGostlin,

"The Practical application ¢f a Severity Scale," in W.E. Amos

and ©.L. Newman, Parale: Lepal Tasues/Decision-Making/Reusearch,
New York: PFederal Legal Publications, 1979, 169.

Note that the examiners' severity raling may consider aggravating
or mitigating lactors and 1is not merely based upon the statu-~
tory title of the conviction offense. Foar a legal discussion of
this issue, see Lupo v. Norton, 371 F. Supp. 136 (D. Conn, 1974),.

Prior to Qctober 197%, the hard drug category was divided into
thoge offenders who violated the law to support their own drug
habit (high severity) and those whose motivation was profit
(very high). Since that date, both groups are treated under
the very high severity category.

It is to be stressed that this conzlusion applies only to the
two six-months periods studied and makes no inferences as to
any changes that inay have occurred in previcus time periods.

"he salient factor score consists of 9 iteme scoring to 11
points, with a higher score indicating a more favorable parcle
prognosis. TFor decision-making purposes, the scores are divided
into four categories: Very good risk (9-11); Good risk (6-8);
Fair risk (4-5%); Poor risi (0-3).

"Salient Factor Scoring Mannal', U.S8. Board of Parole Research

~-Unit, Report Nine, July, 1975.

Effective in dctober 1975, only completion of high schoel. or

“G.E.D. prior to the current commitment is counted towards the

education item of the sallent factor score. Also effective
the same date, cocaine dependence is no longer counted as a
negative [actor on. the drug item of the score.  HNote, however,
that these scoring changes are in cpposite directions.

e



10.

11,

l2.

For cases sentenced prior to May 1U4, 1976, only those with
sentences of six months or more are eligible for parole.

For cascs sentenced on May 14, 1976 or thereafter, only those
with sentences f more than one year are eligible. [Ifor those
cases not under the Jjurlsdiction of the Commission, sentence
length less wuxpected good time would provide the expecled
length of stay.

These offense behavior descriptions may not correspond exactly
to the offense behavior ratings listed in the puidelines {(Table

I1).

The tetal figpures 1ro Tables I and III may not be identicul due

to ecoding evrrors and omissicns.

e
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