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Executive Summary 

 

Background 

 

Griffith University was invited by Australian Border Force to provide consultancy 

services for a project on Improving Risk Assessment of Immigration Detainees. This 

report represents the completion of Stage One of this project.  

 

In the original documentation provided by Australian Border Force concerns were 

identified around the validity of assessments made using the Serco developed 

Security Risk Assessment Tool (SRAT). Griffith University was contracted to provide 

an independent assessment of the validity of the SRAT and to determine its ongoing 

utility to ensure best practice in the detention operations environment.  

 

The Home Affairs Corporate Plan 2018-19 references the importance of this work: 

 Under the Australian Border Force, role and priorities contains under the 

Operation Priority for Migration Systems the requirement for safe, secure and 

sustainable detention 

 An effective SRAT is a key tool in achieving that goal.  

 

Australian Border Force recognised the need to enhance the current system to reflect 

more variables than is currently captured, to better reflect a nuanced view of a 

detainee such as their risk, needs and responsivity, as per those used in the criminal 

justice environment.  

 

As the first stage of this process Griffith University agreed to provide a report detailing: 

 An understand of the concept of risk in Australian immigration detention 

facilities; 

 Review of the current empirical work concerning risk in immigration detention 

facilities;  

 Background on the development, function and psychometric properties 

actuarial risk assessment tools; and 
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Understanding Risk 
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Immigration Detainees 
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1.1 Background 

This section of the report addresses project aim 1, which is to understand the broader 

context of immigration detention in Australia. Specifically, it is necessary to 

understand:  

 Who, why and for how long are people detained?  

 What is the nature of their detention (with family, frequency of movement within 

the system, reason for detention)?  

 What is the nature of the risk to themselves, other detainees and the Australian 

population more broadly (e.g. suicide, mental disorder, escape, violence)?  

 Do these risks vary across the different populations in detention facilities?  

 Do these risks vary across different detention facilities (contexts)?  

To answer these questions, publicly available data and Australian Border Force (ABF) 

administrative data (as appropriate) will be used along with interviews with key 

stakeholders.  
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1.2 Methods 

 

1.2.1 Quantitative method 

 

Administrative data from the ABF were provided to the consultants.  These data 

included all immigration detainees, incidents and incident participants across the 

immigration detention network for the period of January 2018 to October 2018. The 

analyses presented in the results describe the immigration detention cohort (Detainee 

Analyses) and incidents overall across the Australian detention facility network 

(Incidence Analyses), and then on each individual immigration detention facility in 

more detail (Detention Facility Analyses). 

 

Immigration detainees are categorised as either Irregular Maritime Arrivals (IMA), Air 

Arrivals, s501s, Visa Cancellations, Seaport Arrivals or Overstayers. IMAs are 

individuals who arrived in Australian territory via boat without a valid visa, whereas Air 

Arrivals arrive in an Australian airport with a visa and then claim asylum. s501s refers 

to individuals who have failed to meet a character test, usually as a result of being 

convicted of criminal offences, and in turn have had their visa cancelled. Other visa 

cancellations are not necessarily the result of being involved in criminal activity. 

Seaport Arrivals are again similar to Air arrivals in that they are people that have 

arrived in Australia, the only difference being they have arrived via a maritime vessel 

that is allowed to be in Australian waters. Finally, Overstayers, as the term suggests, 

are individuals that were once granted a visa, but when their visa expired, they 

remained in Australia rather than returning to their country of origin. 

 

Incidents were classified by ABF into the following incident types: Assault Client < 18, 

Assault – Minor, Assault- Serious, Assault- Sexual, Contraband – Visitor, Contraband 

Found, Death, Disturbance – Major, Escape, Food/Fluid Refusal, Other, Self-Harm – 

Actual, Self-Harm – Threatened, Use Of Force, and Use Of Force Planned.  These 

were recategorized into minor, major and critical incident types, as outlined below.  
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16 ABF Placements experience 

17 ABF Policy and contract experience 

18 ABF Policy and contract experience 

19 Serco Operational experience 

20 Serco Intelligence experience  

21 IHMS Health services experience 

 

Two researchers attended all interviews/focus groups to ensure reliability of recall.  If 

agreed to, the interviews were taped.  However, this was not possible for eight of the 

interviews/focus groups. In these situations, the second researcher acted as note 

taker.  To address the aims of this research the focus groups were asked questions 

from a purpose designed interview schedule.  However, as an unstructured interview 

process, the stakeholders were encouraged to expand on these questions.   

 

These interviews were conducted according to the approval by the Griffith University 

Human Ethics Research Committee (protocol number 2018/952) which ensures 

appropriate informed consent and that no individual can be identified in the final 

presentation of the results. 

 

The notes and interviews were analysed using a qualitative thematic analysis.  Five 

key themes emerged that framed stakeholders’ views, including: (1) changing makeup 

of cohorts, (2) organisational issues affecting risk management, (3) information on 

detainees, (4) management of risk, and (5) use of Security Risk Assessment Tool 

(SRAT).  
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1.3. Quantitative Results 

1.3.1 Detainee Analyses - All Immigration Detainees in January-October 2018 

 

During the period January- October 2018 there were 1,366 detainees across the 

facilities. Figure 1 illustrates the breakup of these individuals across the detention 

facilities, with the majority (N=496) of detainees being held in Villawood IDC. Yongah 

Hill IDC (N= 231) , Melbourne ITA (N=222) and Brisbane ITA (N=197) account for the 

majority of the remaining detainees, with a small number of individuals held in 

Maribyrnong IDC (N=108), Mainland APOD (N=49), Perth IDC (N=34) and Adelaide 

ITA (N=29). 
 

 
Figure 1. All Detainees Across Detention Facilities 

These 1,366 detainees represented 129 different citizenships, including those 

considered ‘Stateless’. As outlined in Figure 2 (and Appendix 1), the most prevalent 

detainee country of citizenship was Iran (13.2%), closely followed by New Zealand 

(11.1%), Vietnam and Sri Lanka (7.5%).  
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Figure 2. All Detainees by Citizenship 

Nearly 90% of the detainees are male, and the ages of all the detainees ranged from 

0 to 87, with a mean age of 35.7 years old (SD=11.8) (see Figure 3 and Appendix 1). 

The main age group represented across all of the immigration detention facilities is 

adults (31-60 years old), who made up 62.2% of the overall detainee population (see 

Figure 4 and Appendix 1). 

 
Figure 3. All Detainees by Gender 
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Figure 4. All Detainees by Age Group 

Immigration detainees are categorised as either Irregular Maritime Arrivals (IMA), Air 

Arrivals, s501s, Visa Cancellations, Seaport Arrivals or Overstayers. As demonstrated 

below in Figure 5, the main detention group represented across the detention facilities 

were IMAs (33%), closely followed by s501s (30.8%).  

  
Figure 5. All Detainees by Detention Group 
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The length of time these individuals were detained for spanned from 1 to 4,154 days, 

with an average detention length of 530 days (SD= 626.6) (see Appendix 1). The 

average detention length of detainees in each of the detention facilities is as follows: 

Adelaide ITA- 280 days, Brisbane ITA- 328 days, Mainland APOD- 284 days, 

Maribyrnong IDC- 422 days, Melbourne ITA- 747 days, Perth IDC- 643 days, 

Villawood IDC- 484 days, and Yongah Hill IDC- 708 days. Data regarding the length 

of detention for individuals in North West Point was not available as there was no one 

detained in this facility at the 31st of October 2018. Figure 6 below shows that a large 

proportion (24.8%) of immigration detainees were detained for two years or longer, 

followed by 20.6% that were detained for 0-60 days, and 18.9% that were detained for 

1-2 years.  

 
Figure 6. All Detainees by Detention Length Group 
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1.3.2 Incidence Analyses 
 

1.3.2.1 All Incidents and Incident Participants in Immigration Detention 

 

During the period of January - October 2018 there were 18,926 incidents across the 

immigration detention network. These incidents involved a total of 21,498 participants; 

consisting of 4,723 alleged1 offenders, 1,027 alleged victims, and 15,748 detainees 

that were involved in some other capacity (Figure 7 and Appendix 2).  

 
Figure 7. Incident Participants by Participation Type 

 

1.3.2.2 Incidents: Facility 

 

The spread of these incidents across the detention facilities, as displayed in Figure 8, 

reflects the number of detainees in each facility that are participating in these incidents 

(Figure 9). In order to examine this further, a chi-square test for goodness of fit (with 

 = .0055) (see Appendix 3 for complete table) was used to assess whether incidents 

were more or less likely to occur in certain detention facilities. Minor level incidents 

                                                 
1 The term ‘alleged’ when discussing incident participation type (i.e. alleged offender or alleged victim) is used 
as this is how the individuals are referred to in the original data provided to us. 
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were significantly more likely to occur in Adelaide ITA (x2 (8, N= 15743) =48.79, 

p<.001) and Brisbane ITA (x2 (8, N= 15743) =193.98, p<.001), and less likely in 

Melbourne ITA (x2 (8, N= 15743) =106.04, p<.001) and Maribyrnong IDC (x2 (8, N= 

15743) =119.90, p<.001). In contrast, major level incidents were significantly more 

likely in Melbourne ITA (x2 (8, N= 3142) =106.62 p<.001) and Maribyrnong IDC (x2 (8, 

N= 3142) =119.03, p<.001), and less likely in Adelaide ITA (x2 (8, N= 3142) =50.90, 

p<.001) and Brisbane ITA (x2 (8, N= 3142) =193.17, p<.001). The likelihood of critical 

level incidents occurring was not significantly impacted by any of the detention facilities 

(p’s > .0055). 

 
Figure 8. Incidents Across All Detention Facilities 

 

 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 36 

 
Figure 9. Incident Participants Across All Detention Facilities 

1.3.2.3 Incident Participants: Incident Level 

 

Most (85.7%) of the participants involved in incidents that occurred over the period of 

January - October 2018 were involved in minor incidents, with another 14% 

participating in major level incidents and the remaining 0.3% involved in critical level 

incidents, as is clearly depicted in Figure 10.  
 

 
Figure 10. Incidents by Incident Level 
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1.3.2.4 Incidents: Incident Type 

 

When breaking down the incidents, it is apparent in Figure 11 that Planned Use of 

Force2 accounted for the largest number of incidents and incident participants overall. 

In particular it accounted for the largest number of detainees who acted as alleged 

offenders as well as the largest group of detainees who were involved in some other 

capacity. Assault- minor made up the largest group for detainees who were alleged 

victims in an incident. 
 

 
Figure 11. Incidents by Incident Type 

 

1.3.2.5 Incidents: Month 

 

Figure 12 shows the total incidents broken down according to the month the incidents 

occurred. May 2018 accounted for the month with the highest number of incidents with 

a total of 2,152 incidents, whilst January had the least number of incidents occur at 

1760 incidents.  A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .005) (see Appendix 3 

for complete table) was used to assess whether incidents were more or less likely to 

occur in certain months. Minor level incidents were most likely to occur in July (x2 (9, 

                                                 
2 Technically there are no ‘alleged offenders’ in these incidents (even though the data would suggest otherwise) 
as Planned Use of Force is an action that is decided upon and taken by Serco staff when escorting a detainee. 
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N= 15743) =12.35, p<.001) and least likely in March (x2 (9, N= 15743) =16.10, p<.001), 

whereas major level incidents were more likely in March (x2 (9, N= 3142) =16.44, 

p<.001)  and least likely in July (x2 (9, N= 3142) =13.96, p<.001). The month of year 

has no significant impact on the likelihood of critical level incidents occurring (p’s > 

.0055). 

 
Figure 12. Incidents by Month 

 

1.3.2.6 Incident Participants: Month 

 

On a monthly level, May 2018 accounted for the month with the highest number of 

incident participants overall, as well has the highest number of alleged victims. 

October 2018 had the highest number of alleged offenders in incidents, and 

September 2018 saw the highest number of detainees involved in other capacities in 

incidents (see Appendix 2). In order to assess whether participation in these incidents 

was more or less likely to occur in certain months, another chi-square test for 

goodness of fit (with  = .005) (see Appendix 4) was used. Detainee participation in 

minor level incidents was also most likely to occur in July (x2 (9, N= 18426) =24.41, 

p<.001) but least likely in January (x2 (9, N= 18426) =93.25, p<.001), whereas 

involvement in major level incidents was more likely in January (x2 (9, N= 3012) 
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=95.75, p<.001) and least likely in July (x2 (9, N= 3012) =26.33, p<.001). The month 

of year has no significant impact on the likelihood detainees participating in critical 

level incidents (p’s > .005). 

 

1.3.2.7 Incidents: Day of Week 

 

On a daily basis, whilst more incidents (regardless of detainee participation type) 

occurred overall on a Wednesday (see Figure 13), incidents that occurred on a 

Thursday involved more detainee participants overall (see Appendix 4). A chi-square 

test for goodness of fit (with  = .007) (Appendix 3) was used to assess whether 

incidents were more or less likely to occur on certain days of the week. In terms of the 

frequency of incidents by incident level, minor level incidents were most likely to occur 

on a Wednesday (x2 (6, N= 15743) =17.55, p<.001) and least likely on a Saturday (x2 

(6, N= 15743) =74.27, p<.001). Comparatively, major level incidents were most likely 

to occur on a Saturday (x2 (6, N= 3142) =64.89, p<.001) and least likely to occur on 

Wednesday (x2 (6, N= 3142) =17.16, p<.001). The day of the week had no significant 

impact on the likelihood of critical level incidents occurring. 

 
Figure 13. Incidents by Day of Week 

 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 40 

1.3.2.8 Incident Participation: Day of Week 

 

In order to assess whether incident participation was significantly more or less likely 

to occur on certain days of the week, another chi-square test for goodness of fit (with 

 = .007) (see Appendix 4) was used. Detainee participation in minor level incidents 

was also most likely to occur on Wednesday (x2 (6, N= 18426) =19.18, p<.001) but 

least likely on Sunday (x2 (6, N= 18426) =57.14, p<.001), whereas involvement in 

major level incidents was more likely on Sunday (x2 (6, N= 3012) =54.45, p<.001) and 

least likely on Wednesday (x2 (6, N= 3012) =17.93, p<.001). The day of the week had 

no significant impact on the likelihood detainees participating in critical level incidents. 

 

When considering the demographics of the incident participants, factors such age, 

gender, citizenship, detention group type and their detention length was examined to 

see if there was any relationship between these characteristics and the likelihood of 

detainee incident participation (i.e. a detainee was either an offender, victim or 

involved in a reported incident).  
 

1.3.2.9 Incident Participation: Age Groups 

 

Figure 14 shows that adults, specifically those aged between 31-60 years of age, 

made up the majority of the incident participants across the immigration detention 

network. A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0125) (Appendix 4) was used 

to assess whether incident participation was more or less likely to occur for certain 

age groups. Minors, or those aged 18 years or younger, were significantly less likely 

to be involved in minor level incidents (x2 (3, N= 18426) =16.24, p<.001) but 

significantly more likely to be involved in major level incidents than the other age 

groups (x2 (3, N= 3012) =15.59, p<.001). Both young adults (18-30 years old) and 

adults were not significantly more or less likely to be involved in critical level incidents. 

Older adults (61 years and older) were not significantly more or less likely to participate 

in minor, major or critical level incidents compared to the other age groups. 
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Figure 14. Incident Participants by Age Groups 

 

1.3.2.10 Incident Participation: Gender 

 

Figure 15 clearly captures the difference in incident participants according to gender. 

Males make up 89.6% of the incident participants across the immigration detention 

network, which is to be expected given that they make up the majority of the detainees 

(89.8%). A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .05) (see Appendix 4) was used 

to determine whether incident participation was more or less likely to occur for either 

male or female detainees. Male detainees were significantly less likely than female 

detainees to be involved in minor level incidents (x2 (6, N= 18426) =19.18, p<.001) but 

more likely to participate in major level incidents (x2 (6, N= 3012) =54.45, p<.001). 

Gender had no significant impact on the likelihood detainees participating in critical 

level incidents. 
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Figure 15. Incident Participants by Gender 

 

1.3.2.11 Incident Participation: Citizenship 

The most prevalent detainee country of citizenship amongst incident participants 

overall was New Zealand (see Figure 16). Detainees from New Zealand made up the 

largest group of alleged offenders and other types of involvement in incidents that 

occurred in immigration detention, whilst Iranians accounted for the largest group of 

alleged victims across all incidents.  

 

A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0033) (Appendix 4) was used to assess 

whether incident participation was more or less likely for certain detainee citizenships. 

New Zealand detainees were significantly more likely to be involved in minor level 

incidents (x2 (14, N= 18426) =44.10, p<.001) but significantly less likely to be involved 

in major level incidents (x2 (14, N= 3012) =43.22, p<.001). Stateless detainees were 

significantly less likely to be involved in minor level incidents (x2 (14, N= 18426) 

=48.77, p<.001), but significantly more likely to participate in major (x2 (14, N= 3012) 

=42.63, p<.001). Detainee citizenship had no significant impact on the likelihood 

detainees participating in critical level incidents. 
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Figure 16. Incident Participants by Citizenship 

 

1.3.2.12 Incident Participation: Detention Group 

 

Figure 17 shows that s501s were the largest detainee group involved in incidents 

across the immigration detention network, followed by Visa Cancellations and 

Overstayers. A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0071) (Appendix 4) was 

used to assess whether incident participation was more or less likely to occur for 

certain detention groups. Overstayers were significantly less likely to be involved in 

minor level incidents (x2 (6, N= 18426) =107.99, p<.001). This suggests that 

overstayers are more likely to be involved in major incidents than minor/critical 

incidents than most detention groups. Air Arrivals were significantly more likely to be 

involved in minor level incidents (x2 (6, N= 18426) =53.35, p<.001), but less likely to 

be involved in major level incidents (x2 (6, N= 3012) =48.27, p<.001). Illegal Foreign 

Fishers were significantly more likely to participate in major level incidents (x2 (6, N= 
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3012) =12.36, p<.001)3, whilst IMAs were significantly more likely to participate in 

critical level incidents (x2 (6, N= 60) =12.40, p<.001), compared to the other detention 

groups. 

 
Figure 17. Incident Participants- Detention Group 

 

1.3.2.13 Incident Participation: Detention Length 

 

Detention length (with  = .05) is important as it was found to have a significant impact 

on the likelihood of detainee participation in incidents. Individuals detained for less 

than the average detention length of 530 days were significantly more likely to be 

involved in minor level incidents (x2 (1, N= 18426) =45.03, p<.001), but less likely to 

engage in both major (x2 (1, N= 3012) =39.87, p<.001) and critical (x2 (1, N= 60) =8.84, 

p<.05) level incidents. Comparatively, those detained for longer than 530 days were 

significantly less likely to be involved in minor level incidents (x2 (1, N= 18426) =45.03, 

p<.001), but more likely to engage in both major (x2 (1, N= 3012) =39.87, p<.001) and 

                                                 
3 It is important to note that there were three Illegal Foreign Fishers involved in major incidents (out of a total of 
four Illegal Foreign Fisher incident participants), and that these major level incidents all consisted of ‘Removal 
Aborted’ incidents. Whilst these are classified as major level incidents, they are not a major concern to ABF. 
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critical (x2 (1, N= 60) =8.84, p<.05) level incidents (see Appendix 4). This highlights 

that the longer individuals are held in detention, the more serious their incidents 

become. 

 

1.3.3 Detention Facility Analyses 
 

1.3.3.1 Adelaide ITA 

 

1.3.3.1.1 General Descriptives 
 

During the period of January-October 2018 there were 29 individuals detained in 

Adelaide ITA. The ages of these detainees ranged from 1-87 years old, with an 

average age of 29 years (SD= 16.06). The main age group in Adelaide ITA was adults 

(31-60 years old), who made up 48% of the population of this detention facility. In 

terms of gender, 86% of the detainees in Adelaide ITA were male, but these men 

accounted for only 1.6% of general detention population across the immigration 

detention network.  

 

As evident in Appendix 8, the main detention group type was IMA’s, who made up 

76% of the detention population in this facility. Individuals detained in Adelaide ITA 

varied in terms of the length of their detention, with their total detention length ranging 

from 3-1,299 days, but their average detention length was 280.2 days (SD=307.8). 

When breaking down this length of detention, it was found that 24% of Adelaide ITA 

detainees were detained for 121-180 days, 21% were detained for 0-60 days, 17% for 

181-240 days, and another 17% for 366-730 days in total. There were 20 different 

citizenships represented by detainees in this facility, with the most prevalent countries 

of citizenship being Sri Lanka (34.5%), followed by Iran (24%). 
 

1.3.3.1.2 Incidents 
 

496 incidents occurred at Adelaide ITA over January- October 2018. The frequency of 

incidents overall at Adelaide ITA spiked in January, whilst the month with the least 

incidents occurring was September (see Appendix 10). In terms of days of the week, 
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Tuesdays saw the greatest number of incidents compared to any other day of the 

week at Adelaide ITA, whilst Saturdays had the least incident participants (see 

Appendix 10).  

 

When considering the three different incident levels, Appendix 10 shows that January 

accounted for 16.8% of the 470 minor incidents, whilst September had the least 

amount of minor incidents at 6.6%. Appendix 10 also shows that Friday had the most 

minor level incidents occur (20.2%) in comparison to Sunday (4.7%) which had the 

least. For the 24 major level incidents (see Appendix 10), the greatest number of them 

occurred in April (16.7%) and the least occurred in July and September, which each 

accounted for 4.2% of all major incidents in Adelaide ITA. Tuesday and Thursday each 

accounted for 25% of all major incidents. Only two critical level incidents occurred at 

Adelaide ITA, one in both June and October, and both occurring on a Tuesday (see 

Appendix 10).  

 

Chi-square tests for goodness of fit (see Appendix 10) were used to assess whether 

incidents were more or less likely to occur in certain months (with  = .005) or days of 

the week (with  = .007), but neither the month nor day had any significant impact on 

the likelihood of a minor, major or critical incident occurring.  
 

1.3.3.1.3 Incident Participants 
 

Adelaide ITA accounted for 482 of the total 21,498 incident participants across the 

immigration detention network facilities over the period of January-October 2018. Of 

these 482, 61 incident participants were alleged offenders, 20 were alleged victims 

and 401 were involved in some other manner.  

 

The majority (96%) of incident participation that occurred at Adelaide ITA was in minor 

level incidents and Use of Force- Planned (78%) was the main type of incident 

detainees were involved in, followed by Other (14%). More specifically, Other 

consisted mainly of Abusive/Aggressive Behaviour (5%), Accident/Injury- Minor 

(4.4%), Minor Damage (1.2%), Visitor- Other Refused (1.2%) and Serious Illness- 

Ambulance Required (1%). Apart from Use of Force- Planned and Other, the main 
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incidents of interest that detainees were involved in more frequently than others were 

Assault- Minor (2.7%), and Contraband Found (2%). 

 

A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .005) (Table 1) was used to assess 

whether incident participation was more or less likely in certain months. This analysis 

found that minor, major and critical level incident participation were not significantly 

more or less likely to occur in any month.  

 

In terms of days of the week, Friday (20.75%) saw the greatest number of incident 

participants compared to any other day of the week at Adelaide ITA, whilst Saturday 

had the least incident participants (5.6%). A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  

= .007) (see Appendix 11) was used to assess whether detainee participation in an 

incident was more or less likely on certain days of the week. None of the days of the 

week were found to be significantly linked to either minor, major or critical level incident 

participation by detainees. 

 

The main age group involved in incidents at Adelaide ITA was young adults (19-30 

years old), whom accounted for 49% of the incident participants in this facility, even 

though the majority of the Adelaide ITA population is made up of adults (31-60 years 

old). A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0125) (Appendix 11) was used to 

assess whether detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident 

depending on their age group. No age group was found to be significantly linked to 

either minor, major or critical level incident participation by detainees. 

 

The majority (86%) of the individuals involved in incidents at Adelaide ITA were male, 

which is the same percentage of detainees who were male in this facility. A chi-square 

test for goodness of fit (with  = .05) (see Appendix 11) was used to assess whether 

detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their 

gender. Neither male nor female gender was found to be significantly linked to either 

minor, major or critical level incident participation by detainees. 

 

Overstayers were the main detention group type that was involved in Adelaide ITA 

incidents at 33%, even though they only accounted for 6.9% of the Adelaide ITA 
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1.3.3.2 Brisbane ITA 

 

1.3.3.2.1 General Descriptives 
 

During the period of January-October 2018 there were 197 individuals detained in 

Brisbane ITA. The ages of these detainees ranged from 0-80 years old, with an 

average age of 31 years (SD= 12.53). The main age group in Brisbane ITA was adults 

(31-60 years old), who made up nearly 48% of the detention facilities population. In 

terms of gender, 80% of the detainees in Brisbane ITA were male, and these men 

accounted for almost 12% of general detention population across the immigration 

detention network.  

 

As evident in Appendix 12, the main detention group type was IMAs, who made up 

nearly 48% of the detention population in this facility. Individual detention length varied 

for those detained in Brisbane ITA, with their total detention length ranging from 1-

2,203 days, but their average detention length was 328 days (SD=487.2). When 

breaking down this length of detention, it was found that almost 40% of Brisbane ITA 

detainees were detained for 0-60 days. There were 63 different citizenships 

represented by detainees in this facility, with the most prevalent countries of 

citizenship being Iran (16.7%), followed by New Zealand (14%). 
 

1.3.3.2.2 Incidents 
 

2,681 incidents occurred at Brisbane ITA over January-October 2018. The frequency 

of incidents overall at Brisbane ITA spiked in February, whilst the month with the least 

incidents occurring was July (see Appendix 14). In terms of days of the week, Friday 

saw the greatest number of incident participants compared to any other day of the 

week at Brisbane ITA, whilst Sunday had the least incident participants (see Appendix 

14). 

 

When considering the three different incident levels, Appendix 14 shows that February 

accounted for 12.6% of the 2,480 minor incidents, whilst July had the least amount of 

minor incidents at 7.9%.  Appendix 14 also shows that Wednesday had the most minor 

level incidents occur (19.1%) in comparison to Sunday (5.6%) which had the least. For 
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A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .005) (Table 3) was used to assess 

whether incident participation was more or less likely in certain months. This analysis 

found that minor level incident participation was significantly more likely to occur in 

May (x2 (9, N= 2175) =19.14, p<.001) and less likely to occur in October (x2 (9, N= 

2175) =51.25, p<.001). Meanwhile major incident participation was significantly more 

likely to occur in October (x2 (9, N= 168) =54.55, p<.001) and less likely to occur in 

May (x2 (9, N= 168) =18.42, p<.001), and critical incident participation was not 

significantly more or less likely to occur in any month (Appendix 15).  

 

In terms of days of the week, Friday (19%) saw the greatest number of incident 

participants compared to any other day of the week at Brisbane ITA, whilst Sunday 

had the least incident participants (6.39%). A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with 

 = .007) (Table 3) was used to assess whether detainee participation in an incident 

was more or less likely on certain days of the week. Minor level incident participation 

was statistically less likely on a Sunday (x2 (6, N= 2175) =23.32, p<.001), whereas 

with major level incidents participation was more likely on a Sunday (x2 (6, N= 168) 

=24.99, p<.001). None of the days of the week were found to be significantly linked to 

critical level incident participation by detainees (Appendix 15). 

 

The main age group involved in incidents at Brisbane ITA was Adults (31-60 years 

old), whom accounted for 52% of the incident participants in this facility, which is fairly 

consistent with them making up 48% of the Brisbane ITA population. A chi-square test 

for goodness of fit (with  = .0125) (Table 3) was used to assess whether detainees 

were more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their age group. 

Young adults were significantly less likely to be involved in minor level incidents (x2 (3, 

N= 2175) =23.81, p<.001)  but more likely to participate in major level incidents (x2 (3, 

N= 168) =23.12, p<.001), whereas adults were significantly more likely to be involved 

in minor level incidents (x2 (3, N= 2175) =26.01, p<.001) but less likely to participate 

in major level incidents (x2 (3, N= 168) =25.49, p<.001). 

 

Almost all (87%) individuals involved in incidents at Brisbane ITA were male, which is 

similar to the percentage of detainees who were male in this facility (81%). A chi-

square test for goodness of fit (with  = .05) (Appendix 15) was used to assess whether 
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detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their 

gender. Neither male nor female gender was found to be significantly linked to either 

minor, major or critical level incident participation by detainees. 

 

Visa Cancellation detainees were the main detention group type that was involved in 

Brisbane ITA incidents at 39%, even though they were the second largest detention 

group at Brisbane ITA. A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0071) (Table 3) 

was used to assess whether detainee participation in incidents was more or less likely 

depending on their detention group type. This found that IMA’s were significantly less 

likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 2175) =49.08, p<.001) but 

significantly more likely to be involved as major incident participants (x2 (6, N= 168) 

=41.42, p<.001). In comparison, Air Arrivals were significantly more likely to be 

involved as minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 2175) =23.92, p<.001) but 

significantly less likely to be involved as major incident participants (x2 (6, N= 168) 

=22.48, p<.001). Additionally, Overstayers were also significantly less likely to be 

involved as major incident participants (x2 (6, N= 168) =12.18, p<.001).  Membership 

to any of the detention group types was not found to play a significant role in 

determining whether an individual participated in a critical level incident (Appendix 15). 

 

All 63 citizenships represented across the Brisbane ITA detainees were involved in 

incidents at this facility, but New Zealand detainees in Brisbane were the main group 

involved in incidents overall (nearly 39%), although they accounted for 14.2% of the 

Brisbane detention population. A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0033) 

(Table 3) was used to assess whether detainees were more or less likely to participate 

in an incident depending on their citizenship. Iraqi detainees were found to be 

significantly less likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (14, N= 2175) 

=66.30, p<.001), but significantly more likely than other citizenships to be involved as 

major incident participants (x2 (14, N= 168) =69.11, p<.001). No detainee citizenship 

was significantly associated to participation in critical level incidents (Appendix 15).  
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1.3.3.3 Mainland APOD 

 

1.3.3.3.1 General Descriptives 
 

During the period of January-October 2018 there were 49 individuals detained in 

Mainland APOD. The ages of these detainees ranged from 1-53 years old, with an 

average age of 22 years (SD= 14.37). This lower mean age of detainees, when 

compared to the other facilities is explained when looking at the main age group in 

Mainland APOD. The main age group was minors (<18 years old), who made up nearly 

39% of the detention facilities population. Gender distribution was almost even in 

Mainland APOD, with 55% of the detainees being male, and these males accounted 

for almost 2% of general detention population across the immigration detention 

network.  

 

As evident in Appendix 16, the main detention group type was IMA’s, who made up 

98% of the detention population in this facility. Individual detention length varied for 

those detained in Mainland APOD, with their total detention length ranging from 10-

1,926 days, but their average detention length was 284.3 days (SD=452.9). When 

breaking down this length of detention, it was found that 36.7% of Mainland APOD 

detainees were detained for 0-60 days, and 20% for 181-240 days in total. There were 

25 different citizenships represented by detainees in this facility, with the most 

prevalent countries of citizenship being Iran (32.7%), followed by Sri Lanka (22.5%) 

and Stateless (18.4%). 
 

1.3.3.3.2 Incidents 
 

Between January-October 2018, 120 incidents occurred at Mainland APOD. The 

frequency of incidents overall at Mainland APOD peaked in September, whilst the 

months with the least incidents occurring was June. In terms of days of the week, 

Friday saw the greatest number of incidents compared to any other day of the week 

at Mainland APOD, whilst Saturday had the least incidents (see Appendix 18).  

 

When considering the three different incident levels, Appendix 18 shows that 

September accounted for 23.8% of the 105 minor incidents, whilst June had the least 
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amount of minor incidents at 3.8%.  Appendix 18 also shows that Friday had the most 

minor level incidents occur (23.8%) in comparison to Saturday (4.8%) which had the 

least. For the 15 major level incidents, the greatest number of them occurred equally 

in both January (26.7%) and March (26.7%), whilst none occurred in February. 

Saturday accounted for 26.7% of all major incidents, and there were no major level 

incidents on a Sunday. No critical level incidents occurred at Mainland APOD. 

 

Chi-square tests for goodness of fit (Appendix 18) were used to assess whether 

incidents were more or less likely to occur in certain months or days of the week, but 

no significant relationship was found between either the month or day of the week and 

the likelihood critical level incidents occurring in Mainland APOD.  

 

1.3.3.3.3 Incident Participants 
 

Mainland APOD accounted for 162 of the total 21,498 incident participants across the 

immigration detention network facilities over the period of January-October 2018. Of 

these 162, eight incident participants were alleged offenders, two were alleged victims 

and 152 were involved in some other manner.  

 

The majority (93%) of incident participation that occurred at Mainland APOD was in 

minor level incidents, and Use of Force- Planned (81%) was the main type of incident 

detainees were involved in, followed by Other (9%) and Contraband Found (5.6%). 

More specifically, Other consisted mainly of Abusive/Aggressive Behaviour (3%), 

Removal Aborted (2.5%), Accident/Injury- Minor (2.5%) and  Child- Physical Abuse 

(1.2%). Other than Use of Force- Planned, Other and Contraband Found, the main 

incident of interest that detainees were involved in more frequently than others was 

Assault- Client<18 (3%). 

 

A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .005) (Table 4) was used to assess 

whether incident participation was more or less likely in certain months. This analysis 

found that in the month of January, minor level incident participation was significantly 

less likely to occur (x2 (9, N= 150) =30.94, p<.001), but major incident participation 

was significantly more likely (x2 (9, N= 12) =30.94, p<.001).  
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In terms of days of the week, Friday (26.5%) saw the greatest number of incident 

participants compared to any other day of the week at Mainland APOD, whilst Sunday 

had the least incident participants (4.3%). A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  

= .007) (Table 4) was used to assess whether detainee participation in an incident was 

more or less likely on certain days of the week. The day of the week was not found to 

play a significant role in determining whether an individual participated in a minor, 

major or critical level incident at Mainland APOD. 

 

The main age group involved in incidents at Mainland APOD was Adults (31-60 years 

old), whom accounted for 75.3% of the incident participants in this facility, even though 

the majority of the Mainland APOD population is made up of minors. A chi-square test 

for goodness of fit (with  = .0125) (Appendix 19) was used to assess whether 

detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their age 

group. Age group was not found to play a significant role in determining whether an 

individual participated in a minor, major or critical level incident. 

 

85% of the individuals involved in incidents at Mainland APOD were male, which is 

much higher than the 55% of detainees who were male in this facility. A chi-square 

test for goodness of fit (with  = .05) (Appendix 19) was used to assess whether 

detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their 

gender. Neither male nor female gender was found to be significantly linked to either 

minor, major or critical level incident participation by detainees. 

 

Seaport Arrivals were the main detention group type that was involved in Mainland 

APOD incidents at 42%, followed by Overstayers (19.8%) and Air Arrivals (12.9%). A 

chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0071) (Table 4) was used to assess 

whether detainee participation in incidents was more or less likely depending on their 

detention group type. This found that Illegal Foreign Fishers were significantly more 

likely to be involved as major incident participants (x2 (6, N= 12) =27.13, p<.001) but 

significantly less likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 150) 

=27.13, p<.001). Membership to any of the detention group types was not found to 
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1.3.3.4 Maribyrnong IDC 

 

1.3.3.4.1 General Descriptives 
 

During the period of January-October 2018 there were 108 individuals detained in 

Maribyrnong IDC. The ages of these detainees ranged from 20-65 years old, with an 

average age of 34.8 years (SD= 8.96). The main age group was adults (31-60 years 

old), who made up 63% of the Maribyrnong IDC detention population. 100% of the 

detainees were male, but these males accounted for almost 8% of general detention 

population across the immigration detention network.  

 

As evident in Appendix 20, the main detention group type was s501s, who made up 

48% of the detention population in this facility. Individual detention length varied for 

those detained in Maribyrnong IDC, with their total detention length ranging from 2-

2,291 days, but their average detention length was 421.5 days (SD=436.7). When 

breaking down this length of detention, it was found that 19% of Maribyrnong IDC 

detainees were detained for over 731 days, and 17.6% were detained for 0-60 days 

in total. There were 44 different citizenships represented by detainees in this facility, 

with the most prevalent countries of citizenship being Sudan (12%), followed by New 

Zealand (11%), Vietnam (11%) and Iran (10%). 

 

1.3.3.4.2 Incidents 
 

Between January-October 2018 2,464 incidents occurred at Maribyrnong IDC. The 

frequency of incidents overall at Maribyrnong IDC peaked in May, whilst the month 

with the least incidents occurring was January. In terms of days of the week, 

Wednesday saw the greatest number of incident participants compared to any other 

day of the week at Maribyrnong IDC, whilst Sunday had the least incident participants 

(see Table 5 and Appendix 22).  

 

When considering the three different incident levels, Appendix 22 shows that May 

accounted for 12.7% of the 1,860 minor incidents, whilst January had the least number 

of minor incidents at 7.4%. Appendix 22 also shows that Wednesday had the most 

minor level incidents occur (19.4%) in comparison to Sunday (5.1%) which had the 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 65 

detainee participation in minor level incidents was significantly more likely to occur (x2 

(9, N= 2303) =33.28, p<.001) and major level incident participation was less likely (x2 

(9, N= 557) =31.95, p<.001). Critical level incident participation was not significantly 

more or less likely to occur in any month (see Appendix 23).  

 

In terms of days of the week, Wednesday (20.4%) saw the greatest number of incident 

participants compared to any other day of the week at Maribyrnong IDC, whilst 

Saturday had the least incident participants (6.4%). A chi-square test for goodness of 

fit (with  = .007) (Table 6) was used to assess whether detainee participation in an 

incident was more or less likely on certain days of the week. Minor level incident 

participation was significantly more likely on a Tuesday (x2 (6, N= 2303) =14.76, 

p<.001) but less likely on Sunday (x2 (6, N= 2303) =49.39, p<.001), whereas for major 

level incidents the opposite was true, with participation more significantly more likely 

on a Sunday (x2 (6, N= 557) =46.19, p<.001) and less likely on a Tuesday (x2 (6, N= 

557) =17.18, p<.001). None of the days of the week were found to be significantly 

linked to critical level incident participation by detainees (see Appendix 23). 

 

The main age group involved in incidents at Maribyrnong IDC was adults (31-60 years 

old), whom accounted for 57% of the incident participants in this facility, even though 

they made up nearly 63% of the Maribyrnong IDC detention population. A chi-square 

test for goodness of fit (with  = .0125) (Table 6) was used to assess whether 

detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their age 

group.  Adult detainees were significantly more likely to be participate in minor level 

incidents than any other age group. Age group was not found to play a significant role 

in determining whether an individual participated in a major or critical level incident 

(Appendix 23). 

 

93.4% of the individuals involved in incidents at Maribyrnong IDC were male. A chi-

square test for goodness of fit (with  = .05) (Appendix 23) was used to assess whether 

detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their 

gender. Gender was not found to be significantly linked to either minor, major or critical 

level incident participation by detainees. 
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s501s were the main detention group type that was involved in Maribyrnong IDC 

incidents at 27.4%, even though they accounted for 48% of the Maribyrnong IDC 

population. Visa Cancellations (26%) were the next most involved detention group in 

incidents, followed by Overstayers (22%) A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  

= .0071) (Table 6) was used to assess whether detainee participation in incidents was 

more or less likely depending on their detention group type. This found that s501s 

were significantly more likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 

2303) =83.56, p<.001) but significantly less likely to be involved as major incident 

participants (x2 (6, N= 557) =83.68, p<.001). In comparison, Air Arrivals were 

significantly less likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 2303) 

=393.21, p<.001) but significantly more likely to be involved as major incident 

participants (x2 (6, N= 557) =403.05, p<.001). Membership to any of the detention 

group types was not found to play a significant role in determining whether an 

individual participated in a critical level incident (see Appendix 23). 

 

All 44 citizenships represented across the Maribyrnong IDC detainees were involved 

in incidents at this facility, but New Zealand detainees were the main group involved 

in incidents overall (13%), whom also accounted for 11% of the Maribyrnong IDC 

population. A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0033) (Table 6) was used 

to assess whether detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident 

depending on their citizenship. Sudanese detainees were found to be significantly 

more likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (14, N= 2303) =17.15, 

p<.001), but significantly less likely to be involved as major incident participants (x2 

(14, N= 557) =16.56, p<.001), as were Iranian detainees (x2 (14, N= 557) =13.91, 

p<.001). Comparatively, Bangladeshi detainees were significantly less likely to 

participate in minor level incidents (x2 (14, N= 2303) =14.68, p<.001) but were more 

likely to participate in major level incidents (x2 (14, N= 557) =15.12, p<.001). No 

detainee citizenship was significantly associated to the participation in critical level 

incidents (see Appendix 23). 
 
Table 6. Maribyrnong IDC Incident Participants (N=2869) by Incident Level (see Appendix 23 for full 
table). 

Characteristic Minor Incident Participants 

(N=2303) 

Major Incident Participants 

(N=557) 
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1.3.3.5 Melbourne ITA 

 

1.3.3.5.1 General Descriptives 
 

During the period of January-October 2018 there were 222 individuals detained in 

Melbourne ITA. The ages of these detainees ranged from 17-77 years old, with an 

average age of 39 years (SD= 12.20). The main age group in Melbourne ITA was 

adults (31-60 years old), who made up 67% of the detention facilities population. In 

terms of gender, nearly 93% of the detainees in Melbourne ITA were male, and these 

men accounted for 15% of general detention population across the immigration 

detention network.  

 

As evident in Appendix 24, the main detention group type was IMA’s, who made up 

nearly 35% of the detention population in this facility. Individual detention length varied 

for those detained in Melbourne ITA, with their total detention length ranging from 1-

3,248 days, but their average detention length was 746.9 days (SD=804.1). When 

breaking down this length of detention, it was found that 36% of Melbourne ITA 

detainees were detained for 2 years or longer, followed by 16% that were detained for 

1-2 years and 16% that were detained for 0-60 days. There were 78 different 

citizenships represented by detainees in this facility, with the most prevalent country 

of citizenship being Sri Lanka (16.7%), but it is also worth noting that 51% of all the 

Pakistani detainees were also held in Melbourne ITA. 
 

1.3.3.5.2 Incidents 
 

Between January-October 2018 1,237 incidents occurred at Melbourne ITA. The 

frequency of incidents overall at Melbourne ITA peaked in October, whilst the month 

with the least incidents occurring was January. In terms of days of the week, Friday 

saw the greatest number of incidents compared to any other day of the week at 

Melbourne ITA, whilst Sunday had the least incidents.  

 

When considering the three different incident levels, Appendix 26 shows that October 

accounted for 18.3% of the 898 minor incidents, whilst January had the least number 

of minor incidents at 4.5%.  Appendix 26 also shows that Wednesdays had the most 
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*p= <.05 

**p=<.001                

 

1.3.3.5.3 Incident Participants 
 

Melbourne ITA accounted for 1,333 of the total 21,498 incident participants across the 

immigration detention network facilities over the period of January-October 2018. Of 

these 1,333, 289 incident participants were alleged offenders, 107 were alleged 

victims and 937 were involved in some other manner.  

 

The majority (75%) of incident participation that occurred at Melbourne ITA was in 

minor level incidents, and Use of Force- Planned (40%) was the main type of incident 

detainees were involved in, followed by Other (28%). More specifically, Other 

consisted mainly of Abusive/Aggressive Behaviour (7.8%), Visitor- Other Refused 

(5.6%), Disturbance- Minor (5.1%), Accident/Injury- Minor (4%), Serious Illness- 

Ambulance Required (1.6%), and Removal- Aborted (1.4%).  Apart from Use of Force- 

Planned and Other, the main incident types of interest that detainees were involved in 

more frequently than others were Contraband Found (7.2%) and Assault- Minor 

(2.9%). 

 

A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .005) (Table 6) was used to assess 

whether incident participation was more or less likely in certain months. This analysis 

found that in the month of January, minor level incident participation was significantly 

less likely (x2 (9, N= 1003) =13.69, p<.001). Participation in major or critical level 

incidents was not significantly more or less likely to occur in any month (see Appendix 

27).  

 

Tuesday (N=223) 73.5% (164) .123 26% (58) .18 

Wednesday 

(N=222) 

76.6% (170) 2.16 23.4% (52) 1.91 

Thursday (N=199) 76.9% (153) 2.19 23.1% (46) 1.96 

Friday (N=228) 74.1% (169) .328 25.9% (59) .233 

Saturday (N=101) 65.3% (66) 2.90 34.7% (35) 3.12 

Sunday (N=96) 62.5% (60) 5.33* 37.5% (36) 5.62* 
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In terms of days of the week, Friday (18.8%) saw the greatest involvement of incident 

participants compared to any other day of the week at Melbourne ITA, whilst Saturday 

had the least incident participants (7.6%). A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  

= .007) (see Appendix 27) was used to assess whether detainee participation in an 

incident was more or less likely on certain days of the week. None of the days of the 

week were found to be significantly linked to either minor, major or critical level incident 

participation by detainees. 

 

The main age group involved in incidents at Melbourne ITA was adults (31-60 years 

old), whom accounted for 50% of the incident participants in this facility, even though 

they make up 67% of the Melbourne ITA population. A chi-square test for goodness 

of fit (with  = .0125) (see Appendix 27) was used to assess whether detainees were 

more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their age group. Age 

group was not found to play a significant role in determining whether an individual 

participated in a minor, major or critical level incident. 

 

The majority (83%) of the individuals involved in incidents at Melbourne ITA were 

male, which is under the percentage of detainees who were male in this facility (93%). 

A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .05) (see Appendix 27) was used to 

assess whether detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident 

depending on their gender. Neither male nor female gender was found to be 

significantly linked to either minor, major or critical level incident participation by 

detainees. 

 

Overstayers were the main detention group type that was involved in Melbourne ITA 

incidents at 55.6%, even though they only accounted for 18.5% of the Melbourne ITA 

population. A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0071) (Table 8) was used 

to assess whether detainee participation in incidents was more or less likely depending 

on their detention group type. This found that Air Arrivals were significantly less likely 

to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 1003) =12.39, p<.001) but 

significantly more likely to participate in major incidents (x2 (6, N= 326) =12.90, 

p<.001). Membership to any of the detention group types was not found to play a 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 76 

*p= <.05    

**p=<.001 

 

1.3.3.6.2 Incident Participants 
 

North West Point IDC accounted for 1,132 of the total 21,498 incident participants 

across the immigration detention network facilities over the period of January-October 

2018. Of these 1,132, 258 incident participants were alleged offenders, 57 were 

alleged victims and 817 were involved in some other manner.  

 

The majority (88%) of incident participation that occurred at North West Point IDC was 

in minor level incidents, and Use of Force- Planned (47%) was the main type of 

incident detainees were involved in, followed by Other (28%). More specifically, Other 

consisted mainly of Disturbance- Minor (9.3%), Abusive/Aggressive Behaviour (9.2%), 

Accident/Injury- Minor (3.1%), and Damage- Minor (2.6%). Apart from Use of Force- 

Planned, the main incident types of interest that detainees were involved in more 

frequently than others were Assault- Minor (10.3%) and Contraband Found (5.7%).  

 

A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .005) (Table 10) was used to assess 

whether incident participation was more or less likely in certain months. This analysis 

found that in the month of September major level incident participation was 

significantly less likely (x2 (9, N= 132) =12.20, p<.001). None of the months were found 

to be significantly linked to minor or critical level incident participation by detainees 

(see Appendix 30). 

 

In terms of days of the week, Thursdays (36.1%) saw the greatest number of incident 

participants compared to any other day of the week at North West Point IDC, whilst 

Saturday had the least incident participants (7.95%). A chi-square test for goodness 

of fit (with  = .007) (Table 10) was used to assess whether detainee participation in 

Wednesday (N=86) 77.9% (67) .235 22.1% (19) .202 

Thursday (N=142) 77.5% (110) .268 22.5% (32) .22 

Friday (N=89) 68.5% (61) 3.00 31.5% (28) 3.14 

Saturday (N=77) 63.6% (49) 7.09* 35.1% (27) 5.86* 

Sunday (N=55) 80% (44) .57 20% (11) .533 
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an incident was more or less likely on certain days of the week. None of the days of 

the week were found to be significantly linked to minor, major or critical level incident 

participation by detainees. 

 

The main age group involved in incidents at North West Point IDC was adults (31-60 

years old), whom accounted for nearly 64% of the incident participants in this facility. 

A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0125) (see Appendix 30) was used to 

assess whether detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident 

depending on their age group. Age group was not found to play a significant role in 

determining whether an individual participated in a minor, major or critical level 

incident. 

 

100% of the individuals involved in incidents at North West Point IDC were male, which 

is the same percentage of detainees who were male in this facility. Consequently, a 

chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .05) to assess whether detainees were 

more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their gender was not 

utilised (see Appendix 30). 

 

s501s were the main detention group type that was involved in North West Point IDC 

incidents at 47.3%. A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0071) (Table 10) 

was used to assess whether detainee participation in incidents was more or less likely 

depending on their detention group type. This found that IMA’s were significantly less 

likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 999) =28.29, p<.001) but 

significantly more likely to be involved as major incident participants (x2 (6, N= 132) 

=27.18, p<.001). In comparison, s501s were significantly more likely to be involved as 

minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 999) =13.48, p<.001) but significantly less likely 

to be involved as major incident participants (x2 (6, N= 132) =12.93, p<.001). 

Membership to any of the detention group types was not found to play a significant 

role in determining whether an individual participated in a critical level incident (see 

Appendix 30). 

 

All citizenships represented across the North West Point IDC detainees were involved 

in incidents at this facility, but Iranian detainees were the main group involved in 
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1.3.3.7 Perth IDC 

 

1.3.3.7.1 General Descriptives 
 

During the period of January-October 2018 there were 34 individuals detained in Perth 

IDC. There were no minors detained in this facility, and the ages of the detainees 

ranged from 22-76 years old, with an average age of 41.5 years (SD= 12.38). The 

main age group in Perth IDC was adults (31-60 years old), who made up 76% of the 

detention facilities population. In terms of gender, 65% of the detainees in Perth IDC 

were male, but these men accounted for only 1.6% of general detention population 

across the immigration detention network.  

 

As evident in Appendix 31, the main detention group type was s501s, who made up 

26.5% of the detention population in this facility. Individual detention length varied for 

those detained in Perth IDC, with their total detention length ranging from 1-3,054 

days, but their average detention length was 643 days (SD=799.2). When breaking 

down this length of detention, it was found that 32% of Perth IDC detainees were 

detained for 0-60 days, 29% for over 2 years, and 23.5% for 1-2 years. There were 26 

different citizenships represented by detainees in this facility, with the most prevalent 

countries of citizenship being Iran (14.7%), followed by Vietnam (11.7%). 
 

1.3.3.7.2 Incidents 
 

Between January-October 2018 688 incidents occurred at Perth IDC. The frequency 

of incidents overall at Perth IDC spiked in October (16%), whilst the months with the 

least incidents occurring was both February (4%) and April (4%). In terms of days of 

the week, Thursday (17.7%) and Friday (17.7%) equally saw the greatest number of 

incidents compared to any other day of the week at Perth IDC, whilst Saturday had 

the least incidents (8.1%). 

 

When considering the three different incident levels, Appendix 33 shows that October 

accounted for 16.2% of the 525 minor incidents, whilst April had the smallest number 

of minor incidents at 3.4%. Appendix 33 also shows that Friday had the most minor 

level incidents occur (18.1%) in comparison to Saturday (8.4%) which had the least. 
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For the 163 major level incidents, the greatest number of them occurred equally in July 

(13.5%) and September (13.5%), with the least occurring in February (4.3%). The 

largest number of major level incidents occurred on Thursday (19.6%), and the least 

occurred on Saturday (7.4%).  

 

Chi-square tests for goodness of fit (see Appendix 33) were used to assess whether 

incidents were more or less likely to occur in certain months (with  = .005) or days of 

the week (with  = .007), but neither the month nor day had any significant impact on 

the likelihood of a minor or major incident occurring. No critical level incidents occurred 

at Perth IDC. 
 

1.3.3.7.3 Incident Participants 
 

Perth IDC accounted for 654 of the total 21,498 incident participants across the 

immigration detention network facilities over the period of January-October 2018. Of 

these 654, 130 incident participants were alleged offenders, 91 were alleged victims 

and 433 were involved in some other manner.  

 

The majority (78%) of incident participation that occurred at Perth IDC was in minor 

level incidents, and Use of Force- Planned (47%) was the main type of incident 

detainees were involved in, followed by Other (26%). More specifically, Other 

consisted mainly of Abusive/Aggressive Behaviour (7.8%), Disturbance- Minor (5.5%), 

Accident/Injury- Minor (2.5%), Removal- Aborted (2.3%), Damage- Minor (2%), and 

Serious Illness- Ambulance Required (1.8%). Apart from Use of Force- Planned, the 

main incidents of interest that detainees were involved in more frequently than others 

were Assault- Minor (6.6%), Self-Harm- Threatened (6.3%), and Contraband Found 

(4.7%). 

 

A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .005) (see Appendix 34) was used to 

assess whether incident participation was more or less likely in certain months. This 

analysis found that detainee participation in minor, major or critical incidents was not 

significantly different any month.  
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In terms of days of the week, Thursday (17.7%) saw the greatest number of incident 

participants compared to any other day of the week at Perth IDC, whilst Saturday had 

the least incident participants (8.4%) (Appendix 32). A chi-square test for goodness of 

fit (with  = .007) (see Appendix 34) was used to assess whether detainee participation 

in an incident was more or less likely on certain days of the week. None of the days of 

the week were found to be significantly linked to either minor, major or critical level 

incident participation by detainees. 

 

The main age group involved in incidents at Perth IDC was adults (31-60 years old), 

whom accounted for 55% of the incident participants in this facility, even though they 

make up 76% of the Perth IDC population. A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with 

 = .0125) (see Appendix 34) was used to assess whether detainees were more or 

less likely to participate in an incident depending on their age group. Age group was 

not found to play a significant role in determining whether an individual participated in 

a minor, major or critical level incident. 

 

The majority (77%) of the individuals involved in incidents at Perth IDC were male, 

which greater than the percentage of detainees who were male in this facility (64.7%). 

A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .05) (see Appendix 34) was used to 

assess whether detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident 

depending on their gender. Gender was not found to be significantly linked to either 

minor, major or critical level incident participation by detainees. 

 

s501s were the main detention group type that was involved in Perth IDC incidents at 

42%, even though they only accounted for 26.5% of the Perth IDC population. A chi-

square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0071) (Table 11) was used to assess whether 

detainee participation in incidents was more or less likely depending on their detention 

group type. This found that Air Arrivals were significantly less likely to be involved as 

minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 511) =27.71, p<.001) but significantly more likely 

to be involved as major incident participants (x2 (6, N= 143) =27.71, p<.001). 

Membership to any detention group types was not found to play a significant role in 

determining whether an individual participated in a critical level incident (see Appendix 

34). 
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*p= <.05 

**p=<.001 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sudan (N=12) 66.7% (8) .941 33.3% (4) .941 

Afghanistan (N=25) 76% (19) .069 24% (6) .069 

Iraq (N=24) 79.2% (19) .016 20.8% (5) .016 

Pakistan (N=1) - - 100%(1) 3.579 

China (N=16) 87.5% (14) .842 12.5% (2) .84 

Fiji (N=3) 66.7% (2) .232 33.3% (1) .23 

Lebanon (N=36) 47.2% (17) 21.31** 52.8% (19) 21.31** 
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1.3.3.8 Villawood IDC 

 

1.3.3.8.1 General Descriptives 
 

During the period of January-October 2018 there were 496 individuals detained in 

Villawood IDC. There were no minors detained in this facility, and the ages of the 

detainees ranged from 19-81 years old, with an average age of 36 years (SD= 10.24). 

The main age group in Villawood IDC was adults (31-60 years old), who made up 64% 

of the detention facilities population and nearly 23% of the overall detention population. 

In terms of gender, 90% of the detainees in Villawood IDC were male, and these men 

accounted for nearly 33% of general detention population across the immigration 

detention network.  

 

As evident in Appendix 35, the main detention group type was s501s, who made up 

nearly 35% of the detention population in this facility. Individual detention length varied 

for those detained in Villawood IDC, with their total detention length ranging from 1-

4,154 days, but their average detention length was 483.9 days (SD= 567.4). When 

breaking down this length of detention, it was found that 22% of Villawood IDC 

detainees were detained for two years or longer, 21% for 1-2 years, and 17% that 

were detained for 0-60 days. There were 136 different citizenships represented by 

detainees in this facility, with the most prevalent countries of citizenship being Iran 

(15%), followed by New Zealand (14%). 
 

1.3.3.8.2 Incidents 
 

There were 8,632 incidents at Villawood IDC over January-October 2018. The 

frequency of incidents overall at Villawood IDC peaked in March (11.7%), similar to 

April (11.2%), May (11.4%) and January (11.2%), whilst the month with the least 

incidents occurring was September (8.5%) (Appendix 36). In terms of days of the 

week, Tuesday (18.4%) saw the greatest number of incident participants compared to 

any other day of the week at Villawood IDC, whilst Saturday and Sunday equally had 

the least incident participants (7.7%).  
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p<.001). Critical level incident participation was not significantly more or less likely to 

occur in any month (see Appendix 38).  

 

In terms of days of the week, Tuesday (18.4%) saw the greatest number of incident 

participants compared to any other day of the week at Villawood IDC, whilst both 

Saturday and Sunday had the least incident participants (7.7%). A chi-square test for 

goodness of fit (with  = .007) (Table 13) was used to assess whether detainee 

participation in an incident was more or less likely on certain days of the week. All days 

other than Thursday were significantly associated to the likelihood of incident 

participation in both minor and major events, but some more than other. In the case of 

minor incidents, detainee participation in these events was significantly less likely on 

a Sunday (x2 (6, N= 8866) =20.37, p<.001), but significantly more likely on a 

Wednesday (x2 (6, N= 8866) =21.11, p<.001). Comparatively, major incident 

participation was significantly less likely on a Wednesday (x2 (6, N= 1367) =19.97, 

p<.001), and significantly more likely on a Sunday (x2 (6, N= 1367) =18.94, p<.001). 

None of the days of the week were found to be significantly linked to critical level 

incident participation by detainees (see Appendix 38). 

 

The main age group involved in incidents at Villawood IDC was adults (31-60 years 

old), whom accounted for 64.5% of the incident participants in this facility, which is the 

almost identical to the proportion they make up of the Villawood IDC population 

(64.1%). A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0125) (see Appendix 38) was 

used to assess whether detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident 

depending on their age group. Age group was not found to play a significant role in 

determining whether an individual participated in a minor, major or critical level 

incident. 

 

The majority (87%) of the individuals involved in incidents at Villawood IDC were male, 

which is similar to the percentage of detainees who were male in this facility (90%). A 

chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .05) (Table 13) was used to assess whether 

detainees were more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their 

gender. Male detainees were found to be significantly less likely to participate in minor 

level incidents (x2 (1, N= 8866) =7.87, p<.05), but more likely to be involved in major 
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(x2 (1, N= 1367) =8.41, p<.05) incidents than female detainees. Gender was not found 

to be significantly linked to critical level incident participation by detainees (see 

Appendix 38). 

 

s501s were the main detention group type that was involved in Villawood IDC incidents 

at nearly 28%, which was also the main detention group of the Villawood IDC 

population. A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0071) (Table 13) was used 

to assess whether detainee participation in incidents was more or less likely depending 

on their detention group type. This found that Overstayers were significantly less likely 

to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 8866) =184.197, p<.001) and 

significantly more likely to be involved as major incident participants (x2 (6, N= 1367) 

=184.64, p<.001). In comparison, Air Arrivals were significantly more likely to be 

involved as minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 8866) =209.448, p<.001). 

Membership to any of the detention group types was not found to play a significant 

role in determining whether an individual participated in a critical level incident (see 

Appendix 38). 

 

All citizenships represented across the Villawood IDC detainees were involved in 

incidents at this facility, but New Zealand detainees were the main group involved in 

incidents overall (14%), which is almost identical to the proportion they make up of the 

Villawood IDC detention population (13.9%). A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with 

 = .0033) (Table 13) was used to assess whether detainees were more or less likely 

to participate in an incident depending on their citizenship. Stateless detainees were 

found to be significantly less likely to be minor incident participants (x2 (14, N= 8866) 

=26.52, p<.001), but significantly more likely to be involved as major incident 

participants (x2 (14, N= 1367) =27.41, p<.001). Chinese detainees were found to be 

significantly more likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (14, N= 8866) 

=16.43, p<.001) and significantly less likely to be major incident participants (x2 (14, 

N= 1367) =15.96, p<.001). No detainee citizenship was significantly associated to the 

participation in critical level incidents (see Appendix 38). 
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1.3.3.9 Yongah Hill IDC 

 

1.3.3.9.1 General Descriptives 
 

During the period of January-October 2018 there were 231 individuals detained in 

Yongah Hill IDC. There were no minors detained in this facility, and the ages of the 

detainees ranged from 20-71 years old, with an average age of 38 years (SD= 10.23). 

The main age group in Yongah Hill IDC was adults (31-60 years old), who made up 

72% of the detention facilities population. In terms of gender, 100% of the detainees 

in Yongah Hill IDC were male, and these men accounted for nearly 17% of general 

detention population across the immigration detention network.  

 

As evident in Appendix 39, the main detention group type was s501s, who made up 

47.6% of the detention population in this facility. Individual detention length varied for 

those detained in Yongah Hill IDC, with their total detention length ranging from 1-

3,189 days, but their average detention length was 707.6 days (SD=659.4). When 

breaking down the length of detention statistics, it was found that 38.5% of Yongah 

Hill IDC detainees were detained for two years or longer, and 21% were detained for 

1-2 years. There were 76 different citizenships represented by detainees in this facility, 

with the most prevalent countries of citizenship being Vietnam (12.6%) and New 

Zealand (12.6%). 
 

1.3.3.9.2 Incidents 
 

1,971 incidents occurred at Yongah Hill IDC over January-October 2018. The 

frequency of incidents overall at Yongah Hill IDC peaked in October, whilst the month 

with the least incidents occurring was February. In terms of days of the week, Friday 

saw the greatest number of incident participants compared to any other day of the 

week at Yongah Hill IDC, whilst Saturday had the least incident participants.  

 

When considering the three different incident levels, Appendix 41 shows that October 

accounted for 14.2% of the 1558 minor incidents, whilst February had the least number 

of minor incidents at 6.8%. Appendix 41 also shows that Wednesday had the most 

minor level incidents occur (16.9%) in comparison to Saturday (9%) which had the 
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A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .005) (Table 14) was used to assess 

whether incident participation was more or less likely in certain months. This analysis 

found that in the month of May, minor level incident participation was significantly less 

likely (x2 (9, N= 1955) =18.34, p<.001), and that major level incident participation was 

significantly more likely (x2 (9, N= 293) =19.27, p<.001). Meanwhile in October 

detainee participation in minor level incidents was significantly more likely (x2 (9, N= 

1955) =19.85, p<.001), and in major level incidents it was significantly less likely (x2 

(9, N= 293) =18.07, p<.001). Critical level incident participation was not significantly 

more or less likely to occur in any month.  

 

In terms of days of the week, Tuesday (16.7%) saw the greatest number of incident 

participants compared to any other day of the week at Yongah Hill IDC, whilst Saturday 

had the least incident participants (9.9%). A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  

= .007) (Table 14) was used to assess whether detainee incident participation was 

more or less likely on certain days of the week. Detainee participation in minor level 

incidents was significantly less likely on a Friday (x2 (6, N= 1955) =0.00, p<.001). None 

of the days of the week were found to be significantly linked to major or critical level 

incident participation by detainees (see Appendix 42). 

 

The main age group involved in incidents at Yongah Hill IDC was adults (31-60 years 

old), whom accounted for 65% of the incident participants in this facility, whom also 

make up 72.3% of the Yongah Hill IDC population. A chi-square test for goodness of 

fit (with  = .0125) (see Appendix 42) was used to assess whether detainees were 

more or less likely to participate in an incident depending on their age group. Age 

group was not found to play a significant role in determining whether an individual 

participated in a minor, major or critical level incident. 

 

100% of the individuals involved in incidents at Yongah Hill IDC were male, which is 

the same percentage of detainees who were male in this facility. Consequently, a chi-

square test for goodness of fit to assess whether detainees were more or less likely to 

participate in an incident depending on their gender was not utilised (see Appendix 

42). 
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s501s were the main detention group type that was involved in Yongah Hill IDC 

incidents at 55%, followed by IMAs (19%) and Visa Cancellations (16%). A chi-square 

test for goodness of fit (with  = .0071) (Table 14) was used to assess whether 

detainee participation in incidents was more or less likely depending on their detention 

group type. This found that IMAs were significantly less likely to be involved as minor 

incident participants (x2 (6, N= 1955) =44.99, p<.001). In comparison, Overstayers 

were significantly more likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (6, N= 

1955) =20.286, p<.001) and significantly less likely to be involved as major incident 

participants (x2 (6, N= 293) =17.86, p<.001). Membership to any of the detention group 

types was not found to play a significant role in determining whether an individual 

participated in a critical level incident. 

 

All citizenships represented across the Yongah Hill IDC detainees were involved in 

incidents at this facility, but New Zealand detainees in were the main group involved 

in incidents overall (16.5%), although they accounted for 12.5% of the Yongah Hill IDC 

detention population. A chi-square test for goodness of fit (with  = .0033) (Table 15) 

was used to assess whether detainees were more or less likely to participate in an 

incident depending on their citizenship. Stateless detainees were found to be 

significantly less likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (14, N= 1955) 

=18.85, p<.001), but significantly more likely to be involved as major incident 

participants (x2 (14, N= 293) =12.62, p<.001). Iraqi detainees were also found to be 

significantly less likely to be involved as minor incident participants (x2 (14, N= 1955) 

=52.57, p<.001), but significantly more likely to be involved as major incident 

participants (x2 (14, N= 293) =54.47, p<.001). Comparatively, Vietnamese detainees 

were found to be significantly more likely to be involved as minor incident participants 

(x2 (14, N= 1955) =15.10, p<.001), but significantly less likely to be involved as major 

incident participants (x2 (14, N= 293) =13.85, p<.001). No detainee citizenship was 

significantly associated to the participation in critical level incidents (see Appendix 42). 
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s. 47E(d)
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s. 47E(d)
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1.5 Conclusion 

The participants that took part in these focus groups provided useful insight into some 

of the current challenges they encounter in the assessment and management of risk 

within the various immigration detention facilities in Australia. Although the current 

processes utilised by ABF when identifying and managing do satisfy current 

objectives, there are some aspects which warrant attention. This analysis reveals that 

the most pertinent aspect that requires attention is the need to critically consider the 

obligations that are included in contracts with service providers to better understand 

the financial implications for additional services Serco provides.  

 

While the SRAT has been the risk assessment tool of choice for the service providers 

contracted by the ABF, it is clear that the tool is not borne out of sound scientific 

research,  
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Section 3: Overview of 
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3.1 Background 

This section addresses project aim 3, to provide a background to the development, 

function and psychometric properties of actuarial risk assessment tools. 

To address this aim in this section we provide a summary of:  

a. the development of risk assessment tools, including an understanding of the 

four generations of tools,  

b. the psychometric properties of risk assessment tools (reliability and validity); 

and  

c. the limitations and considerations associated with the use of psychometric 

risk assessment tools  

The section will provide the necessary background to ensure awareness of what is 

involved in the development of a psychometrically sound risk assessment tool.  
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3.2 Introduction 

 

This section begins by discussing the development of risk assessment instruments 

used in correctional settings, and explores the characteristics of four generations of 

these tools. Strategies for assessing the psychometric properties of risk tools, such as 

reliability and validity, are outlined, and limitations in regard to the risk assessment 

research literature are discussed. The focus of this literature review is a detailed 

exploration of the empirical evidence on performance of risk assessment tools in 

relation to suicide, mental disorder, violence and offending. This summary of the 

validation literature explores differences in risk assessment performance for special 

populations, including violent and mentally disordered offenders, and compares 

validity across gender, race, location and setting.  
 

3.3 Violence risk assessment in the correctional system 

 

Risk assessment tools are used for the identification and management of individuals 

likely to engage in antisocial or dangerous behaviours. In the field of corrections, risk 

assessment aids decision-making in regard to such things as degrees of case 

management, rehabilitation plans and crucially, decisions pertaining to parole and 

release, based on likelihood of reoffending. The rise in the use of risk assessment 

measures, and the consequences of inaccurate prediction reinforces the need for 

instruments that are proven to be reliable and valid.  

 

Underlying the concept of risk assessment as a whole are the three "What Works" 

principles of risk, needs, and responsivity (often collectively referred to RNR) – 

identifying whom to target, what to target, and matching interventions to offenders to 

ensure successful rehabilitation (Andrews,  Bonta, & Wormith, 2006). With limited 

resources to service an increasing population, initial risk screening instruments are a 

cost and time effective strategy for assessing offenders on entry into the criminal 

justice setting (Latessa & Lovins, 2010). They provide the ability to triage responses 

based on degree of risk, with resources focused where they are needed, and not 

directed towards low risk cases where they will be less useful or impactful 
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(Christensen, Jannetta, & Buck Willison, 2012). This is important in light of research 

demonstrating that treatment of high risk offenders reduces recidivism, whereas 

treatment of low risk offenders increases recidivism (Labrecque et al., 2014; 

Lowenkamp, Latessa, & Holsinger, 2006). Initial risk screening instruments therefore 

prioritise accurate prediction of reoffending as the leading measure of performance 

(Schwalbe, 2008). The importance of risk screening instruments as primary 

assessment measures that determine whether follow up occurs or not, emphasises 

the need for these risk screening tools to be reliable and valid measures. 

 

Following initial screening, more comprehensive risk assessment measures can be 

utilised for those users identified as at-risk by the screening tool. This follow-up testing 

should incorporate assessments that identify dynamic risk factors, amenable to 

change, to guide treatment strategies (Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006). Addressing 

these dynamic risks, known as criminogenic needs, through treatments and 

interventions reduces the likelihood of future offending. The responsivity element of 

RNR approaches posits that programs must be appropriate for the personality, 

motivation levels and abilities of the offender in order to be effective (Putninis, 2004; 

van der Knaap et al., 2012). Research confirms that targeting criminogenic risk factors 

through intervention is more effective in reducing recidivism than targeting 

noncriminogenic risks, particularly when treatments are tailored to match specific 

offender characteristics (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Labrecque et al., 2014). 

 

Not only do actuarial risk assessment tools classify offenders to determine appropriate 

custodial security levels, and inform decision-making in regard to release suitability, 

but they also offer organisational benefits to correctional services. For example, risk 

assessment tools can be used in evaluation of program success, provide a basis for 

structuring workloads and prioritising expenditure, and ultimately provide knowledge 

that can improve organisation service delivery by aiding best decision making in 

regards to supervision and treatment (Flores et al., 2006).  

 

 

  

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 150 

3.3.1 Development of actuarial risk assessment measures 

 

The process of assessing risk and classifying offenders accordingly is not a new 

phenomenon in the criminal justice system, although the procedures for doing so have 

evolved considerably over time. Moving on from judgements of future criminal 

potential sometimes based on physical characteristics alone (eg. Lombroso, 

1876/1912), the early 20th century brought psychological explanations of offending, 

with factors such as personality and attitude considered important markers for 

rehabilitation (Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Hannah-Moffit and Shaw, 2001; Zinger, 2004). 

These classifications were largely based on observation and theorisation, and were 

therefore not quantitative in nature (Brennan & Austin, 1987). The lack of empirical 

validation, combined with a tendency towards oversimplification and reductionism 

meant that many criminal justice practitioners became disillusioned with the 

usefulness of risk assessments, and instead reverted to making subjective 

judgements of offender risk (Brennan, 1987, Hannah, Moffit & Shaw, 2001). The 

emergence of new methodological techniques in other disciplines provided 

criminologists with the opportunity to improve risk assessment processes in the latter 

half of the 20th century through the use of quantitative methods that emphasised 

objective decision-making, and allowed for investigation of the reliability, validity and 

predictive capability of instruments used (Hannah, Moffit & Shaw, 2001). 

 

The debate at the forefront of risk assessment practices, largely initiated by Meehl 

(1954) when he published on the benefit of statistical prediction, therefore lies in the 

division between making decisions based on clinical experience, compared to the use 

of actuarial instruments. The clinical decision-making process is subjective in nature, 

relying on experience and intuition (Vose, Cullen & Smith, 2008). As such, it is 

vulnerable to cognitive biases, with success highly dependent on the skill of the 

clinician. The innate subjectivity of clinical decision-making means that judgements 

are frequently inconsistent across clinicians, with research suggesting that clinical 

methods are inconsistent, unreliable and have poor predictive validity (Hanson & 

Morton-Bourgon, 2009; Singh, Grann & Fazel, 2011). 

 

In contrast, actuarial tools are instruments that have been developed based on 

statistical findings. Exploration of quantitative studies on crime and antisocial 
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behaviours highlight where the presence or absence of specified variables increase 

(or decrease) the likelihood of offending. Statistical markers that increase offending 

likelihood are categorised as risk factors, and can be fixed (unable to be changed) or 

dynamic (able to be changed) in nature. Actuarial decision making is therefore 

objective in nature, and (in theory) consistent across decision-makers.  

 

Research comparing the effectiveness of clinical versus actuarial decision-making 

does suggest that actuarial methods are more consistent and reliable, with greater 

predictive validity (Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006; Grove, Zald, Lebow, Snitz, & 

Nelson, 2000; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2009; Mills, Kroner, & Morgan, 2011). 

These results are observed across a variety of decision-making contexts (Gambrill & 

Shlonsky, 2000; Hanson & Bussière, 1998). Further benefits of actuarial decision-

making over clinical lie in the reduced time and expenses associated with assessment 

(Hoge, 2002; Upperton & Thompson, 2005), as well as greater transparency in 

decision making (Thompson, 2005). Lastly, because actuarial instruments are fixed 

and available to researchers, studies can be replicated, explored in greater depth and 

expanded upon, providing the opportunity for actuarial tools to be continually refined 

and improved. 

 

3.3.2 Four generations of risk assessment tools 

 

In the criminal justice system, risk assessment has been described as progressing 

through four generations, largely reflecting changes in societal views of justice and 

institutional priorities. Historically, risk assessment began with clinical decision-making 

based on professional expertise and intuition (Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006). 

Most often there were no structured tools to guide decision-making. Consequently, 

reliability and validity of the tools were unable to be assessed. The rise of empirical 

methods, in combination with criticisms of the ethicality of subjective judgements 

(Ayers, 2007) saw the emergence of actuarial risk assessment instruments. 

 

Thus, first generation instruments were superseded by second and third generation 

risk assessment tools -- evidence based measures which predict likelihood of 

reoffending according to statistical associations between variables and observed 
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outcomes (Bonta,1996; Schwalbe, 2008). These actuarial instruments have been 

demonstrated to frequently outperform clinical judgments of risk (Brennan, 1993; 

Whiteacre, 2006). Second generation risk assessment tools included risk factors that 

were largely fixed or static in nature. Historical events in the offender’s life, such as 

previous arrests and age of first conviction were the key determinants of future 

offending likelihood (Smith, Cullen & Latessa, 2009). Consequently, second 

generation risk instruments did not allow for reductions in risk scores due to changes 

in the individual’s attitude or behaviours (Douglas & Kropp, 2002; Putninš, 2004; 

Rogers, 2000). While demonstrated to be useful in predicting future offending, the 

focus on fixed risk factors provided little guidance for rehabilitation efforts to prevent 

the likelihood of future offending, meaning that these instruments frequently acted as 

screening tools to identify levels of risk only (Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006; 

Ferguson, 2002; Vose, Cullen & Smith, 2008). 

 

As Desmarais and Singh (2013) emphasised, risk assessment should not only be 

about identifying likelihood of future risk, but should also endeavor to reduce that 

recidivism likelihood, meaning that a selected instrument must also be effective in 

informing case management and treatment strategies. The desire to incorporate 

factors relevant to rehabilitation of offenders led researchers such as Andrews and 

Bonta to include dynamic risk factors (characteristics that increase the likelihood of 

offending, but that have the capability of change) in what would become third 

generation risk instruments. 

 

In an RNR framework, dynamic risk factors are criminogenic needs and include 

individual attributes such as aggressiveness, impulsivity and pro-criminal attitude, as 

well as factors related to family and social interactions, including family functioning 

and association with antisocial peers (Smith, Cullen & Latessa, 2009). The inclusion 

of these factors, which tended to be theoretically informed, meant that in addition to 

assessing likelihood of reoffending, third generation instruments could aid decision 

making in formulating treatment plans (Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006;Schwalbe, 

2008), by providing guidance for resource allocation as well as supervision and 

intervention strategies. In addition, continued assessment using third generation tools 

allowed for monitoring of change in the offender’s pathway (Douglas & Kropp,2002; 

Putninš, 2004; Rogers, 2000). Studies have indicated that the inclusion of 
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criminogenic needs in third generation instruments has resulted in improved predictive 

validity (Brown, 2002; Flores et al., 2006; Lowenkamp, Holsinger & Lotessa, 2001; 

Smith, Cullen & Latessa, 2009). 

 

The final stage in the development of risk assessment measures has been the recent 

introduction of fourth generation tools, characterised by a focus on the responsivity 

part of the RNR framework. These instruments are proffered to guide supervision of 

the offender from intake to release, and assess risks, strengths, needs, and 

responsiveness to interventions. Fourth generation instruments allow for a stronger 

relationship between assessment and case management by identifying how 

intervention strategies might be modified to ensure maximum risk reduction and 

treatment benefit (Prince & Butters, 2013). They extend the usefulness of risk 

assessments to rehabilitation by exploring specific factors such as access to 

transportation, or mental health problems, that may impede the change process 

(Vose, Cullen & Smith, 2008). These tools are therefore highly useful in guiding case 

management strategies, to ensure that case plans meet the individualised needs of 

clients (Vose, Cullen & Smith, 2008). 
 

3.4 Psychometric properties of risk assessment tools 

 

The benefits of risk assessment tools have resulted in a growth in their use across a 

variety of settings, with a large number of instruments available. However, there are 

marked differences in instrument performance (Singh, Grann & Fazel, 2011). The 

psychometric properties of risk assessment instruments are not intrinsic (Lowder et 

al., 2017), meaning that effectiveness in making accurate predictions varies 

considerably not only across instruments, but also across populations and settings 

(Gendreau, Goggin & Smith, 2002; Schwalbe, 2008; Singh, Grann & Fazel, 2011). A 

leading criticism of the use of risk assessments is the tendency for agencies to adopt 

measures without sufficiently validating their use within their own specific context 

(Whiteacre, 2006). Ensuring a selected measure performs adequately for the 

population within which it is intended to be used is critical, particularly in situations 

where the ramifications of poor predictive accuracy can have far-reaching effects, 

such as in the field of corrections. This includes the need for investigation of 
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performance across groups that vary by age, gender, demographics and cultural 

status (Gottfredson & Moriaty, 2006; Holsinger, Lowenkamp, & Latessa, 2006). It is 

therefore essential to ensure that a risk assessment measure has been validated for 

a specific setting and shown to have sound psychometric properties for all anticipated 

participants, before putting it into use. 

 

Validation needs to be performed not only prior to implementation, but also periodically 

thereafter, as research has shown that some risk assessment instruments provide 

inconsistent performance over time (Schlager & Pacheco, 2011; Thompson & Stewart, 

2006). In addition, changes in laws, legal terms, behavioural trends and community 

concern over time can affect measures of recidivism (Girard & Wormith, 2004). In any 

case, repeated administration of risk assessments has been shown to improve the 

ability of the instrument to predict recidivism. In fact, change in risk scores over time 

may be a better indicator of recidivism potential than a once-only administered risk 

assessment (Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Kelly & Welsh, 2008).  

 

The need for ongoing risk assessment is particularly emphasised when  using 

instruments that include offender needs, or dynamic risks. By their very nature, 

dynamic risks are anticipated to change, whether in response to interventions 

undertaken, or as a consequence of pathways in, or out of crime. Regular and ongoing 

delivery of risk assessments that captures change over time allows for fine-tuning of 

offender treatment. Vose, Smith and Cullen (2013) suggest that dynamic risk 

assessments have a ‘shelf life’ that requires regular administration, preferably 

annually, to determine whether supervision levels should be altered according to 

changes in degree of risk, if offender needs have changed, and whether treatment 

programs are working to rehabilitate the offender. Ongoing test administration is 

therefore highly beneficial where risk assessments are used to guide case 

management decisions. 

 

3.4.1 Reliability 

 

Reliability of a test refers to the overall consistency of a measure and provides 

confidence in the accuracy of test results (McHugh, 2012). A test is said to be reliable 
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if it produces similar results time after time (provided conditions remain consistent). 

Ensuring that a risk assessment instrument is reliable means that decisions are 

equitable across all populations being assessed (Thompson & Stewart, 2006). In 

regard to risk assessments, there are three areas in which a test should be reliable. 

 

First and foremost, the internal consistency of the test itself is paramount. This is 

determined by the consistency of correlation amongst items making up the test scale. 

Internal consistency is most often designated by Cronbach’s alpha, which provides a 

correlation score ranging from -1 to 1. Scores of .6 are deemed acceptable (Schmidt, 

Hoge & Gomes, 2005), .7 good and .8 or above considered very good (Rose, Glaser, 

Calhoun, & Bates, 2004). Assessment instruments should also be consistent over 

time. Test-retest reliability assesses the degree to which test results fluctuate from one 

test to another, for the same participant (Gregory, 2000). While some temporary 

factors (such as health, fatigue, emotional stability, as well as environmental 

conditions) may influence test results to an extent, there should be a degree of stability 

in test outcomes for those factors not expected to change over time. 

 

Lastly, research exploring risk assessment measures often investigates the 

consistency of test results for the same participants, across different test 

administrators, known as inter-rater reliability (Gregory, 2000). With one of the primary 

benefits of actuarial risk assessment being increased objectivity and transparency of 

judgements, inter-rater reliability should be higher for actuarial instruments when 

compared to clinical judgements. Inter-rater reliability is frequently measured as 

Cohen’s kappa, where .6 is considered moderate and .8 considered strong (McHugh, 

2012). Alternatively, intraclass correlation coefficients may be provided, where values 

between .6 and .74 are considered good, and those greater than .75 are rated as 

excellent (Lowder et al., 2017). 

 

3.4.2 Validity 

 

Validity relates to the credibility of an instrument and whether the measure is doing 

what it claims to do. Measurement of validity includes content validity – that items in 

the test are relevant to the construct being measured; as well as convergent and 
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divergent validity – that the test performs in a consistent way across similar 

populations, and in congruence with tests of the same construct but differing from tests 

of different constructs, that it should differ from (Gregory, 2000). Criterion-related 

validity includes concurrent and predictive validity.  

 

Concurrent validity is determined by comparing test scores to results of previously 

established and validated measures of the same construct (Gregory, 2000). Predictive 

validity, which is central to risk assessment instruments, is the ability of the test to 

predict scores or outcomes on a future measure of the criterion. In terms of risk 

assessment in the criminal justice system, predictive validity is concerned with 

accurately identifying those offenders most likely to be recidivists. 

 

3.4.2.1 Predictive validity 

 

Several techniques can be utilised to test the predictive accuracy of a risk assessment 

tool. Critical to all is a record of recidivism at some point following the test. 

Researchers can then compare overall risk scores as well as risk categorisations (eg. 

low, medium, high risk), to observed recidivism, to determine how successfully the tool 

predicted recidivism. 

 

Examination of predictive validity frequently includes reporting correlations between 

test scores (as well as subscale scores) and recidivism. Correlation coefficients must 

be significant to indicate that the observed relationship is not likely to be due to chance. 

While useful for identifying the magnitude and direction of the relationship, correlations 

are not sufficient for making determinations of test effectiveness (Whiteacre, 2006). A 

more crucial factor in test success is the comparison of the proportion of accurate 

predictions of recidivism, compared to inaccurate predictions, which can be explored 

in numerous ways. 
 

3.4.2.2 Sensitivity, specificity and predictive values 

 

No assessment tool can predict with 100% accuracy. Test performance is a balance 

between sensitivity (the ability to correctly predict positive cases) and specificity (the 
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ability to correctly predict negative cases) (Lalkhen & McCluskey, 2008). Sensitivity 

and specificity are characteristics of the test itself, and test selection is often related to 

which of these tasks is prioritised. When an instrument is used to predict future 

behaviours, it is also liable to two types of errors—false positives and false negatives 

(Zara & Farrington, 2016). In the case of offender risk assessments, false positives 

are where the instrument predicts individuals will reoffend, when in actuality they do 

not, whereas false negatives are where the instruments predicts individuals will not 

offend, but they do. 

 

A test’s accuracy can be determined by the proportion of true positives compared to 

false positives (overclassification errors), as well as true negatives compared to false 

negatives (underclassification errors) (Zara & Farrington, 2016). If a risk assessment  

results in a high proportion of overclassification errors, the consequence will be 

unnecessary restriction of low-risk offenders, and wasting of resources dedicated to 

them, whereas a test resulting in a high rate of underclassification errors means that 

high-risk offenders will not be suitably dealt with, resulting in risk to the community 

(Whiteacre, 2006). Examination of the sensitivity, specificity, and overall accuracy of 

an assessment instrument can be achieved through the production of 2 x 2 

contingency tables which show the numbers and rates of false positives, false 

negatives, true positives, and true negatives for a specified risk category. 

 

Predictive values provide further information about the ability of a test to predict 

accurately. While sensitivity and specificity are characteristics of the test itself, the 

predictive performance of a test is affected by the prevalence in the community (often 

referred to as the base rate) of the behaviour in question. Rare events are much more 

difficult to predict than common ones (Gregory, 2000), meaning that accuracy of 

prediction varies according to base rates of behaviours, despite how sensitive or 

specific a test might be. Test accuracy can be measured as positive predictive value 

(PPV), which in the case of recidivism is the proportion of individuals who were 

predicted to offend and did offend, as well as negative predictive value (NPV) which 

represents the proportion of individuals who were predicted to not offend and did not 

offend. There are no general guidelines for interpreting the effect size of PPV and NPV 

values, as strength or weakness may vary according to the behavior being predicted 

(Singh, Grann & Fazel, 2011). 
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3.4.2.3 Receiver-Operating Characteristic (ROC) curves 

 

Arguably the foremost measure of predictive accuracy used for validating risk 

assessment instruments used by correctional organisations is the Area Under the 

Curve (AUC) calculated from a Receiver-Operating Characteristic (ROC) curve 

(Singh, Grann & Fazel 2011; Swets, Dawes & Monahan, 2000). The AUC provides an 

indication of the effectiveness of an assessment instrument in discriminating between 

future offenders and non-offenders. A key advantage of ROC curves is that, unlike 

predictive values, the analysis does not depend on base rates of the outcome in 

question, and is also unaffected by changes in sample size (Zara & Farrington, 2016). 

The ROC curve plots the true positive rate (sensitivity) against the false positive rate 

(1 - specificity) for all cut-off values on the test instrument (Lalkhen & McCluskey, 

2008). 

 

Chance prediction (where true positives and false positives are equal) is represented 

by a line running diagonally across the plot. A curve deviating from this line represents 

the success of the test in predicting beyond chance. If the area under the curve (AUC) 

is significantly different from chance, this provides a measure of success in group 

discrimination (Ferguson, Ogloff & Thomson, 2009). AUC scores range from 0 (perfect 

negative prediction) to 1.0 (perfect positive prediction), although interpretation of AUC 

scores focuses on the range between 0.5 and 1.0, given that an AUC of 0.5 is 

equivalent to chance prediction, such as by tossing a coin (Lalkhen & McCluskey, 

2008). Rice and Harris (2005) rate performance as fair for scores over .54, good for 

.64 and excellent for .71 (Canales et al., 2014; Desmarais & Singh, 2013) although 

other researchers are more stringent – for example, Nicholls, Ogloff and Douglas 

(2004) considered an AUC in the range of .75 to .80 to constitute a moderate to large 

effect size (Daffern, 2007). Zara and Farrington (2016) state that an instrument that 

can produce an AUC of .75 demonstrates utility as a diagnostic test with high 

discriminative accuracy. Interpretation of AUC scores reflect the probability of 

exhibiting the behavior in question. Therefore, an AUC of .70 would mean a 70% 

likelihood that a randomly selected recidivist would score higher on the test than a 

randomly selected non-recidivist. 
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While ROC curves analyses avoid the dependence on base rates observed when 

calculating PPVs and NPVs, Manchak, Skeem and Douglas (2008) argue that even 

ROC analyses are affected by very low base rates of the outcome in question, to the 

point where single positive cases can be highly influential in influencing AUCs. In such 

situations (for example, where recidivism is seen in less than 5 cases) ROC results 

may not be stable or reliable. Therefore, if using ROC analyses for rare events such 

as serious violent reoffending, higher-risk samples that yield larger prevalence rates 

should be sought (Manchak, Skeem & Douglas). 

 

3.5 Limitations and considerations in psychometric assessment of risk 
instruments 

 

When evaluating the performance of a risk assessment instrument by exploring 

psychometric research literature, there are several considerations that must be kept 

in mind. Primarily, these are related to the intended purpose of the risk assessment, 

whether that be screening out low risk cases, determining security levels for prisoners, 

or identifying areas of need to reduce recidivism likelihood, and so on. It is especially 

important to ensure risk assessment instruments are valid across all populations they 

are intended to be used with, as utility may vary across locations, groups and settings. 

 

The following section outlines some factors for consideration, including how recidivism 

is defined, the target population (geographically as well as in terms of characteristics), 

and establishing relevant cut-scores for classification. 

 

3.5.1 Operationalising Recidivism 

 

As a predictive instrument, the effectiveness of a risk assessment tool depends on the 

measurement of the construct it is trying to predict. The way in which ‘recidivism’ is 

defined will therefore affect the performance of the test.  Risk assessment research 

explores the ability for instruments to predict outcomes ranging from general antisocial 

behaviours, through breach of parole, to general reoffending, violent and sexual 

reoffending and re-imprisonment. Determining which specific outcome or outcomes 

are of primary interest to the assessor is necessary before selecting a risk assessment 
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measure. While some instruments are demonstrated to be more effective than others 

in predicting specific outcomes, a balance needs to be struck between versatility and 

accuracy. 

 

Due to the nature of research, many studies examining the predictive validity of risk 

assessment tools incorporate short-term follow up periods, frequently of 1 to 2 years. 

While some meta-analyses suggest that follow-up time does not influence effect size, 

the research evidence regarding the relationship between predicting recidivism and 

follow up periods tends to be inconsistent. Some studies suggest tools perform best 

at predicting short-term recidivism, while other studies suggest better performance 

over longer follow up periods (Bauer et al., 2003; Blair, Marcus & Boccaccini, 2008; 

Singh, Grann & Fazel, 2011; Smith, Cullen & Latessa, 2009). Short-term prediction, 

which may align best with practical goals and servicing, is best assessed with 

instruments incorporating dynamic risk factors which are fast-changing, rather than 

slow-changing dynamic risks, or fixed historical factors (Andrews & Dowden, 2007). 

Selection of the most appropriate risk assessment instrument therefore requires 

ensuring that the tool adequately predicts recidivism within the desired follow-up time. 

 

3.5.2 Population differences- Geography, and settings 

 

Reliability and validity of a risk assessment instrument is not necessarily transferable 

across settings and populations (Desmaris, Johnson & Singh, 2016). Differences 

between countries in such things as cultural practices, socio-political beliefs, and laws 

and legislation can influence risk instrument predictive validity in numerous ways, 

possibly impacting on the reliability and validity of the tool (Mihalaides, Jude & Van 

den Bossche, 2005). Risk assessment instruments tend to perform best within the 

countries and for the populations on which they were developed and initially validated 

(Hsu, Caputi & Byrne, 2009). Even when populations within countries using an 

instrument are thought to be equivalent, performance of the tool may vary. For 

example, Wright, Clear and Dickson (1986) found a risk assessment model to be 

effective on probationers from Wisconsin, but not for those from New York or Ohio 

(Flores et al., 2006), and O’Keefe and colleagues (1998) found that a tool that 

performed adequately with one group of Colorado offenders, but poorly with a second 
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group of similar persons, from the same location. Generalising results from similar 

populations can result in overestimations of the tool’s effectiveness (Gottfredson & 

Moriarty, 2006; Lowenkamp & Betchel, 2007). 

 

Any risk assessment that is being considered for use should therefore be validated for 

the specific population it is intended to be used with, particularly when determining cut 

scores for risk classification (Mihalaides Jude & Van den Bossche, 2005).  
 

3.5.3 Group differences- Ethnicity and gender 

 

Research is not consistent in determining whether risk assessments are equally valid 

for all sectors of the population, with some studies suggesting poorer performance in 

assessing risk for those from minority backgrounds, for some tools. However, while 

White/Caucasian populations tend to produce the most accurate risk predictions, 

studies examining validity of various risk assessment instruments for populations 

including African American, Hispanic, Asian and Aboriginal individuals do not always 

suggest limited predictive capabilities for these groups (Singh, Grann & Fazel, 2011). 

 

Concerns are sometimes expressed however, around possible bias when using risk 

assessment tools with ethnic or racial minorities (Desmarais, Johnson & Singh, 2016; 

Whiteacre, 2006), due to the frequent inclusion of risk-related items whose greater 

prevalence amongst minority offenders results in judgements of higher risk (Gutierrez, 

Wilson, Rugge & Bonta, 2013; Rugge, 2006). Failing to investigate validity for specific 

ethnic or cultural groups within the target population therefore raises the possibility of 

discrimination against groups who are economically disadvantaged, or over-

represented for risks related to education and employment status (Whiteacre, 2006). 

 

Given risk assessment tools are often created and validated with male samples, their 

applicability to female offenders is also frequently questioned. While numerous 

theories of offending suggest that both male and female reoffending likelihood can be 

predicted from a common set of risk factors, ensuring that risk assessment instruments 

capture gender-specific needs is paramount in an RNR framework to ensure that 

female offenders receive interventions targeting those factors most relevant to their 
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risk of recidivism (van der Knaap et al., 2012). Research findings on differences in 

predictive validity of risk assessments according to sex are also mixed, although meta-

analyses tend to suggest instruments perform more strongly for males compared to 

females (Desmarais, Johnson & Singh, 2016; Leistico et al., 2008). 

 

3.5.4 Suitability for special populations 

 

In practice, risk assessments are delivered to a broad spectrum of clients. Not only 

does this include people of differing age, gender, and cultural status, but given their 

use in the field of corrections will likely also include individuals with specific 

characteristics, such as mental health problems, intellectual challenges, substance 

abuse disorders, histories of abuse, and so on. In addition, some research suggests 

that consideration should be given to offence type when utilising risk assessments, 

with the possibility that instruments may vary in predictive accuracy according to the 

nature of the participant’s offending. For example, Harris, Rice, and Cormier (2002) 

found that clinical risk assessment outperformed an actuarial measure in predicting 

violent recidivism amongst offenders with mental health problems. It is therefore 

necessary to ensure that a risk instrument has been validated with any special 

populations with which it is intended to be used, as research frequently demonstrates 

differences in performance dependent on participant characteristics. 
 

3.5.5 Determining cut scores 

 

While risk assessment manuals frequently publish recommended cut scores for 

classifying participants, these scores reflect the population on which the instrument 

was initially developed and normed and therefore may not be transferable to other 

settings. 

 

Norms may need to be adjusted in terms of resource allocation that may impact 

cutpoints based on service delivery. Further, norms will vary in accordance with 

characteristics of the population. For example, cut scores for classifying an offender 

as high risk for future offending will differ between prison populations and community 

corrections populations. Examination of normative statistics specific to the target 
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population, including comparisons to other jurisdictions, is necessary for establishing 

relevant cut-scores that accurately classify offenders according to degrees of risk 

(Gottfredson & Moriaty, 2006). This process of norming and validation becomes even 

more important in situations where the population of interest is over-represented in a 

specific subgroup in comparison to the general population (Holsinger, Lowenkamo & 

Latessa, 2006), for example, in a prison population where the rate of Indigenous 

prisoners far exceeds the rate observed outside of prison. 

 

3.6 Limitations and considerations of risk instruments for immigration 
detention 

 

From a (systemic) perspective, it is important to note that most risk assessment tools 

are targeted at assessing the specific risk factor of the individual. Consideration of the 

broader physical, social, and institutional environment of the immigration detention is 

essential as these factors are likely to impact any risk assessment within this setting. 

Specifically, factors such as non-purpose built facilities to house detainees, diversity 

of population (differing county of origin, potential violence risk levels, mental health 

concerns), and uncertainty regarding length of detention are likely to impact on an 

individual’s violence, mental health, suicide and/or offence risk. 

 

3.6.1 Mental health concerns 

 

A systematic review of research suggests that the detention environment contributes 

to mental health risk independently to the impact of prior traumatic experiences (von 

Werthern, et al, 2018). Six studies have compared detainees to non-detained refugees 

or migrants from a similar background. All six studies showed higher symptom scores 

and higher rates of clinical threshold for mental disorders (PTSD, depression, anxiety) 

in detainees. In addition, the majority of studies found that pre-migration trauma did 

not differ between the groups, indicating that detention has an independent impact on 

detainee mental health. von Werthern, et al (2018) also identified eight studies which 

examined the influence of detention duration and/or quality of life. Results indicated 

mixed findings with regards to the relationship between mental disorder and duration 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 164 

of detention, however the research conducted in Australia (Green & Eagar, 2010; 

indicated that psychological functioning deteriorates with prolonged detention. 

 

3.6.2 Validation of tools for use with culturally diverse populations 

 

Measures are developed and tested (validated) on specific populations, which in turns 

affects the populations to which the measures can be appropriately applied. For 

example, a test norms validated on an adult sample should not be used to assess a 

child. Similarly, measures validated on predominately white US populations may not 

validity predict risk on individuals from other countries or cultures.  

 

Shepard and Lewis Fernandez (2016) state that the cross-cultural generalizability of 

existing risk instruments rests on uncertain ground, thus a number of precautions 

should be taken when using extant instruments. First, an acknowledgement and 

transparency with regard to current cross-cultural limitations of risk instruments. 

Second, risk assessments with minority clients should be conducted by an assessor 

with either a proven cultural safety skillset, or considerable experience in working 

effectively with clients of the relevant cultural background, or possible share the same 

cultural background as the client.  

 

Risk assessment tools are designed to identify individuals at risk of harmful behaviour. 

Over 120 different risk assessment tools are currently in use in general and psychiatric 

settings (Singh & Fazel, 2010).  The risk assessment tool literature is extensive 

however validation samples predominantly comprise White participants (Olver, 

Stockdale & Wormith, 2014). Of validation samples that do include diverse 

populations, few examine within-sample validation estimates for differing cultural 

backgrounds, particularly with regard to violent outcomes.  One issue of relevance to 

assessment of immigration detainees, is whether risk assessment tools predict the 

likelihood of violence and offending with similar validity across demographic 

backgrounds (Singh, Grann and Fazel, 2011). 

 

Uncertainty in the literature remains with regards to this question. Research from both 

individual studies and meta-analyses indicates that risk assessment tools provide 
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more accurate assessments for White participants than for other ethnic backgrounds. 

Proposed reasons for this discrepancy include differing offending base rates across 

various ethnic backgrounds. By contrast, other reviews have indicated no differences 

in predictive validity across White, Black, Hispanic, Asian and Aboriginal participants 

and have found no difference. A systematic review and metaregression analysis of 68 

violence risk assessment tool studies found that instruments produced higher rates of 

predictive validity in predominately white samples, most likely reflecting the fact that 

most risk assessment tools were calibrated on predominately White samples (Singh 

et al, 2011). 

Outcomes of risk assessment can have high stakes for the individuals assessed. As 

such, it is important, in so far as possible, to avoid unintended negative consequences. 

“It is imperative that issues of test fairness be addressed so no individual or group is 

disadvantaged in the testing process based upon factors unrelated to the areas 

measured by the test” (Committee on Psychological Testing, 2015) . Relevant 

considerations pertain to issues of equivalence in psychological testing as 

characterized by the following (Suzuki et al., 2014, p. 260): 

1. Functional: Whether the construct being measured occurs with equal 

frequency across groups; 

2. Conceptual: Whether the item information is familiar across groups and 

means the same thing in various cultures; 

3. Scalar: Whether average score differences reflect the same degree, 

intensity, or magnitude for different cultural groups; 

4. Linguistic: Whether the language used has similar meaning across groups; 

and 

5. Metric: Whether the scale measures the same behavioral qualities or 

characteristics and the measure has similar psychometric properties in 

different cultures. 

 

These factors must be taken into account when constructing and validating a 

psychometrically sound risk assessment tool.  
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3.6.3 Administration of assessment tools. 

 

One component of the administration of clinical assessment tools is the clinical 

interview. Clinical interviews can vary in complexity and length dependent upon the 

instrument used and access to the client. The clinical interview involves eliciting 

information from the client through a series of questions so that the items on the 

instrument can be scored, leading to a determination of level of risk. Administration of 

risk measures varies with regard to the level of skill, expertise and professional 

qualifications required. Some risk items may only require an examination of collateral 

information (e.g. number of prior offences from file review), whereas other items may 

require deeper questioning from the assessor (e.g. lack of empathy, lack of insight, 

mental illness symptoms) (Shepherd & Lewis-Fernandez, 2016). The potential for 

misinterpretation is potentially increased if the assessor has no experiencing 

assessing individuals from a different cultural background. Factors such as cultural 

differences regarding individuality versus collective identities, appropriate levels of 

emotional expression, and varying cultural expressions of illness are some examples 

of factors which may lead to misinterpretation if appropriate cultural knowledge is 

lacking (Shephard & Lewis-Fernandez, 2016). Thus, two key factors can influence the 

quality of the risk-assessment interview: the clinician’s cross-cultural knowledge and 

application, and the cooperation of the client, both of which will impact on the accuracy 

of the information obtained. 
 

3.6.4 Risk Assessment and environmental risk (static and dynamic risk factors in 

closed institutions) 

 

“Thus the key task in many risk assessment and management contexts is to evaluate 

risk factors and their variability over time, rather than assuming that point estimates 

will remain valid indefinitely “(Douglas & Skeem, 2005 p348). 

 

As previously described, risk assessment tools are generally comprised of static risk 

factors, dynamic risk factors, or a combination of both static and dynamic risk factors. 

“Inherent in most conceptualisations of dynamic risk is a distinction between risk status 

and risk state. Risk status refers to inter-individual differences in risk level, which are 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 167 

largely based on static factors that are invariant over time (Blanchard, 2013).” Risk 

status tells us about both the individual’s baseline level of risk and the required 

intensity of intervention. “Conversely, risk state refers to the risk level of a particular 

individual at a particular time, taking into account biological, psychological, social and 

situational variables (Douglas & Skeem, 2005 in Klepfisz, Daffern & Day, 2016). Risk 

state variables can then be further subdivided into stable or acute dynamic state risk 

factors. Stable dynamic state risk factors are learned behaviour or personal skills, 

deficits or self-management skills that are not expected to change over months or 

years. Acute dynamic state risk factors (e.g. angry mood), can change rapidly (within 

minutes, hours, days). 

  

The difficulty of conducting risk assessments within closed institutions such as 

detention centres and prisons is that many of the risk assessment tools focus on risk 

factors that are defined through pre-incarceration behaviour and background (Morgan, 

Kroner & Mills, 2007). Thus, these historical risk factors represent old, albeit important 

information. The focus on historical variables precludes key factors of: (a) current 

psycho/social functioning, (b) predictors sensitive to measuring community 

functioning, and (c) details of the releasing social situations. Consequently, the 

limitations with regards to their ability to predict future behaviour will likely need to be 

taken into consideration.  

 

3.7 Administration of Risk Assessment Tools 

 

Risk assessment tools vary with regards to format of administration. For example self-

administered, clinical interview, completion of risk assessment tool by qualified 

professional, file review, and so forth. Consideration of the population on whom the 

assessment tool is to applied must occur with regards to language issues, cultural 

differences in understanding of both basic language and specific terminology, and 

proficiency in oral/written language. 

 

Many of the contexts, such as detention centres, in which risk assessments are now 

requested do not employ professionals who are suitably qualified to perform risk 
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assessment such as forensic mental health professionals or clinical mental health 

professionals. Forensic mental health professionals are those clinicians with specific 

training in and expertise in conducting evaluations for the legal system (Conroy & 

Murrie, 2007). Clinical psychologists are psychologists with specific training in clinical 

assessment and treatment of mental disorders. Many of the psychometrically sound 

risk assessment tools can only able to purchased and administered by a Registered 

Psychologist.  A range of test guidelines for test user qualifications was published by 

the American Psychological Association (2007) and (Turner, DeMers, Roberts Fox & 

Reed, 2017). These guidelines specify the required level of training and membership 

in professional organisations, educational qualifications and areas of knowledge within 

domain of assessment (e.g., ethical administration, scoring, and interpretation of 

clinical assessment).  Specifically, they require psychometric knowledge and skills as 

well as training regarding the responsible use of tests (e.g., ethics), psychometric and 

measurement knowledge (i.e., descriptive statistics, reliability and measurement error, 

validity), the selection of appropriate tests and test administration procedures, and 

meaning and interpretation of test scores. In addition, test user guidelines highlight the 

importance of understanding the impact of ethnic, racial, cultural, gender, age, 

educational, and linguistic characteristics in the selection and use of psychological 

tests.  
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4.1 Background 

 

This section addresses project aim 4, to identify what psychometrically sound risk 

assessment tools are available and are they appropriate for detention centre 

populations.   

 

There are already psychometrically sound assessment tools to assess the risk of 

suicide, mental disorder, violence and offending. In this section we will identify these 

risk assessment tools (and tools to assess other identified forms of risk), examine their 

psychometric properties and address whether these tools are appropriate for 

detainees in immigration detention centres.  

 

In particular, we will assess the population samples used to validate existing risk 

assessment tools to determine their generalisability to an immigration detention 

population. We will pay attention to the feasibility of using existing risk assessment 

tools with the immigration detention population given issues such as:  

 potential language issues,  

 cultural differences in the understanding,  

 expression of mental disorder,  

 vulnerability, and  

 symptom presentation.  

 

In addition, we will consider the most effective timing for assessment(s) of risk (if 

possible).  
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4.2 Introduction 

There are already psychometrically sound assessment tools to assess the risk of 

violence and offending, mental disorder, and suicide. In this report, we will identify 

these risk assessment tools, examine their psychometric properties and address 

whether these tools are appropriate for detainees in immigration detention centres. 

We will also summarise the immigration risk assessment processes in the USA and 

the UK. Finally issues specific to using risk assessment measures in an Australian 

Immigration detainee population will be noted. 

 

4.3 Violence and Offending Risk Assessment Tools 

There are two key challenges to accurate violence prediction (Yang, Wong & Coid, 

2010): 

1) Violence is a relatively low-frequency event. Predicting any low-frequency 

event is difficult and error prone, and tends to overidentify suspected 

perpetrators (false positive errors). 

2) Identification of valid predictors of violent behaviours. The use of actuarial tools 

has become an accepted standard of forensic risk assessment practice. Mostly, 

actuarial tools are created by the combining empirically or theoretically derived 

constructs that are predictive of violence or antisocial activities to guide the 

prediction of future antisocial or violent acts. 

 

There are over 200 structured violence risk assessment tools within the fields of 

forensic psychiatry and criminal justice (Douglas, Pugh, Singh, Savulescu & Fazel, 

2017). The current report will focus on commonly used violence and offence risk 

assessment measures.  

 

Singh, Grann and Fazel (2011) conducted a systematic review and meta-regression 

analysis in order to determine the predictive validity of nine commonly used risk 

assessment tools. Information was collected on 25 980 participants from 68 studies 

across 13 countries (Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, 

Germany, Netherlands, Sweden, UK, and USA). The mean age of participants was 

31.6 (SD = 7.6) years. Information on participant ethnic backgrounds was only 
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suggest that they should not be used as the sole means of decision making which 

requires a very high level of accuracy, such as preventative detention. 

 

Although no appreciable differences were found between the nine tools with regards 

to their ability to predict violence risk, Yang et al. stated that measures should be 

selected with a mind to their design focus. For example, tools with dynamic factors 

can assess change in risk, PCL-R was designed for assessing a personality construct, 

and the LSI/LSI-R can inform case management. 

In addition, Yang et al (2010) found that the country of study, mean time of follow up, 

type of study and sex of participants significantly affected the predictive efficacy for 

violent outcomes. This finding again highlights the importance of validating selected 

violence risk assessment measures on the population to which they will be applied. 

 

4.3.1 Violent Extremist Risk Assessment  

 

Terrorism and violent extremism differ from ordinary crime (Pressman, 2009). 

Ordinary crime is motivated by financial gain, aggressive narcissism or other personal 

motivation. Terrorism and violent extremism are motivated by larger ideological 

issues. Although terrorist acts and violent extremist acts are violations of criminal law, 

the underlying motivation renders these acts significantly different from other criminal 

violence.  

 

An assessment measure, the Violent Extremist Risk Assessment (VERA) been 

developed for risk of violent extremism (Noferi & Koulish, 2014). The VERA is a 

structured professional judgement (SPJ) measure focused on assessing risk of 

“violent political extremism”. The VERA includes factors identified in empirical 

research as being associated with the process of radicalization leading to violent 

extremism, as well as committed political terrorists. Items on the VERA have been 

supported by the results of research undertaken in the area of radicalization and 

terrorism, are based on previous work undertaken in collaboration with RCMP 

personnel having operational experience with criminal violent extremists, have 

followed from discussions with professionals in the security and intelligence fields and 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 178 

have used relevant information obtained from interviews and self-report questionnaire 

data on radicalization. 

 

However clinical and empirical trials are ongoing to determine the usability and 

feasibility of his instrument (e.g. Beardsley & Beech, 2013). At this stage of 

development, the VERA is intended for consultative purposes only. After further 

development and trials, this measure may be considered in further assessment 

batteries for ABF. 

 

4.4 Mental Disorder Risk Assessment Tools 

A range of measures has been used in empirical research in Australian and 

international studies with immigration populations and are considered valid and 

reliable in these populations. 

 

4.4.1 The Harvard Trauma Questionnaire (HTQ)  

 

The Harvard Trauma Questionnaire (HTQ) is a cross-cultural screening instrument 

that documents trauma exposure, head trauma and trauma-related symptoms in 

refugees and others exposed to potentially traumatizing experiences (Berthold, et al., 

2019). The Harvard Trauma Questionnaire (HTQ) is a checklist written by Harvard 

Program in Refugee Trauma. The HTQ assesses a variety of trauma events, as well 

as the emotional symptoms considered to be uniquely associated with trauma. There 

are currently six versions of this questionnaire: Vietnamese, Cambodian, Laotian 

(written for Southeast Asian refugees), Japanese (written for 1995 Kobe earthquake), 

the Croation Veterans’ version (written for surviving soldiers of the Balkan convict) and 

the Bosnian version, written for civilian Balkan conflict survivors).  

 

Screening instruments should be administered by health care workers under the 

supervision and support of a psychiatrist, medical doctor, and/or psychiatric nurse. 

They were not designed to be used as a self-report; no checklist can replace the role 

of a mental health professional. 
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The HTQ comprises four parts: (i) experiences of torture and other traumas frequently 

experienced by refugees, (ii) a subjective description of the most severe traumatic 

event(s) experienced, (iii) events associated with head injuries, and (iv) symptoms of 

PTSD and refugee-specific expressions of functional distress (Berthold, et al., 2019). 

It was originally validated for three Indochinese refugee populations (Mollica et al, 

1992) and exhibited strong psychometric properties in both clinic and low prevalence 

community samples (Silove et al 2007). The HTQ has been adapted and norms 

established for a wide range of refugee populations. 

 

The HTQ is relatively brief, easy to administer and score, easy to adapt and translate 

for different refugee populations and has been well received amongst bicultural 

workers/professionals, study participants, and refugee patients and communities 

(Berthold et al., 2019); Mollica et al, 2004). Although the HTQ has been widely used 

in large-scale population studies (Mollica et al, 1993; Mollica et al, 2001), clinicians 

can also use it as an outcome rating scale during treatment, relying on change (if any) 

in the total score over time and on individual symptom items (Berkson, et al, 2014). 

 

The HTQ is the most widely used screening measure for trauma-related symptoms in 

clinical and research work among refugees worldwide (Morina, Akhtar, Barth & 

Schnyder, 2018; Sigvardsdotter, et al, 2016). The HTQ has been used in numerous 

studies with forced migrant populations, has been validated in several non-Western 

populations and met four of five criteria in a critical evaluation of instruments used to 

measure refugee trauma and health status (Hocking, Mancuso & Sundram, 2018; 

Hollifield, et al 2002). The Harvard Trauma Questionnaire has been used in a number 

of Australian studies of asylum seekers (Sinnerbrink, Silove, Field, Steel & 

Manicavasagar, 1997; Silove, Steel, McGorry, & Mohan, 1998; Steel, Momartin, 

Silove, Coello, Aroche, WeiTay, 2011) . 

 

The HTQ has demonstrated excellent statistical properties, including high interrater 

reliability (K = 0.93), scale test-retest reliability (1 week, r = 0.89); and internal scale 

consistency (α = 0.90) for the traumatic events sale (Part I) (Hocking, Mancuso & 

Sundram, 2018). The trauma symptoms scale (Part IV) has demonstrated high 

interrater reliability (K = 0.98), scale test-retest reliability (1 week, r = 0.92); and internal 

scale consistency (α = 0.96). The PTSD items (Part IV, 1–16) have exhibited 
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reasonable SN (0.78) and SP (0.65) as a screening instrument for PTSD, however, 

the additional ‘refugee specific’ items (Part IV) increased the SP to 0.78 (SN remained 

unchanged). According to Berthold et al (2019), clinicians can also use it as an 

outcome rating scale during treatment, relying on change (if any) in the total score 

over time and on individual symptom items (e.g. Berkson, et al, 2014). 

Notably, the HTQ has recently been revised to reflect the current Diagnostic and 

Statistical Manual for Mental Disorders – 5 (DSM-5) (Berthold et al 2019). Validity and 

reliability testing of the new HTQ-5 is underway. Both the HSCL-25 and HTQ are 

considered to be gold standard self-report measures of psychiatric symptomatology in 

forced migrant populations, having demonstrated robust psychometric properties, and 

are among the most widely used self-report measures for psychological distress in 

forced migrants (Hocking et al, 2018). 

 

4.4.2 Hopkins Symptoms Checklist – 25 (HSCL-25) 

 

The Hopkins Symptoms Checklist-25 (HSCL-25) comprises a 15-item depression 

symptom scale, and a 10-item anxiety symptom scale, and is considered a valid and 

reliable instrument for measuring levels of psychological symptoms associated with 

war-related torture and trauma in culturally diverse communities (Mollica et al., 1992; 

Mollica, Wyshak, de Marneffe, Khuon & Lavelle, 1987). The depression and anxiety 

dimensions of the HSCL were validated by Mollica et al.(26) on Southeast Asian 

refugees.  

 

The HSCL‐25 has been used with refugee (Lavik, Laake, Hauff, & Solberg, 1999) and 

asylum‐seeker populations (Jakobsen, Thoresen, & Johansen, 2011) to screen for 

anxiety and depression symptoms. Researchers have also translated and adapted it 

to specific languages so that it can be used with vulnerable populations from refugee 

backgrounds (Baird & Skariah, 2016). 
 

4.4.3 Kessler Screening Scale for Psychological Distress (K6) 

 

The Kessler Screening Scale for Psychological Distress (K6) (Kessler et al., 2002, 

2003) is a widely used short scale that screens for the presence of serious mental 
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illness. The K6 was developed for use in community epidemiological needs 

assessment surveys in the USA but has subsequently been validated and used in 

surveys in a number of other countries. 

 

Rules for optimal scoring of the K6 were proposed by Kessler et al (2010) based on 

analyses of representative general population surveys carried out in 14 countries 

throughout the world in conjunction with the World Health Organization (WHO) World 

Mental Health (WMH) Survey Initiative (Kessler and Üstün, 2008). Scoring rules are 

provided separately for each country to convert K6 scores into predicted probabilities 

of serious mental illness. However as the K6 is a broad screener for mental disorder, 

further analyses of specific disorders is required for treatment planning purposes and 

so forth.   

 

The Australian K6 has values ranging from 6 to 30. Respondents with scores of 19 

and above are classified as having probable severe mental illness (Australian Bureau 

of Statistics). In the Communities for Children programme (Edwards et al., 2009), the 

internal consistency of K6 was more than 0·80, and the area under the receiver-

operating characteristic curve of K6 for any 30-day DSM-IV mood and anxiety disorder 

was 0·89 (95% CI 0·88–0·90) (Furukawa, Kessler, Slade, & Andrews, 2003). Shen, 

Hall, Ling and Renzaho (2017) found the internal consistency reliability of the K6 was 

0·93 in a sample of 2399 immigrants to Australia (Chen, Hall, Ling & Renzaho, 2017). 
 

4.4.4 Screening tools for mental disorder in low and middle-income countries (LMIC): 

a systematic review  

 

Ali, Ryan & De Silva (2016) conducted a systematic review all screening tools 

designed to detect common mental disorders which were validated against a gold 

standard diagnostic interview in low and middle-income countries. A total of 153 

studies fulfilled final study inclusion criteria comprising 273 separate screening tool 

validations against gold standard diagnostic criteria. Ali et al. noted that the validity of 

the screening tool varied according to the country in which it was validated. Notably, 

some of the best performing tools were designed for specific populations. Thus when 
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4.5 Suicide Risk and Self-Harm Risk Assessment Measures 

 

Psychological symptoms like anxiety, depression, PTSD, self-harm and suicidal ideas 

can be worsened by immigration detention (Keller et al. 2003; Steel et al. 2006; 

Robjantet al. 2009a; Procter et al.2013). Time in detention, uncertainty of immigration 

status, time in prison and having been the victim of interpersonal violence are 

significantly associated with severity of mental health problems, as well as with 

increased risk of self-harm among this group (Momartinet al.2006; Hallaset al.2007; 

Robjantet al. 2009a,b; Griffiths,2013). 

 

 

4.5.1 Population-based measures 

 

Batterham et al (2015) conducted a systematic review and evaluation of adult self-

report measures for suicidal ideation and behaviours in population-based research. 

Specifically, the study evaluated measures designed to assess severity of suicidal 

thoughts and of suicidal behaviours initiated with intent to die. Population studies are 

distinguished from clinical studies in that tend to focus on a wider range of outcomes 

and risk factors. Thus, there is a need for brief measures to reduce response burden 

and to allow data collection from a larger sample where clinician or interviewer 

assessment of individual participants is cost-prohibitive. 

 

Batterham et al (2015) conducted an initial evaluation of measures based on six 

criteria:  

1. Explicitly measured suicidal thoughts and behaviours, including at least one 

item that assessed suicidal ideation and one item that assessed suicidal 

behaviour (with intent to die). 

2. Brief and easy to administer 

3. Yields quantitative data 

4. Has been scientifically scrutinised (i.e. published in at least one peer-reviewed 

journal 

5. Has sound psychometric properties demonstrated in at least one population-

based (non-clinical) study 
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considered to require further psychometric studies, particularly with regards to 

predictive validity and test-retest ability. 

 

Notably, Batterham et al (2015) stated that there was limited data available on the 

scales in culturally diverse populations, as most of the scales were used exclusively 

in Western nations. 

 

4.6 Clinical suicide risk assessment measures 

 

Perlman et al (2011) reviewed clinical risk assessment tools designed to detect and 

assess suicide risk. Measures reviewed ranged from brief screening and research 

tools to global assessments of suicide risk to be embedded in larger mental health 

assessments. 
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Table 20. Characteristics of Suicide Risk Assessment Tools 
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The conclusion of the review was that no consensus was reached in terms of a single 

most effective or common risk assessment tool. Evidence for most of the scales 

reviewed indicates that they provide adequate to strong internal consistency and are 

related to other indicators of suicide risk (Perlman et al 2011). 

 

Perlman et al specifically noted a number of challenges in the evaluation of suicide 

risk assessment tools: 

 “there is no evidence to support the use of summary scores as the sole basis 

of decision making on acute risk” 

 “The ability to predict suicide based on the score (or scores) on a risk 

assessment tool is low” due the relatively rare occurrence of suicide and, 

“instead, research on the predictive value suicide risk assessment tools is 

forced rely on proxy outcome measures such as increase in risk factors or 

warning signs of suicide.”(p.63). 

 

Perlman et al state that due to the aforementioned challenges, the importance of using 

clinical judgement and collaboration in conjunction with suicide risk assessment tool. 

It was also noted that experts interviewed for the review consistently indicated that 

summary scores on risk assessment tool are not commonly used in practice to make 

conclusive decisions regarding a person’s suicide risk. Instead, expert’s considered 

the scores useful in indicating severity or complexity of a person’s distress. In addition, 

the content within the specific items of the tools themselves was perhaps more 

valuable than the summary scores. For example, it is of greater importance with 

regards to risk that a person states that they have developed a suicide plan, than a 

numeric value indicating a level of risk.   

 

A recent metanalysis of suicide risk measures found that all tools assessed had poor 

predictive value. Chan et al (2016) conducted a review of studies of people who 

presented to hospital following self-harm, irrespective of motive. For the risk scales 

review, studies examining the risk of suicide in people under specialist mental 

healthcare were also included to expand scope and number of studies under 

consideration. Studies that reported an effect estimate (adjusted or unadjusted odds 

ratios, risk ratios or hazard ratios (HRs) with their 95% confidence interval) for the 
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were the best performing in identifying high risk (multiple attempters). Horon et al. 

noted that correctional inpatients may inflate or minimize their suicide history when 

reporting for a number of reasons, and assessment procedures should therefore 

include a process for evaluating consistency of responses across direct and indirect 

measures, interviews and chart data.  

 

“A review of standardized suicide risk assessment test responses and scores, 

combined with a careful, structured interview (including such factors as prior 

suicide attempt lethality, medical consequences to prior attempts, history of 

self-injurious behavior, history of manipulative reports of suicidality, and 

reported degree of intent during attempts) can be expected to yield significant 

clinical data on which to base professional judgments of suicide risk.” P35, 

Horon et al (2013). 

 

4.8 Suicide Risk and Immigration Detention 

 

In 2013, the Commonwealth and Immigration Ombudsman report into suicide and self-

harm across the Australian immigration detention network recommended that a 

specific suicide prevention strategy be created for people in detention that should: 

 be targeted, integrated and coordinated 

 identify the best place to position and deploy resources for prevention of self-

harm and suicide 

 take into account the closed and restricted nature of detention facilities and the 

explanatory model of detainee behaviour 

 include universal, selective and indicated interventions. 

 

Proctor, De Leo & Newmman (2013) stated that “due to the indefinite and uncertain 

nature of immigration detention, all detainees, particularly those facing prolonged 

detention, are likely to require indicated interventions to prevent suicide. Indicated 

mental health interventions, while important, probably have a more limited role for 

detainees subject to prolonged detention. In such cases, these detainees must be 

transferred to appropriate facilities for mental health treatment.” 
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Proctor et al. also noted the importance of understanding cultural differences in the 

presentation of suicide risk. Specifically, how detainees understand the concepts of 

mental health and mental illness; how they perceive themselves and those around 

them; how they present symptoms; when, how and why they seek help; and what they 

perceive as a good outcome. Proctor et al also state that explanatory models 

(expression of thoughts, feelings and symptoms, sometimes expressed using 

metaphor and embodied in personal history and ethnic background) need to also be 

considered in the context of the culture and social processes of closed detention. 

Detainees who are feeling despair, distress or fear may struggle to express these 

feelings in words and may instead resort to expressing themselves in ways unfamiliar 

to staff and government officials. Thus, it is important that staff be trained to identify 

such expressions of distress so that they are not misinterpreted and mislabeled as 

“putting on a show” or “bad behaviour”. 

 

Proctor et al. also state that assessment of the physical consequences of suicidal 

behaviour and suicidal intent (intention to die or stop living), should be quantified as 

any degree that is greater than zero. This strategy takes into account that feelings of 

suicidal intent are subject to ambivalence, complexity, and may be either exaggerated 

or denied. Individuals may have difficulty recognizing their own suicidal intent, and 

recall of their motivations may change over time. Despite these challenges, increased 

understanding of the variations in presentation which may be indicative of suicidal 

intent or behaviour may help staff and clinicians identify and engage detainees for 

ongoing therapy and support as an integrated clinically informed response. 
 

4.8.1 Immigration Detainee Risk Assessment Tools 

 

Only one measure was identified that comprehensively addressed the construct of 

cultural risk for suicide. The Cultural Assessment of Risk for Suicide (CARS) tool was 

developed by Chu et al. (2013) to measure the comprehensive construct of cultural 

suicide risk according to the four constructs represented in the Cultural Theory and 

Model of Suicide: cultural sanctions, cultural idioms of suicidal distress, minority 

stress, and social discord (Chu et al., 2010). Specifically, the measure assesses these 

four theoretical constructs of cultural suicide risk via eight subscales: cultural 
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sanctions, idioms of distress-emotional/somatic, idioms of distress-suicidal actions, 

acculturative stress, non-specific minority stress, sexual and gender minority stress, 

family conflict, and social support. 

 

The 39-item CARS demonstrated good psychometric properties in its published 

validation study (Chu et al, 2013), and demonstrated consistency, and convergent 

validity with scores on other suicide-related measures (the Suicide Ideation Scale, the 

Beck Depression Inventory suicide item, and the Beck Hopelessness Scale), and an 

ability to discriminate between participants with versus without history of suicide 

attempts. Regression analyses indicated that the CARS measure can be used with a 

general population, providing information predictive of suicidal behavior beyond that 

of minority status alone. Chu et al (2018) recently developed a screening version of 

the measure which also shows good psychometric properties in a published validation 

study. 

 

However, given that only one study of the CARS and one of the CARS-S has been 

published to date, that both measures were validated on community samples, and that 

the measure is only currently available in English-language, it would be premature to 

recommend this tool for use with immigration detainee populations without further 

reliability and validity testing. The measure would also need to be specifically validated 

on the Australian Immigration detainee population.  

 

4.8.2 Immigration Detainee Risk Assessment Tools in US and UK 

 

4.8.2.1 US Immigration Detention Risk assessment 

 

In 2013, the U.S. Immigrations and Customs Enforcement (ICE) began using an 

automated Risk Classification Assessment (RCA) nationwide (Nofferi & Koulish, 

2014). ICE uses the RCA to assist in determining detention decisions. ICE inputs 

database records and interview information into the RCA which allocates a scoring 

system that produces public safety and flight risk assessments (low/medium/high) for 

each, and then recommends detention or release (with the capability to make 

attendant custody or supervision classifications. ICE officers conducting intake 

interviews are guided to collect certain dynamic information from the noncitizen (e.g., 
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local ties, family ties, residency history, or substance abuse). ICE inputs that data into 

structured database fields, rather than entering free-text fields at their own discretion. 

It is unclear whether ICE officers collect different, new information, or simply record 

differently the information ICE officers were already collecting. After RCA makes a 

recommendation to detain or release, ICE officers make the final custody 

determination, after at least one level of supervisory review.  The RCA Detailed 

Summary, which appears to be sent to detention facilities, reflects ICE's assessment 

for a given individual and the relevant underlying information. It has five sections, 

reflecting the RCA process: (1) an overview and decision history regarding detention 

or release, (2) a special vulnerabilities assessment, (3) a mandatory detention 

assessment, (4) a public safety risk assessment, and (5) a flight risk assessment. 

 

A number of issues have identified regarding the RCA and its use in USA immigration. 

Most importantly, robust immigration risk assessment requires the same accuracy 

mechanisms that evidence-based criminal pretrial risk tools require: validation, 

transparent calibration towards specific populations, and updating. Regarding 

validation, ICE has not publicly explained RCA’s scoring system nor its validation. It 

has also been suggested that the RCA (which was derived from criminal justice) is not 

suited to an immigrant population. For example, illegal immigrants are likely to be less 

dangerous than a criminal defendant; and are more likely to have families, but be 

unwilling to report them to ICE. Moreover, even if appropriately calibrated to an 

immigrant setting, structural and institutional factors would negate the tools impact. 

Courts may be more likely to detain immigrants as a higher burden and less access to 

legal representation. Immigration detention is often prolonged, yet risk assessments 

are not routinely readministered to assess change in risk status. Nofferi & Koulish 

(2014) argue that the risk assessment within the field of immigration has less 

transparency and Constitutional checks and thus may result in less accuracy and 

greater  a potential for systemic biases. 

 

It is also notable that any valid risk assessment tool must be supported by consistent 

policies and laws. In the US the RCA has not resulted in a decrease in immigration 

detention. A number of factors have been attributed to explain this issue: mandatory 

detention laws mean that risk assessments are not conducted on those individuals to 

whom these laws apply, courts may be more likely to detain immigrants as a higher 
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burden and less access to legal representation; and immigration detention is often 

prolonged, yet risk assessments are not routinely readministered to assess change in 

risk status. 
 

4.8.2.2 United Kingdom Immigration Detention Risk assessment 

 

According to the policy document of the UK Home Office Detention Services Order 

08/2016 Management of Adults at Risk in Immigration Detention (updated July 2019), 

that aims to provide information for staff and suppliers on the care and management 

of detainees while in detention, essentially, the policy sets out a process for 

determining whether an individual would be particularly vulnerable to harm in detention 

and, if so whether they should be detained for the purpose of immigration removal. 

This is based on a weighing of the risk factors against immigration control 

considerations. The presumption is that adults at risk will not be detained and that, on 

a case-by-case basis, detention will only become appropriate at the point at which 

immigration control considerations outweigh the risk factors identified. 

 

It appears from the Management of Adults at Risk in Immigration Detention policy 

document, that individuals are assessed as being at risk if they meet one or more of 

the specified risk criteria as defined below: 

 

“Definition of an adult at risk 
In accordance with the adults at risk policy, an adult will be regarded as being at risk:  

 if they declare that they are suffering from a condition, or have experienced a 

traumatic event (such as trafficking, torture or sexual violence), that would be 

likely to render them particularly vulnerable to harm if they are placed in 

detention or remain in detention; or 

 if a case owner considering or reviewing detention becomes aware of medical 

or other professional evidence, or observational evidence, which indicates that 

an individual is suffering from a condition, or has experienced a traumatic event 

(such as trafficking, torture or sexual violence), that would be likely to render 

them particularly vulnerable to harm if they are placed in detention or remain in 

detention. In these circumstances, the individual will be considered as an adult 

at risk, whether or not the individual has highlighted this themselves. 
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On the basis of the available evidence, the Home Office case owner will reach a 

view on whether a particular individual should be regarded as being “at risk”. If so, 

the presumption will be that the individual will not be detained.” 

 

“Indicators of risk within detention  
There are a number of factors or experiences which will indicate that an individual may 

be particularly vulnerable to harm in detention. These include: 

 suffering from a mental health condition or impairment  

 having been a victim of torture  

 having been a victim of sexual or gender based violence, including female 

genital mutilation 

 having been a victim of human trafficking or modern slavery 

 suffering from post traumatic stress disorder (which may or may not be related 

to one of the above experiences) 

 being pregnant 

 suffering from a serious physical disability 

 suffering from other serious physical health conditions or illnesses 

 being aged 70 or over 

 being a transsexual or intersex person. 

 

The above list is not intended to be exhaustive. Any other relevant condition or 

experience that may render an individual particularly vulnerable to harm in immigration 

detention, and which does not fall within the above list, should be considered in the 

same way as in the indicators in that list. In addition, the nature and severity of a 

condition, as well as the available evidence of a condition or traumatic event can 

change over time. 

 

If an individual is assessed as an adult at risk, consideration will be given to the level 

of evidence in support and the weight that should be afforded to the evidence in order 

to assess the likely risk of harm to the individual if detained for the period identified as 

necessary to effect their removal. The detention decision-maker will take this into 

account alongside the immigration considerations that apply in each individual case. 
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Detention decisions are subject to ongoing review in line with published Home Office 

detention policy, including when circumstances related to the individual’s level of risk, 

or immigration considerations, change.”  

Thus it appears that the UK do not have a standardised risk assessment measures 

that is routinely used within the Immigration detention setting, rather a process of staff 

members individually assessing and determining risk. 

 

4.9 Issues in Risk Assessment in Australian Immigration Detainees 

  

From the reviewed literature on risk assessment, it is apparent that almost all risk 

assessments have benefits and limitations depending on the specific risk being 

assessed and targeted population. Selection of the appropriate risk assessment 

measure/s for an Australian Immigration Detainee population, should aim to meet the 

following criteria: 

 Language – the measure should be easily understood, in the language of the 

intended population 

 Account for cultural differences in expressing risk symptoms and distress 

 Be capable of assessing change in risk over risk over time 

 Account for the possibility that information from detainees may not be accurate 

– detainees may over or under exaggerate symptoms for a range of reasons. 

 That whether a screening or full measure is used, most measures also require 

an additional comprehensive assessment. 

 That staff have the appropriate qualifications, training and time to administer 

measures 

 Any measures should be specifically validated on the Australian Immigration 

detainee population. 

 

 

 

 

 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
203 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

References 

Abbiati, M., Palix, J., Gasser, J., & Moulin, V. (2019). Predicting physically violent 

misconduct in prison: A comparison of four risk assessment instruments. 

Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 37(1), 61-77. doi:10.1002/bsl.2364 

Akhtar, Z. (2012). Deportation, Detention and Medical Intervention. Liverpool Law 

Review, 33(2), 133-158. doi:10.1007/s10991-012-9114-8 

Aleinikoff, T. A. (2012). Immigration and citizenship: Process and policy. St. Paul, 

MN: Thomson/West. 

Amaral, P. (2013). Immigration Andrews, D. A., & Bonta, J. (2010). The psychology 

of criminal conduct: Routledge. 

Andrews, D. A. (1982). The level of Supervision Inventory (LSI). Toronto, Ontario, 

Canada:  Ontario Ministry of Correctional Services.  

Andrews, D. A., & Bonta, J. (1995). The Level of Service Inventory-revised. Toronto, 

Ontario,   Canada: Multi-Health Systems Inc. 

Andrews, D. A., & Bonta, J. (1998). The Level of Service Inventory–revised: 

Screening version. Toronto, Ontario, Canada: Multi-Health Systems. 

Andrews, D. A., & Bonta, J. (2000). The Level of Service Inventory-revised (3rd ed.). 

Toronto,  Ontario, Canada: Multi-Health Systems Inc. 

Andrews, D. A., & Bonta, J. (2006). The psychology of criminal conduct (4th ed.). 

Newark, NJ: LexisNexis  

Andrews, D. A., & Bonta, J. (2010). Rehabilitating criminal justice policy and practice. 

Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 16(1), 39-55 

Andrews, D. A., & Dowden, C. (2007). The risk–need–responsivity model of 

assessment and human service in prevention and corrections: Crime-

prevention jurisprudence. Canadian Journal of Criminology and Criminal 

Justice, 49(4), 439-464. 

Andrews, D. A., & Robinson, D. (1984). The Level of Supervision Inventory: Second 

report. Ottawa: Community Division of the Ontario Ministry of Correctional 

Services. 

Andrews, D. A., Bonta, J., & Wormith, S. J. (2004). The Level of Service/Case 

Management Inventory (LS/CMI). Toronto, Ontario, Canada: Multi-Health 

Systems. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
204 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Andrews, D. A., Bonta, J., & Wormith, S. J. (2006). Recent past and near future of 

risk/need assessment. Crime & Delinquency, 52, 7-27. 

Andrews, D. A., Bonta, J., & Wormith, S. J. (2008). The Level of Service/Risk-Need-

Responsivity (LS/RNR). Toronto, Ontario, Canada: Multi-Health Systems. 

Andrews, D. A., Bonta, J., Motiuk, L.L., & Robinson, D. (1984). Some psychometrics 

of practical risk/needs assessment in corrections. Paper presented at the 92nd 

annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, Toronto, 

Ontario, Canada. 

Andrews, D. A., Bonta, J., Wormith, J. S., Guzzo, L., Brews, A., Rettinger, J., & 

Rowe, R. (2011). Sources of variability in estimates of predictive validity: A 

specification with Level of Service general risk and need. Criminal Justice & 

Behavior, 38, 413-432. 

Andrews, D. A., Guzzo, L., Raynor, P., Rowe, R. C., Rettinger, L. J., Brews, A., & 

Wormith, J. S. (2012). Are the major risk/need factors predictive of both 

female and male reoffending? A test with the eight domains of the Level of 

Service/Case Management Inventory. International Journal of Offender 

Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 56(1), 113-133. 

Andrews, D. A., Robinson, D., & Hoge, R. D. (1984). The Youth Level of Service 

Inventory: Manual and scoring guide. Ottawa, Ontario: Cadeton University.  

Asylum Seeker Resource Centre. (2018). Detention and Refugee Statistics. 

Retrieved April 4, 2019, from Asylum Seeker Resource Centre: 

https://www.asrc.org.au/resources/statistics/detention-and-refugee-statistics/ 

Athwal, H. (2015). ‘I don’t have a life to live’: deaths and UK detention. Race & 

Class, 56(3), 50-68. doi:10.1177/0306396814556224 

Austin, J., Coleman, D., Peyton, J., & Johnson, K. D. (2003). Reliability and validity   

study of the LSI-R risk assessment instrument. Washington DC: The Institute 

on  Crime, Justice and Corrections, George Washington University. 

Australian Border Force. (2019). Immigration Detention in Australia. Retrieved April 

4, 2019, from Australian Border Force: https://www.abf.gov.au/about-us/what-

we-do/border-protection/immigration-detention/detention-management 

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2012). 2011 Census reveals one in four Australians 

is born overseas. Retrieved February 12, 2017, from Australian Bureau of 

Statistics: http://abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/CO-59 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
205 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Australian Bureau of Statistics. 4817.0.55.001—Information paper: Use of the 

Kessler Psychological Distress Scale in ABS health surveys, Australia, 

2007–08. 

http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/4817.0.55.001Chapter92

007-08 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW), (2015) The health of Australia’s 

prisoners 2015, Canberra, Australia: AIHW 

Ayres, I. (2007). Super crunchers: Why thinking-by-numbers is the new way to be 

smart. New York: Bantam Books. 

Baird, M., & Skariah, E. ( 2016). Translating the Hopkins symptom checklist‐25 

(HSCL‐25) into Dinka, a south Sudanese tribal language. The International 

Journal of Translation and Interpreting Research, 8, 96– 109. https://doi-

org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.12807/ti.108202.2016.a07 

Batterham, P.J., Brewer, J.L., Beautrais, A., Ftanou, M., Pirkis, J., Mackinnon, A.J., 

& Fairweather-Schmidt, A.K. (2015). A systematic review and evaluation of 

measures for suicidal ideation and behaviours in population-based 

research. Psychological Assessment, 27, 2, 501-512. 

Bauer, A., Rosca, P., Khawalled, R., Gruzniewski, A., & Grinshpoon, A. (2003). 

Dangerousness and risk assessment: The state of the art. Israel Journal of 

Psychiatry and Related Sciences, 40, 182−190. 

Beardsley, N. and Beech, A. (2013). Applying the violent extremist risk assessment 

(VERA) to a sample of terrorist case studies.  Journal of Aggression, 

Conflict and Peace Research, Vol. 5 No. 1, pp. 4-15. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/17596591311290713  

Beck, A. T., & Steer, R. A. (1989). Beck Hopelessness Scale. San Antonio, TX: 

Psychological Corporation. 

Beck, A. T., & Steer, R. A. (1991). Manual for the Beck Scale for Suicidal Ideation. 

San Antonio, TX: Psychological Corporation. 

Beck, A.T., Steer, R.A., Kovacs, M., Garrison, B. (1985). Hopeless and eventual 

suicide: A 10-year prospective study of patients hospitalized with suicidal 

ideation. American Journal of Psychiatry, 142, 559–63. 

Beck, A.T., Brown, G.K., Steer, R.A., Dahlsgaard, K.K., Grisham, J.R. (1999). 

Suicide ideation at its worst point: a predictor of eventual suicide in 

psychiatric outpatients. Suicide and Life Threat Behaviour, 29, 1–9. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
206 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Becker, R., & Silove, D. (1993). Psychological and psychosocial effects of prolonged 

detention. In: Crock M (ed) Protection or punishment? Detention of asylum 

seekers. Sydney: The Federation Press, pp. 81–91.  

Berkson, S.Y., Tor, S., Mollica, R., et al. (2014). An innovative model of culturally 

tailored health promotion groups for Cambodian survivors of torture. 

Torture, 24, 1-16. 

Berthold, S.M., Mollica, R.F., Silove, D., Kuowei Tay, A., Lavelle, J. & Lindert, J. 

(2019). The HTQ-5: revision of the Harvard Trauma Questionnaire for 

measuring torture, trauma and DSM-5 PTSD symptoms in refugee 

populations. European Journal of Public Health, 29(3), 468–474, 

https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/cky256 

Belenko, S., & Peugh, J. (1999). Behind bars: Substance abuse and America’s 

prison population (Technical Report). New York: Columbia University, 

National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse. 

Bessant, J. (2002). The camps, a site of exceptionality: Australia's detention of 

asylum seekers. Australian Journal of Social Issues, 37(7), 1-29. 

Bhugra, D., & Becker, M. A. (2005). Migration, cultural bereavement and cultural 

identity. World Psychiatry, 4(1), 18-24. Retrieved from 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1414713/ 

Blair, P. R., Marcus, D. K., & Boccaccini, M. T. (2008). Is there an allegiance effect 

for assessment instruments? Actuarial risk assessment as an exemplar. 

Clinical Psychology, 15, 346−360 

Bonta, J., Harman, W.G., Hann, R.G. & Cormier, R.B. (1996). The prediction of 

recidivism among federally settled offenders: A revalidation of the SIR 

scale. Canadian Journal of Criminology, 38, 61-79. 

Bonta, J. & Yessine, A. K. (2005). The national flagging system: Identifying and 

responding to High-Risk Violent Offenders. Ottawa: Public Safety Canada 

(User Report 2005 – 04). 

Bonta, J., LaPrairie, C., & Wallace-Capretta, S. (1997). Risk prediction and re-

offending: Aboriginal and non-aboriginal offenders. Canadian Journal of 

Criminology, 39, 127-144. 

Bonta, J., Law, M., & Hanson, K. (1998). The prediction of criminal and violent 

recidivism among mentally disordered offenders: a meta-analysis. 

Psychological Bulletin, 123(2), 123-142. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
207 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Bonta, J., Motiuk, L. L., & Ker, K. (1985). The Level of Supervision Inventory (LSI) 

among incarcerated offenders (Vol. 1). Report #1. Toronto: Ministry of 

Correctional Services, Ontario. 

Bosworth, M. (2012). Subjectivity and identity in detention: Punishment and society 

in a global age. Theoretical Criminology, 16(2), 123-140. 

Bosworth, M., & Kaufman, E. (2011). Foreigners in a carceral age: Immigration and 

imprisonment in the united states. Stanford Law & Policy Review, 22(2), 429. 

Braithwaite, V. (2010). Compliance with migration law. Canberra: Department of 

Immigration and Citizenship. 

Brennan, T. (1993). Risk assessment: An evaluation of statistical classification 

methods. In Classification: A tool for managing today’s offenders (pp. 46-69). 

Arlington, VA: American Correctional Association 

Brennan, T., & Austin, J. (1997). Women in Jail: Classification Issues. Washington 

DC: US Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections. 

Briskman, L. (2013). Voyages of the Damned. Social Alternatives, 32(3), 7-13. 

Briskman, L., Zion, D., & Loff, B. (2010). Challenge and collusion: health 

professionals and immigration detention in Australia. The International Journal 

of Human Rights, 14(7), 1092-1106. doi:10.1080/13642980903007649 

Brown, S. L. (2002). The dynamic prediction of criminal recidivism: A three wave 

prospective study. Unpublished dissertation, Queen's University, Kingston, 

Ontario, Canada. 

Bull, M., Schindeler, E., Berkman, D., & Ransley, J. (2012). Sickness in the System 

of Long-term Immigration Detention. Journal of Refugee Studies, 26(1), 47-

68. doi:10.1093/jrs/fes017 

Bull, M., Schindeler, E., Berkman, D., & Ransley, J. (2013) A Demography and 

Taxonomy of Long-term Immigration Detention in Australia. International 

Journal for Crime and Justice 2(1): 98-112. 

Burgess, H. (2010). Rough Justice: Inside the British Asylum System. Refuge: 

Canada’s Journal on Refugees, 27(2), 122-132 

Burnett, J., & Chebe, F. (2010). Captive labour: asylum seekers, migrants and 

employment in UK immigration removal centres. Race & Class, 51(4), 95-103. 

doi:10.1177/0306396810363051 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
208 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Campbell, M. A., French, S., & Gendreau, P. (2009). The prediction of violence in 

adult offenders: A meta-analytic comparison of instruments and methods of 

assessment. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 36(6), 567-590. 

Canales, D. D., Campbell, M. A., Wei, R., & Totten, A. E. (2014). Prediction of 

general and violent recidivism among mentally disordered adult offenders: 

Test of the Level of Service/Risk–Need–Responsivity (LS/RNR) Instrument. 

Criminal Justice and Behavior, 41(8), 971-991. 

Cantekin, D., & Gençöz, T. (2017). Mental health of Syrian asylum seekers in 

Turkey: The role of pre-migration and post-migration risk factors. Journal of 

Social and Clinical Psychology, 36(10), 835-859. 

doi:10.1521/jscp.2017.36.10.835 

Carlsson, J., Sonne, C., & Silove, D. (2014). From pioneers to scientists: challenges 

in establishing evidence-gathering models in torture and trauma mental health 

services for refugees. Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 202(9), 630-

637. doi:10.1097/nmd.0000000000000175 

Caudy, M. S., Durso, J. M., & Taxman, F. S. (2013). How well do dynamic needs 

predict recidivism? Implications for risk assessment and risk reduction. 

Journal of Criminal Justice, 41, 458–466. 

Chan, M.K.Y., Bhatti, H., Meader, N., Stockton, S., Evans, J., O’Connor, R.C., 

Kapur, N. & Chen, W., Hall, B.J., Ling, A. & Renzaho, M.N. (2017). Pre-

migration and post-migration factors associated with mental health in 

humanitarian migrants in Australia and the moderation effect of post-

migration stressors: findings from the first wave data of the BNLA cohort 

study. Lancet Psychiatry, 4, 218–29. 

Chard-Wierschem, D. J. (1995).Comparison of temporary release absconders 

and non absconders:1993-1994. Albany: New York State Department of 

Correctional Services 

Cheliotis, L. K. (2013) 'Behind the Veil of Philoxenia: The Politics of Immigration 

Detention in Greece', European Journal of Criminology 10(6): 725-745. 

Chenane, J. L., Brennan, P. K., Steiner, B., & Ellison, J. M. (2015). Racial and ethnic 

differences in the predictive validity of the Level of Service Inventory–Revised 

among prison inmates. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 42(3), 286-303. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
209 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Christensen, G. E., Jannetta, J., & Willison, J. B. (2012). The role of screening and 

assessment in jail reentry. Washington DC: Urban Institute Justice Policy 

Center. 

Chu, J. P., Goldblum, P., Floyd, R., & Bongar, B. (2010). The cultural theory and 

model of suicide. Applied and Preventive Psychology, 14, 25–40. 

doi:10.1016/j.appsy.2011.11.001 

Chu, J., Floyd, R., Diep, H., Pardo, S., Goldblum, P., & Bongar, B. (2013). A Tool for 

the Culturally Competent Assessment of Suicide : The Cultural Assessment 

of Risk for Suicide (CARS) Measure. Psychological Assessment, 25(2), 

424-434. 

Chu, J., Hoeflein, B., Goldblum, P., Espelage, D., Davis, J. & Bongar, B. (2018). A 

Shortened Screener Version of the Cultural Assessment of Risk for 

Suicide. Archives of Suicide Research, 22(4), 679-687. DOI: 

10.1080/13811118.2017.1413469 

Chung, M., Al Qarni, N., Al Muhairi, S., Mitchell, B. (2017)The relationship between 

trauma centrality, self-efficacy, posttraumatic stress and psychiatric co-

morbidity among Syrian refugees: is gender a moderator? Journal of 

Psychiatric Research, 94, 107-110. 

Cleveland, J., & Rousseau, C. (2013) Psychiatric Symptoms Associated With Brief 

Detention of Adult Asylum Seekers in Canada. Canadian Journal of 

Psychiatry 58(7): 409-416. 

Cohen, J. (2008). Safe in our hands?: a study of suicide and self-harm in asylum 

seekers. Journal of Forensic and Legal Medicine, 15(4), 235-244. 

doi:10.1016/j.jflm.2007.11.001 

Commonwealth and Immigration Ombudsman. (2013). Suicide and self-harm in the 

immigration detention network. Canberra: Commonwealth Ombudsman. 

http://www.ombudsman.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0022/30298/Decemb

er-2013-Suicide-and-self-harm-in-the-Immigration-Detention-Network.pdf 

(accessed Jun 2019). 

Copas, J. & Marshall, P. (1998).The Offender Group Reconviction Scale: The 

statistical reconviction score for use by probation officers. Journal of the 

Royal Statistical Society, 47C, 159-171. 

Costello, C. (2015). Immigration Detention: The Grounds Beneath Our Feet. Current 

Legal Problems, 68(1), 143-177. doi:10.1093/clp/cuv015 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
210 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Coulson, G., Ilacqua, G., Nutbrown, V., Giulekas, D., & Cudjoe, F. (1996). Predictive  

utility of the LSI for incarcerated female offenders. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 23(3),   427-439. 

Cox, J.L., Holden, J.M., Sagovsky, R. (1987). Detection of postnatal depression: 

development of the 10-item Edinburgh postnatal depression scale. British 

Journal of Psychiatry, 150, 782-86. 

Crock, M., & Ghezelbash, D. (2010). Do Loose Lips Bring Ships? Griffith Law 

Review, 19(2), 238-287. doi:10.1080/10383441.2010.10854676 

Culp, R., & Bracco, E. (2005). Examining prison escapes and routine activities 

theory. Corrections Compendium, 30(3), 1-5.  

Cunningham, M. D., & Sorensen, J. R. (2010). Improbable predictions at capital 

sentencing: Contrasting prison violence outcomes. Journal of the American 

Academy of Psychiatry and the Law Online, 38(1), 61-72. 

Cunningham, M. D., Sorensen, J. R., Vigen, M. P., & Woods, S. O. (2010). Inmate 

homicides: Killers, victims, motives, and circumstances. Journal of Criminal 

Justice, 38(4), 348-358. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2010.03.008 

Daffern, M. (2007). The predictive validity and practical utility of structured schemes 

used to assess risk for aggression in psychiatric inpatient settings. Aggression 

and Violent Behavior, 12(1), 116-130. 

Daffern, M., Ogloff, J. R., Ferguson, M., & Thomson, L. (2005). Assessing risk for 

aggression in a forensic psychiatric hospital using the Level of Service 

Inventory-Revised: Screening Version. International Journal of Forensic 

Mental Health, 4(2), 201-206. 

Dahle, K-P. (2006). Strengths and limitations of actuarial prediction of criminal 

reoffence in a  German prison sample: A comparative study of LSI-R, HCR-20 

and PCL-R, International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 29, 431-442. 

Davidson, G. R., Murray, K. E., & Schweitzer, R. (2008). Review of refugee mental 

health and wellbeing: Australian perspectives. Australian Psychologist, 43(3), 

160-174. doi:10.1080/00050060802163041 

Dear, G., Thomson, D., & Hills, A. (2000). Self-harm in prison: Manipulators can also 

be suicide attempters. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 27, 160–175. 

DeBono, D. (2013). ‘Less than human’: the detention of irregular immigrants in 

Malta. Race & Class, 55(2), 60-81. doi:10.1177/0306396813497880 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
211 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

DeLisi, M., Berg, M. T., & Hochstetler, A. (2006). Gang members, career criminals 

and prison violence: further specification of the importation model of inmate 

behavior. Criminal Justice Studies, 17(4), 369-383. 

doi:10.1080/1478601042000314883 

Department Of Immigration and Border Protection. (2015) Immigration Detention and 

Community Statistics Summary: 28 February 2015. Australian Government, 

Department of Immigration and Border Protection. Canberra: Department of 

Immigration and Border Protection. 

Department of Immigration and Citizenship. (2011). Department of Immigration and 

Citizenship Annual Report 2010–11. Retrieved August 3, 2016, from 

Department of Immigration and Border Protection: 

https://www.border.gov.au/ReportsandPublications/Documents/annual-

reports/2010-11-diac-annual-report.pdf 

Desmarais, S. L., Johnson, K. L., & Singh, J. P. (2016). Performance of recidivism 

risk assessment instruments in US correctional settings. Psychological 

Services, 13(3), 206-222. 

Desmarais, S., & Singh, J. (2013). Risk assessment instruments validated and 

implemented in correctional settings in the United States. Washington, DC: 

Council of State Governments Justice Center. 

Douglas, K. S., & Kropp, P. R. (2002). A prevention-based paradigm for violence risk 

assessment: Clinical and research applications. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 29(5), 617-658. 

Douglas, T., Pugh, J., Singh, I., Savulescu, J. &  Fazel, S. (2017). Risk assessment 

tools in criminal justice and forensic psychiatry: The need for better data. 

European Psychiatry, 42, 134-137. 

Douglas, K. S., & Skeem, J. L. (2005). Violence risk assessment: Getting specific 

about being dynamic. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 11(3), 347-383. 

doi:10.1037/1076-8971.11.3.347 

Dudley, M. (2003). Contradictory Australian National Policies on Self-Harm And 

Suicide: The Case of Asylum Seekers in Mandatory Detention. Australasian 

Psychiatry, 11(1_suppl), S102-S108. doi:10.1046/j.1038-5282.2003.02023.x 

Duwe, G., & Rocque, M. (2018). The home-field advantage and the perils of 

professional judgment: Evaluating the performance of the Static-99R and the 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
212 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

MnSOST-3 in predicting sexual recidivism. Law and Human Behavior, 42(3), 

269–279. 

Dvoskin, J. A., & Heilbrun, K. (2001). Risk assessment and release decision-making: 

Toward resolving the great debate. Journal of the American Academy of 

Psychiatry and the Law, 29, 6 –10. 

Edwards, B., Wise, S., Gray, M., et al. (2009). Stronger Families in Australia study: 

the impact of Communities for Children Stronger Families and 

Communities Strategy 2004–2009. Canberra: Australian Government 

Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous 

Affairs. 

Essex, R. (2017). A Community Standard: Equivalency of Healthcare in Australian 

Immigration Detention. Journal of Immigrant and Minority Health, 19(4), 974-

981. doi:10.1007/s10903-016-0438-7 

Farrell, P., Evershed, N., & Davidson, H. (2016). The Nauru files: 2,000 leaked 

reports reveal scale of abuse of children in Australian offshore detention. 

Retrieved August 10, 2016, from The Guardian: 

https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2016/aug/10/the-nauru-files-

2000-leaked-reports-reveal-scale-of-abuse-of-children-in-australian-offshore-

detention 

Farrington, D. P. (2006). Methodological quality and the evaluation of anti-crime 

programs. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 2(3), 329-337. 

Farrington, D. P., Jolliffe, D., & Johnstone, L. (2008). Assessing violence risk: A 

framework for practice. Edinburgh: Risk Management Authority Scotland. 

Fass, T. L., Heilbrun, K., DeMatteo, D., & Fretz, R. (2008). The LSI-R and the 

COMPAS:   Validation data on two risk-needs tools. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 35(9), 1095-1108. 

Fazel, S., Singh, J. P., Doll, H., & Grann, M. (2012). Use of risk assessment 

instruments in to predict of violence and antisocial behaviour: Systematic 

review and meta-analysis. British Medical Journal, 345, 1-12. 

Ferguson, A. M., Ogloff, J. R., & Thomson, L. (2009). Predicting recidivism by 

mentally disordered offenders using the LSI-R: SV. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 36(1), 5-20. 

Ferguson, J. L. (2002). Putting the "what works" research into practice: An 

organisational perspective. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 29(4), 472-492. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
213 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Filges, T., Montgomery, E., Kastrup, M., & Jørgensen, A. K. (2015). The impact of 

detention on the health of asylum seekers: A systematic review. Campbell 

Systematic Reviews, 11(13). 

Filges, T., Montgomery, E., & Kastrup, M. (2016). The Impact of Detention on the 

Health of Asylum Seekers. Research on Social Work Practice, 28(4), 399-

414. doi:10.1177/1049731516630384 

Fleay, C., Hartley, L., & Kenny, M. A. (2013). Refugees and asylum seekers living in 

the Australian community: the importance of work rights and employment 

support. Australian Journal of Social Issues, 48(4), 473-493. 

Flores, A. W., Lowenkamp, C. T., Latessa, E. J., & Smith, P. (2006). Validating the 

Level of Service Inventory-Revised on a sample of federal probationers. 

Federal Probation, 70, 44–48. 

Folsom, J., & Atkinson, J. L. (2007). The generalizability of the LSI-R and the CAT to 

the prediction of recidivism in female offenders. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 34(8), 1044-  1056 

Furukawa, T.A., Kessler, R.C., Slade, T., & Andrews, G. (2003). The performance of 

the K6 and K10 screening scales for psychological distress in the 

Australian National Survey of Mental Health and Well-Being. Psychological  

Medicine, 33, 357–62. 

Galardi, G. (2012) Villawood Detention Centre: Growing Despair for Refugees with 

Negative ASIO Security Assessments. Available at 

http://blogs.curtin.edu.au/human-rights-education/2012/11/22/villawood-

detention-centre-growing-despair-for-refugees/  

Gambrill, E., & Shlonsky, A. (2000). Risk assessment in context. Children and Youth 

Services Review, 22, 813-837. 

Gendreau, P., Goggin, C., & Smith, P. (2002). Is the PCL-R really the “unparalleled”  

measure of offender risk? A lesson in knowledge cumulation. Criminal Justice 

and Behavior, 29, 397-426. 

Gendreau, P., Little, T. & Goggin, C. (1996). A meta-analysis of the predictors of 

adult  offender recidivism: What works! Criminology, 34(4), 575-607.   

Geraghty, K. A., & Woodhams, J. (2015). The predictive validity of risk assessment 

tools for female offenders: A systematic review. Aggression and Violent 

Behavior, 21, 25-38. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
214 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Giguère, G., & Lussier, P. (2016). Debunking the psychometric properties of the 

LS\CMI: An application of item response theory with a risk assessment 

instrument. Journal of Criminal Justice, 46, 207-218. 

Girard, L., & Wormith, J. (2004). The predictive validity of the Level of Service 

Inventory-Ontario Revision on general and violent recidivism among various 

offender groups. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 31, 150-181. 

Gordon, H., Kelty, S. F., & Julian, R. (2015). Psychometric evaluation of the Level of 

Service/Case Management Inventory among Australian offenders completing 

community-based sentences. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 42(11), 1089-

1109. 

Gottfredson, S.D. & Moriarty, L.J. (2006). Statistical risk assessment: Old problems 

and new applications, Crime & Delinquency, 52, 178-200 

Grande, E., Schwarzbözl, T., & Fatke, M. (2018): Politicizing immigration in Western 

Europe, Journal of European Public Policy, DOI: 

10.1080/13501763.2018.1531909 

Green, J.P. & Eagar, K. (2010) The health of people in Australian immigration 

detention centres. Medical Journal of Australia, 192: 65–70. 

Gregory, R. J. (2000). Psychological testing: History, principles and applications. 

Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Grewcock, M. (2016). Just Deportees: Detainee Deaths in Villawood Immigration 

Detention Centre. Human Rights Defender, 25(2), 16-18.  

Griffiths, P. E., & Tabery, J. G. (2013). Developmental systems theory: what does it 

explain, and how does it explain it? Advances in Child Development and 

Behavior. 45: 65–94. 

Grove, W. M., Zald, D. H., Lebow, B. S., Snitz, B. E., & Nelson, C. (2000). Clinical 

versus mechanical prediction: A meta-analysis. Psychological Assessment, 

12, 19-30. 

Grunseit, A., Forrel, S., & McCarron, E. (2008). Taking justice into custody: the legal 

needs of prisoners. Sydney: Law and Justice Foundation of NSW. 

Gutierrez, L., Helmus, L. M., & Hanson, R. K. (2016). What we know and don’t know 

about risk assessment with offenders of Indigenous heritage, Retrieved from 

APA: http://psyciq.apa.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Forensic-Psychology-

Booklet.pdf#page=59 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
215 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Gutierrez, L., Wilson, H. A., Rugge, T., & Bonta, J. (2013). The prediction of 

recidivism with   Aboriginal offenders: A theoretically informed meta-analysis. 

Canadian Journal of Criminology and Criminal Justice, 55(1), 55-99. 

Guy, L. S., Kusaj, C., Packer, I. K., & Douglas, K. S. (2015). Influence of the HCR-

20, LS/CMI, and PCL-R on decisions about parole suitability among lifers. 

Law and Human Behavior, 39(3), 232- 243. 

Haney, C. (2006). The wages of prison overcrowding: Harmful psychological 

consequences and dysfunctional correctional reactions. Washington 

University Journal of Law & Policy, 22(265). 

Hannah-Moffat, K., & Shaw, M. (2001). Taking risks: Incorporation gender and 

culture  into the classification and assessment of federally sentenced women 

in Canada. Ottawa, Canada: Status of Women in Canada.  

Hanson, R. K., & Bussière, M. T. (1998). Predicting relapse: A meta-analysis of 

sexual offender recidivism studies. Journal of Clinical and Consulting 

Psychology, 66, 348-362. 

Hanson, R. K., & Morton-Bourgon, K. (2009). The accuracy of recidivism risk 

assessments for sexual offenders: A meta-analysis of 118 prediction studies, 

Psychological Assessment, 21, 1−21. 

Hare, R.D. (2003). The Hare Psychopathy Checklist – Revised (2nd ed.). Toronto: 

Multi-Health Systems. 

Harris, G. T., Rice, M. E., & Cormier, C. A. (2002). Prospective replication of the 

Violence Risk Appraisal Guide in predicting violent recidivism among forensic 

patients. Law and Human Behavior, 26(4), 377-394. 

Harris, G.T., Rice, M.E. & Quinsey, V.L. (1993). Violent recidivism of mentally 

disordered offenders: The development of a statistical prediction 

instrument. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 20, 315-335. 

Harriss, L., & Hawton, K.  (2005). Suicidal intent in deliberate self-harm and the risk 

of suicide: the predictive power of the Suicide Intent Scale. Journal of 

Affective Disorders, 86, 225–233. 

Hart, S. D., & Cook, A. N. (2017). Violence risk assessment across nations and 

across cultures: Legal, clinical, and scientific considerations. In R. Roesch & 

A. Cook (Eds.) Handbook of Forensic Mental Health Services (pp. 131-152). 

New York, USA: Routledge 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
216 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Hawke, A., & Williams, H. (2011). Independent review of the incidents at the 

Christmas Island Immigration Detention Centre and Villawood Immigration 

Detention Centre. Canberra: Department of Immigration and Citizenship. 

Hearn, D., Chaplin, E., Ndegwa, D., Norman, P., Hammond, N., & Chaplin, E. 

(2012). Developing the leave/abscond risk assessment (LARA) from the 

absconding literature: an aide to risk management in secure services. 

Advances in Mental Health and Intellectual Disabilities, 6(6), 280-290. 

doi:10.1108/20441281211285919 

Heilbrun, K. (1997). Prediction versus management models relevant to risk 

assessment: The importance of legal decision-making context. Law and 

Human Behavior, 21(4), 347-359. doi:10.1023/A:1024851017947 

Hendricks, B., Werner, T., & Shipway, L. (2006). Recidivism among spousal abusers: 

Predictions and program evaluations. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 21, 

703-716. 

Henning, K. R., & Labrecque, R. M. (2017). Risk Assessment in Criminal Justice. 

Presented at the Justice Reinvestment Summit in Salem, OR. 

Hocking, D.C., Mancuso, S.G., & Sundram, S. (2018). Development and validation of 

a mental health screening tool for asylum seekers and refugees: the STAR-

MH. BMC Psychiatry, 18, 69-82.  

Hoge, R. D. (2002). Standardised instruments for assessing risk and need in 

youthfuloffenders. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 29(4), 380-396. 

Holden, R., & Delisle, M. (2006). Factor structure of the Reasons for Attempting 

Suicide Questionnaire (RASQ) with suicide attempters. Journal of 

Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 28, 1–8. 

Holland, S., & Persson, P. (2011). Intellectual disability in the Victorian prison 

system: Characteristics of prisoners with an intellectual disability released 

from prison in 2003–2006. Psychology, Crime & Law, 17(1), 25-41. 

Hollifield, M., Warner, T.D., Lian, N., Krakow, B., Jenkins, J.H., Kesler, J., 

Stevenson, J., & Westermeyer, J. (2002). Measuring trauma and health 

status in refugees: a critical review. JAMA, 288(5), 611-21. 

Hollin, C. R., & Palmer, E. J. (2003). Level of Service Inventory-Revised profiles of  

violent and nonviolent prisoners. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 18(9), 

1075- 1086. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
217 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Hollin, C. R., & Palmer, E. J. (2006). The Level of Service Inventory–Revised profile 

of English prisoners: Risk and reconviction analysis. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 33(3), 347-366. 

Hollin, C. R., Palmer, E. J., & Clark, D. (2003). The Level of Service Inventory-

Revised  profile of English prisoners: A Need Analysis. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 30(4), 422-440 

Holsinger, A. M., Lowenkamp, C. T., & Latessa, E. J. (2003). Ethnicity, gender, and 

the  Level of Service Inventory-Revised. Journal of Criminal Justice, 31, 309-

320. 

Holsinger, A.M., Lowenkamp, C.T., & Latessa, E. J. (2006). Exploring the validity of 

the Level   of Service Inventory-revised with Native American offenders. 

Journal of Criminal Justice, 34, 331-337. 

Home Office (2019). Detention Services Order 08/2016 Management of Adults at 

Risk in Immigration Detention, July 2019. 

www.gov.uk/government/collections/detention-service-orders 

Horon, R., McManus, T., Schmollinger, J., Barr, T. & Jimenez, M. (2013). A study of 

the use and interpretation of standardised suicide risk assessment: 

Measures within a psychiatrically hospitalized correctional population. 

Suicide and Life-Threatening Behaviour, 43, 17-38. 

Hsu, C. I., Caputi, P., & Byrne, M. K. (2009). The Level of Service Inventory—

Revised (LSI-R) A useful risk assessment measure for Australian offenders? 

Criminal Justice and Behavior, 36(7), 728-740. 

Hsu, C. I., Caputi, P., & Byrne, M. K. (2010). Level of Service Inventory–Revised: 

Assessing the risk and need characteristics of Australian Indigenous 

offenders. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 17(3), 355-367. 

Hudson-Rodd, N. (2009). Australia Limits Refuge for the Refugee. Tamara Journal, 

8(8.2), 186-205. 

Hyndman, J., & Mountz, A. (2008). Another Brick in the Wall? Neo-Refoulement and 

the Externalization of Asylum by Australia and Europe. Government and 

Opposition, 43(2), 249-269. doi:10.1111/j.1477-7053.2007.00251.x  

International Organisation for Standardization. (2018). ISO 31000:2018(en). 

International Organisation for Standardization. Retrieved from 

https://www.iso.org/obp/ui#iso:std:iso:31000:ed-2:v1:en 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
218 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Jackson, J., Tyler, T., Bradford, B., Taylor, D., & Shiner, M. (2010). Legitimacy and 

procedural justice in prisons. Prison Service Journal, 191, 4-10.  

Jakobsen, M., Thoresen, S., & Johansen, L. ( 2011). The validity of screening for 

post‐traumatic stress disorder and other mental health problems among 

asylum seekers from different countries. Journal of Refugee Studies, 24, 

171– 186. https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1093/jrs/feq053 

Johnson, H., & Thompson, A. (2008). The development and maintenance of post-

traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) in civilian adult survivors of war trauma and 

torture: A review. Clinical Psychology Review, 28(1), 36-47. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2007.01.017 

Johnston, V., Allotey, P., Mulholland, K. And Markovic, M. (2009) Measuring the 

health impact of human rights violations related to Australian asylum policies 

and practices: a mixed methods study. BMC International Health and Human 

Rights 9(1): 1-12. 

Jubany-Baucells, O. (2002). The state of welfare for asylum seekers and refugees in 

Spain. Critical Social Policy, 22(3), 415-435. 

Kalhan, A. (2010). Rethinking Immigration Detention. Columbia Law Review Sidebar, 

110, 42.  

Kalt, A., Hossain, M., Kiss, L., & Zimmerman, C. (2013). Asylum seekers, violence 

and health: A systematic review of research in high-income host 

countries. American Journal of Public Health, 103(3), e30-e42. 

doi:10.2105/AJPH.2012.301136 

Katz, I., Powell, A., Gendera, S., Deasy, T., & Okerstrom, E. (2013). The 

experiences of Irregular Maritime Arrivals detained in immigration detention 

facilities: Final report, SPRC Report 11/13, for the Australian Government 

Department of Immigration and Citizenship. Sydney: Social Policy Research 

Centre, University of New South Wales and Australian Survey Research 

Group. 

Keller, A. S., Ford, D., Sachs, E., Rosenfeld, B., Trinh-Shevrin, C., Meserve, C., et 

al. (2003). The Impact of Detention on the Health of Asylum Seekers. Journal 

of Ambulatory Care Management 26(4): 383-385. 

Kelly, C. E., & Welsh, W. N. (2008). The predictive validity of the Level of Service 

Inventory—Revised for drug-involved offenders. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 35(7), 819-831. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
219 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Kendall, T. (2016) Predicting suicide following self-harm: systematic review of risk 

factors and risk scales. The British Journal of Psychiatry, 209, 277–283. 

doi: 10.1192/bjp.bp.115.170050 

Killedar, A., & Harris, P. (2017). Australia's refugee policies and their health impact: 

a review of the evidence and recommendations for the Australian 

Government. Australia New Zealand Journal of Public Health, 41(4), 335-337. 

doi:10.1111/1753-6405.12663 

Kisely, S., Stevens, M., Hart, B., & Douglas C. (2002). Health issues of asylum 

seekers and refugees. Aust NZ J Public Health, 26, 8-10.  

Klein, W.C., Hovens, J.E. & Rodenberg, J.J. (2001). Posttraumatic Stress Symptoms 

in Refugees: Assessments with the Harvard Trauma Questionnaire and the 

Hopkins Symptom Checklist–25 in Different Languages. Psychological 

Reports, 88(2), 527-532.  

Klein, A., & Williams, L. (2012). Immigration Detention in the Community: Research 

on the Experiences of Migrants Released from Detention Centres in the UK. 

Population, Space and Place, 18(6), 741-753. doi:10.1002/psp.1725 

Kraemer, H. C., Kazdin, A. E., Offord, D. R., Kessler, R. C., Jensen, P. S., & Kupfer, 

D. J. (1997). Coming to Terms With the Terms of Risk. JAMA Psychiatry, 

54(4), 337-343. doi:10.1001/archpsyc.1997.01830160065009 

Kroner, D. G., & Mills, J. F. (2001). The accuracy of five risk appraisal instruments in 

predictinginstitutional misconduct and new convictions. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 28, 471-489.   

Kurth, E., Jaeger, F. N., Zemp, E., Tschudin, S. & Bischoff, A. (2010) Reproductive 

health care for asylum-seeking women - a challenge for health professionals. 

BMC Public Health 10(659): 1-11. 

Labrecque, R. M., Smith, P., Lovins, B. K., & Latessa, E. J. (2014). The importance 

of   reassessment: How changes in the LSI-R risk score can improve the 

prediction of recidivism. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 53(2), 116-128. 

Lahm, K. F. (2009). Inmate assaults on prison staff: A multilevel examination of an 

overlooked form of prison violence. The Prison Journal (Philadelphia, Pa.), 

89(2), 131-150.  

Lalkhen, A. G., & McCluskey, A. (2008). Clinical tests: Sensitivity and specificity. 

Continuing Education in Anaesthesia Critical Care & Pain, 8(6), 221-223. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
220 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Large, M., & Nielssen, O. (2017). The limitations and future of violence risk 

assessment. World Psychiatry, 16(1), 25-26. 

Latessa, E. J., & Lovins, B. (2010). The role of offender risk assessment: A policy 

maker guide. Victims and Offenders, 5(3), 203-219. 

Lavik, N. J., Laake, P., Hauff, E., & Solberg, O. ( 1999). The use of self‐reports in 

psychiatric studies of traumatized refugees: Validation and analysis of 

HSCL‐25. Nordic Journal of Psychiatry, 53, 17– 20. https://doi-

org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1080/080394899426666 

Leach, M. (2003). "Disturbing Practices": Dehumanizing Asylum Seekers in the 

Refugee "Crisis" in Australia, 2001-2002. Refuge: Canada’s Journal on 

Refugees, 21(3), 25-33. 

Lee, Y.,  Lee, M., Park, S. (2017). Mental health status of North Korean refugees in 

South Korea and risk and protective factors: a 10-year review of the 

literature. European Journal of Psychotraumatology, 8(Suppl 2), 1369833. 

Leistico, A. M. R., Salekin, R. T., DeCoster, J., & Rogers, R. (2008). A large-scale 

meta-analysis relating the Hare measures of psychopathy to antisocial 

conduct. Law and Human Behavior, 32(1), 28-45. 

Liberman, A., & Hussemann, J. (2017). Local validation of SPEP™ ratings of juvenile 

justice program effectiveness, USA: US. Department of Justice 

Liebling, A., & Arnold, H. (2004). Prisons and their moral performances: A study of 

values, quality, and prison life. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Liebling, A., Durie, L., Stiles, A., & Tait, S. (2005). Revisiting prison suicide: the role 

of fairness and distress. In A. Liebling & S. Maruna (Eds.), The effects of 

imprisonment (pp. 209-231). Devon: Willan Publishing. 

Little, Brown, And Company. 

Livingston, J. D., Chu, K., Milne, T., & Brink, J. (2015). Probationers mandated to 

receive forensic mental health services in Canada: Risks/needs, service 

delivery, and intermediate outcomes. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 

21(1), 72-84. 

Lombroso, C. (1876/1912). Crimes: Its causes and remedies (H. P. Horton, Trans.). 

Boston:    

Lovins, L. B., Lowenkamp, C. T., Latessa, E. J., & Smith, P. (2007). Application of 

the risk principle to female offenders. Journal of Contemporary Criminal 

Justice, 23, 383-398. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
221 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Lowder, E. M., Desmarais, S. L., Rade, C. B., Johnson, K. L., & Van Dorn, R. A. 

(2017). Reliability and validity of START and LSI-R assessments in mental 

health jail diversion clients. Assessment, 1-15. 

Lowenkamp, C. T., Holsinger, A., & Latessa, E. (2001). Risk/need assessment, 

offender classification, and the role of childhood abuse. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 28(5), 546- 563. 

Lowenkamp, C. T., Latessa, E. J., & Holsinger, A. M. (2006). The risk principle in 

action: What have we learned from 13,676 offenders and 97 correctional 

programs? Crime & Delinquency, 52(1), 77-93. 

Lowenkamp, C. T., Lovins, B., & Latessa, E. J. (2009). Validating the Level of 

Service   Inventory—Revised and the Level of Service Inventory: Screening 

version with a sample of probationers. The Prison Journal, 89(2), 192-204. 

Lowenkamp, C.T. & Bechtel, K. (2007). The predictive validity of the LSI-R on a 

sample of  offenders drawn from the records of the Iowa Department of 

Corrections data management system. Federal Probation, 71(3), 25-29. 

Lyons, J. (2011). Inmate escape incidents: 2006-2010. New York: Department of 

Corrections. 

Malloch, M. S., & Stanley, E. (2005). The detention of asylum seekers in the UK: 

Representing risk, managing the dangerous. Punishment & Society, 7(1), 53-

71. doi:10.1177/1462474505048133 

Manchak, S. M., Skeem, J. L., & Douglas, K. S. (2008). Utility of the Revised Level of 

Service Inventory (LSI-R) in predicting recidivism after long-term 

incarceration. Law and Human Behavior, 32(6), 477-488. 

Manchak, S. M., Skeem, J. L., Douglas, K. S., & Siranosian, M. (2009). Does gender 

moderate the predictive utility of the Level of Service Inventory- Revised (LSI-

R) for serious violent offenders? Criminal Justice and Behavior, 36, 425-442.  

Mares, S., Newman, L., Dudley, M., & Gale, F. (2002). Seeking Refuge, Losing 

Hope: Parents and Children in Immigration Detention. Australasian 

Psychiatry, 10(2), 91-96. doi:10.1046/j.1440-1665.2002.00414.x 

McDermott, B. E., Edens, J. F., Quanbeck, C. D., Busse, D., & Scott, C. L. (2008). 

Examining the Role of Static and Dynamic Risk Factors in the Prediction of 

Inpatient Violence: Variable- and Person-Focused Analyses. Law and Human 

Behavior, 32(4), 325-338. doi:10.1007/s10979-007-9094-8 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
222 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Mcguire, J. (2018). Understanding prison violence: a rapid evidence assessment. 

UK: HM Prison and Probation Service. 

McHugh, M. L. (2012). Interrater reliability: The kappa statistic. Biochemia Medica, 

22(3), 276-282. 

McLoughlin, P. & Warin, M. (2008) Corrosive places, inhuman spaces: Mental health 

in Australian immigration detention. Health & Place 14: 254-264. 

Meehl, P. E. (1954). Clinical versus statistical prediction. Minneapolis: University 

ofMinnesota Press. 

Meng Chu, C., Thomas, S. D., Ogloff, J. R., & Daffern, M. (2013). The short-to 

medium-term predictive accuracy of static and dynamic risk assessment 

measures in a secure forensic hospital. Assessment, 20(2), 230-241. 

Messina, A.M. (2007). The Logics and Politics of Post-WWII Migration to Western 

Europe, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Mihailides, S., Jude, B., & Van den Bossche, E. (2005). The LSI-R in an Australian 

setting: Implications for risk/needs decision-making in forensic contexts. 

Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 12(1), 207-217.  

Mills, J. F., Jones, M. N., & Kroner, D. G. (2005). An examination of the 

generalizability of the LSI-R and VRAG probability bins. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 32(5), 565-585.recidivism risk estimates on predictive accuracy. 

Criminal Behaviour & Mental Health, 16, 155-166 

Mills, J. F., Kroner, D. G., & Morgan, R. D. (2011). Clinician's guide to violence risk 

assessment. New York: Guilford Press. 

Mollica, R.F., Caspi-Yavin, Y., Bollini, P. & Truong, T. (1992). The Harvard Trauma 

Questionnaire: Validating a cross-cultural instrument for measuring torture, 

trauma and post-traumatic stress disorder in Indochinese refugees. Journal 

of Nervous and Mental Disease, 180, 111-116. 

Mollica, R.F., Donelan, K., Tor, S. et al. (1993) The effect of trauma and confinement 

on functional health and mental health status of Cambodians living in 

Thailand-Cambodia border camps. JAMA, 270, 581-586. 

Mollica, R.F., McDonald, L.S., Massagli, M.P., Silove, D.M. (2004). Measuring 

Trauma, Measuring Torture: Instructions and Guidance on the Utilization of 

the Harvard Program in Refugee Trauma’s Versions of the Hopkins 

Symptom Checklist-25 (HSCL-25) & the Harvard Trauma Questionnaire 

(HTQ) [Manual]. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Program in Refugee Trauma. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
223 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Mollica, R.F., Sarajlic, N., Chernoff, M. et al. (2001). Longitudinal study of psychiatric 

symptoms, disability, mortality, and emigration among Bosnian refugees. 

JAMA, 286, 546-554. 

Mollica, R. F., Wyshak, G., de Marneffe, D., Khuon, F., & Lavelle, J. (1987). 

Indochinese versions of the Hopkins Symptom Checklist-25: A screening 

instrument for the psychiatric care of refugees. The American Journal of 

Psychiatry, 144(4), 497-500. 

Molloy, S. (2019). Afghan asylum seeker at Villawood Detention Centre rushed to 

hospital after suicide attempt. Retrieved from: 

https://www.news.com.au/national/nsw-act/afghan-asylum-seeker-at-

villawood-detention-centre-rushed-to-hospital-after-suicide-attempt/news-

story/b3e5cb1f22dc3b8e95a903d09552a7f6 

Morina, N., Akhtar, A. Barth, J. & Schnyder, U. (2018). Psychiatric disorders in 

refugees and internally displaced persons after forced displacement: a 

systematic review. Front Psychiatry, 9, 433. 

Mountz, A., Coddington, K., Catania, R. T., & Loyd, J. M. (2012). Conceptualizing 

detention: Mobility, containment, bordering, and exclusion. Progress in 

Human Geography, 37(4), 522-541. doi:10.1177/0309132512460903 

Murdolo, A. (2002). Keeping 'Our' Women Safe: Containing Australian Fear and 

Danger Through Immigration Detention. Hecate, 28(1), 123-131.  

Nethery, A., Rafferty-Brown, B., & Taylor, S. (2012). Exporting Detention: Australia-

funded Immigration Detention in Indonesia. Journal of Refugee Studies, 26(1), 

88-109. doi:10.1093/jrs/fes027 

Newman, L. (2013). Seeking asylum-trauma, mental health, and human rights: an 

Australian perspective. Journal of Trauma Dissociation, 14(2), 213-223. 

doi:10.1080/15299732.2013.724342 

Newman, L., Proctor, N., & Dudley, M. (2013). Seeking asylum in Australia: 

immigration detention, human rights and mental health care. Australasian 

Psychiatry, 21(4), 315-320. doi:10.1177/1039856213491991 

Newman, L. K., Dudley, M., & Steel, Z. (2008). Asylum, Detention, and Mental 

Health in Australia. Refugee Survey Quarterly, 27(3), 110-127. 

doi:10.1093/rsq/hdn034 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
224 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Nicholls, T. L., Ogloff, J. R. P., & Douglas, K. S. (2004). Assessing risk for violence 

among male and female civil psychiatric patients: The HCR-20, PCL: SV, and 

VSC. Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 22, 127−158. 

Nimeus, A., Traskman-Bendz, L., Alsen, M. (1997). Hopelessness and suicidal 

behavior. Journal of Affective Disorders, 42, 137–44. 

Nimeus, A., En, M., Traskman-Bendz, L. (2002) High suicidal intent scores indicate 

future suicide. Archives Suicide Research, 42, 137–44. 

Noferi, M. & Koulish, R. (2014). The immigration detention risk assessment. 

Georgetown Immigration Law Journal, 29(1), 45-94. 

O'Keefe, M. L., Klebe, K., & Hromas, S. (1998). Validation of the Level of 

Supervision Inventory (LSI) for community based offenders in Colorado, 

Phase II. Colorado Department of Corrections [Alcohol & Drug Services 

Division]. 

O'Nions, H. (2008). No Right to Liberty: The Detention of Asylum Seekers for 

Administrative Convenience. European Journal of Migration and Law, 10, 

149-185. doi:10. 1163/157181608X317336 

Ogloff, J. R. P., Lemphers, A., & Dwyer, C. (2004). Dual diagnosis in an Australian 

forensic psychiatric hospital: Prevalence and implications for services. 

Behavioural Science and the Law, 22, 543-562. 

Olver, M. E., Neumann, C. S., Sewall, L. A., Lewis, K., Hare, R. D., & Wong, S. C. 

(2018). A comprehensive examination of the psychometric properties of the 

Hare Psychopathy Checklist-Revised in a Canadian multisite sample of 

indigenous and non-indigenous offenders. Psychological Assessment, 30(6), 

779- 792. 

Olver, M. E., Stockdale, K. C., & Wormith, J. S. (2009). Risk assessment with young 

offenders: A meta-analysis of three assessment measures. Criminal Justice 

and Behavior, 36(4), 329-353. 

Olver, M. E., Stockdale, K. C., & Wormith, J. S. (2014). Thirty years of research on 

the Level of Service Scales: A meta-analytic examination of predictive 

accuracy and sources of variability. Psychological Assessment, 26(1), 156-

176. 

Olver, M.E., Stockdale, K.C. & Wormith, J.S. (2014). Thirty years of research on the 

level of service scales: A meta-analytic examination of predictive accuracy 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
225 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

and sources of variability. Psychological Assessment, 26, 156-176. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035080 

Ostermann, M., & Salerno, L. M. (2016). The validity of the Level of Service 

Inventory–Revised at the intersection of race and gender. Prison Journal, 96, 

554-575 

Oyama, S., Griffiths, P. E., & Gray, R. D. (2001). Introduction: what Is developmental 

systems theory? In S. Oyama, P. E. Grittiths, & R. D. Gray (Eds.), Cycles of 

contingency: developmental systems and evolution (pp. 1-11). Cambridge: 

MIT Press. 

Palmer, M. (2005). Inquiry into the circumstances of the immigration detention of 

Cornelia Rau. Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia. 

Palmer, E. J., & Hollin, C. R. (2007). The Level of Service Inventory—Revised with 

English women prisoners: A needs and reconviction analysis. Criminal Justice 

and Behavior, 34(8), 971-984. 

Parliament of Australia. (2012). Coalition Members and Senators Dissenting Report. 

Retrieved April 4, 2019 from: 

https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary Business/Committees/Joint/Former C

ommittees/immigrationdetention/report/d01 

Parliament of Australia. (2019). Migration Amendment (Repairing Medical Transfers) 

Bill 2019- Second Reading. Retrieved October 20, 2019 from: 

https://parlinfo.aph.gov.au/parlInfo/search/display/display.w3p;query=Id%3A%

22chamber%2Fhansardr%2Fce759aa1-47bf-467d-a58b-

3bf640990032%2F0101%22 

Perlman, C., Neufeld, E., Martin, L., Goy, M. & Hirdes, J.P. (2011). Suicide Risk 

Assessment Inventory: A resource guide for Canadian health care 

organizations. Toronto: Ontario Hospital Association and Canadian Patient 

Safety Institute. 

Peterie, M. (2018). Deprivation, Frustration, and Trauma: Immigration Detention 

Centres as Prisons. Refugee Survey Quarterly, 37(3), 279-306. 

doi:10.1093/rsq/hdy008 

Peterson, B. E. (2015). Inmate-, Incident-, And Facility-Level Factors Associated 

With Escapes From Custody And Violent Outcomes. Retrieved April 4, 2019 

from CUNY Academic Works: https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc etds/60  

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
226 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Peterson, B. E., Fera, A., & Mellow, J. (2016). Escapes From Correctional Custody. 

The Prison Journal, 96(4), 511-533. doi:10.1177/0032885516650873 

Phillips, K. (2013) Gendered Technologies: The politics of feminist migration 

research. Australian Journal of Gender and Law 1(1): 1-17. 

Physicians for Human Rights and Bellevue/NYU Program for Survivors of Torture. 

(2003). From persecution to prison: The health consequences of detention for 

asylum seekers. New York, NY: Author. Retrieved from 

http://physiciansforhumanrights.org/library/report-persprison.html 

Pourgourides, C. (1998). The Mental Health Implications of the Detention of Asylum 

Seekers. In J. Hughes, & F. Liebaut (Eds.), Detention of asylum seekers in 

Europe: analysis and perspectives (p. 208). Cambridge: Martinus Nijhoff 

Publishers. 

Prendergast, M. L., Pearson, F. S., Podus, D., Hamilton, Z. K., & Greenwell, L. 

(2013). The Andrews’ principles of risk, needs, and responsivity as applied in 

drug treatment programs: Meta-analysis of crime and drug use outcomes. 

Journal of Experimental Criminology, 9(3), 275-300. 

Pressman, D. E., & Canadian Centre for Security and Intelligence Studies. (2009). 

Risk Assessment Decisions for Violent Political Extremism. Ottawa, 

Canada.  

Prince, K., & Butters, R. P. (2013). Recidivism, risk prediction and prevention 

assessment in Utah: An implementation evaluation of the LSI-R as a 

recidivism risk assessment tool in Utah, USA: Utah Criminal Justice Center, 

University of Utah 

Procter, N.G., De Leo, D. & Newman, L. (2013). Suicide and self-harm prevention for 

people in immigration detention. Medical Journal of Australia, 199 (11), 

730-732. https://doi.org/10.5694/mja13.10804 

Puthoopparambil, S. J., Bjerneld, M., & Källestål, C. (2015). Quality of life among 

immigrants in Swedish immigration detention centres: A cross-sectional 

questionnaire study. Global Health Action, 8(1), 28321-10. 

doi:10.3402/gha.v8.28321 

Puthoopparambil, S. J., Ahlberg, B. M., & Bjerneld, M. (2015). “A prison with extra 

flavours”: experiences of immigrants in Swedish immigration detention 

centres. International Journal of Migration, Health and Social Care, 11(2), 73-

85. doi:10.1108/ijmhsc-10-2014-0042 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
227 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Putninš, A. (2004). Development and use of a young offender psychosocial 

screening assessment. Unpublished PhD, University of South Australia, South 

Australia 

Rasmussen, A., Rosenfeld, B., Reeves, K. Keller, A. (2007). The subjective 

experience of trauma and subsequent PTSD in a sample of undocumented 

immigrants. The Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 195(2), 137-143. 

Raynor, P. (2007). Risk and need assessment in British probation: The contribution 

of the LSI-R. Psychology, Crime, & Law, 13, 125–138. 

Refugee Health Research Centre. (2007). Removing Seriously Ill Asylum Seekers 

from Australia . Melbourne: Refugee Health Research Centre, La Trobe 

University. 

Reidy, T. J., Sorensen, J. R., & Cunningham, M. D. (2012). Community violence to 

prison assault: a test of the behavioral continuity hypothesis. Law and Human 

Behavior, 36(4), 356-363. doi:10.1037/h0093934 

Reisig, M. D., Holtfreter, K., & Morash, M. (2006). Assessing recidivism risk across  

female pathways to crime. Justice Quarterly, 23(3). 384-405. 

Rettinger, L. J., & Andrews, D. A. (2010). General risk and need, gender specificity, 

and the recidivism of female offenders. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 37, 29-

46.  

Reynolds, W. M. (1991). Adult Suicide Ideation Questionnaire: Professional manual. 

Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources. 

Rice, M. E., & Harris, G. T. (2005). Comparing effect sizes in follow-up studies: ROC 

Area, Cohen's d, and r. Law and Human Behavior, 29(5), 615-620. 

Rivas, L., & Bull, M. (2018). Gender and risk: An empirical examination of the 

experiences of women held in long-term immigration detention in 

australia. Refugee Survey Quarterly, 37(3), 307-327. 

doi:10.1093/RSQ/HDY006 

Rizkalla, N. & Segal, S.P. (2018). Well-being and posttraumatic growth among 

Syrian refugees in Jordan. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 31, 213-222. 

Robjant, K., Hassan, R., & Katona, C. (2009) Mental health implication of detaining 

asylum seekers: systematic review. British Journal of Psychiatry, 194: 306-

312 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
228 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Robjant, K., Robbins, I., & Senior, V. (2009). Psychological distress amongst 

immigration detainees: A cross-sectional questionnaire study. British Journal 

of Clinical Psychology, 48, 275-86.  

Rogers, R. (2000). The uncritical acceptance of risk assessment in forensic 

practice.Law and Human Behavior, 24(5), 595-605 

Rose, C. C., Glaser, B. A., Calhoun, G. B., & Bates, J. M. (2004). Assessing the 

parents of juvenile offenders: A preliminary validation study of the Juvenile 

Offender Parent Questionnaire. Child & Family Behavior Therapy, 26(1), 25-

43. 

Rugge, T. (2006). Risk assessment of male Aboriginal offenders: A 2006 

perspective. Ottawa, Ontario: Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness 

Canada. 

Salekin, R.T., Rogers, R. & Sewell, K.W. (1996). A review and meta-analysis of the 

Psychopathy Checklist and Psychopathy Checklist-Revised: Predictive 

validity of dangerousness. Clinical Psychology: Science and Practice, 3, 

203-215. 

Sampson, R., Correa-Velez, I., & Mitchell, G. (2007). Removing seriously ill asylum 

seekers from Australia. Refugee Health Research Centre (LaTrobe). 

Savic, M., Chur-Hansen, A., Mahmood, M. A., & Moore, V. (2013). Separation from 

family and its impact on the mental health of Sudanese refugees in Australia: 

a qualitative study. Australian & New Zealand Journal of Public Health, 37(4), 

383-388. doi:10.1111/1753-6405.12088 

Schlager, M. D., & Pacheco, D. (2011). An examination of changes in LSI-R scores 

over time: Making the case for needs-based case management. Criminal 

Justice and Behavior, 38(6), 541-553. 

Schlager, M.D., & Simourd, D.J. (2007). Validity of the level of service inventory-

revised (LSI-R) among African American and Hispanic male offenders. 

Criminal Justice and Behavior, 34, 545-554. 

Schmidt, F., Hoge, R. D., & Gomes, L. (2005). Reliability and validity analyses of 

theyouth level of service/case management inventory. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior,32(3), 329-344. 

Schmidt, N., Lien, E., Vaughan, M., & Huss, M. T. (2017). An examination of 

individual differences and factor structure on the LS/CMI: Does this popular 

risk assessment tool measure up? Deviant Behavior, 38(3), 306-317. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
229 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

 Schwalbe, C. S. (2008). A meta-analysis of juvenile justice risk assessment 

instruments: Predictive validity by gender. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 

35(11), 1367-1381. 

Scott, J., Petrossian, G., Mellow, J., & Peterson, B. (2018). Understanding risky 

facilities: an analysis of factors associated with jail escapes in eight states. 

Security Journal, 31(4), 805-820. doi:10.1057/s41284-018-0132-7 

Shen, W., Hall, B.J., Ling, L. & Renzaho, A. (2017). Pre-migration and post-migration 

factors associated with mental health in humanitarian migrants in Australia 

and the moderation effect of post-migration stressors: findings from the first 

wave of the BNLA cohort study. Lancet Psychiatry, 4, 218-229. 

Shepherd, S. M., & Lewis-Fernandez, R. (2016). Forensic risk assessment and 

cultural diversity: Contemporary challenges and future directions. Psychology, 

Public Policy, and Law, 22(4), 427-438. 

Shinkfield, G., & Ogloff, J. (2014). A review and analysis of routine outcome 

measures for forensic mental health services. International Journal of 

Forensic Mental Health, 13(3), 252-271. 

Sigvardsdotter, E., Malm, A., Tinghog, P., Vaez, M. & Saboonchi, F. (2016). Refugee 

trauma measurement: a review of existing checklists. Public Health 

Reviews, 37, 10.  DOI 10.1186/s40985-016-0024-5 

Silove, D. (2002). The Asylum Debacle in Australia: A Challenge for Psychiatry. 

Australian & New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 36(3), 290-296. 

doi:10.1046/j.1440-1614.2002.01036.x 

Silove, D. (2003). Mental health of asylum seekers: Australia in a global context. In: 

Allotey, P. (Ed.), The Health of Refugees: Public Health Perspectives from 

Crisis to Settlement. Oxford University Press, Melbourne, pp. 68–82. 

Silove, D., & Steel, Z. (1998). The Mental Health and Well-being of On-shore Asylum 

Seekers in Australia. Sydney (NSW): Psychiatry Research and Teaching Unit 

School of Psychiatry, University of New South Wales. 

Silove D, Steel Z, McGorry P, & Mohan P. (1998). Trauma exposure, postmigration 

stressors, and symptoms of anxiety, depression and post-traumatic stress 

in Tamil asylum seekers: comparison with refugees and immigrants. Acta 

Psychiatr Scand, 97, 175-181. 

Silove, D., Austin, P., & Steel, Z. (2007). No refuge from terror: the impact of 

detention on the mental health of trauma-affected refugees seeking asylum in 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
230 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Australia. Transcult Psychiatry, 44(3), 359-393. 

doi:10.1177/1363461507081637 

Silove, D., McIntosh, P., & Becker, R. (1993). Risk of Retraumatisation of Asylum-

Seekers in Australia. Australian & New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 27(4), 

606-612. doi:10.3109/00048679309075823 

Simourd, D. J. (2004). Use of dynamic risk/need assessment instruments among 

long- term incarcerated offenders. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 31(3), 306-

323.   

Simourd, D. J., & Malcolm, P. B. (1998). Reliability and validity of the Level of 

Service  Inventory-Revised among federally incarcerated sex offenders. 

Journal of  Interpersonal Violence, 13(2), 261-274.   

Singh, J. P., Grann, M., & Fazel, S. (2011). A comparative study of violence risk 

assessment tools: A systematic review and metaregression analysis of 68 

studies involving 25,980 participants. Clinical Psychology Review, 31(3), 499-

513. 

Sinnerbrink, I., Silove, D., Field, A., Steel, Z. & Manicavasagar, V. (1997). 

Compounding of Premigration Trauma and Postmigration Stress in Asylum 

Seekers. The Journal of Psychology, 131(5), 463-470. 

Skeem, J. L., Mulvey, E. P., Lidz, C., Gardner, W., & Schubert, C. (2002). Identifying 

Psychiatric Patients at Risk for Repeated Involvement in Violence: The Next 

Step Toward Intensive Community Treatment Programs. International Journal 

of Forensic Mental Health, 1(2), 155-170. 

doi:10.1080/14999013.2002.10471170 

Skeem, J. L., Winter, E., Kennealy, P. J., Louden, J. E., Tatar, I. I., & Joseph, R. 

(2014). Offenders with mental illness have criminogenic needs, too: Toward 

recidivism reduction. Law and Human Behavior, 38(3), 212-225.  

Slobogin, C. (2018). Principles of risk assessment: Sentencing and policing, Legal 

Studies  Research Paper Series, Working Paper Number 18 – 09, Tennessee, 

USA: Vanderbilt University Law School.  

Smith, P., Cullen, F. T., & Latessa, E. J. (2009). Can 14,737 women be wrong? A 

meta‐analysis of the LSI‐R and recidivism for female offenders. Criminology & 

Public Policy, 8(1), 183-208. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
231 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Sobhanian, F., Boyle, G. J., Bahr, M., & Fallo, T. (2006) Psychological Status of 

Former Refugee Detainees From the Woomera Detention Centre Now Living 

in the Australian Community. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law 13(2): 151-159 

Sorensen, J. R., Cunningham, M. D., Vigen, M. P., & Woods, S. O. (2011). Serious 

assaults on prison staff: A descriptive analysis. Journal of Criminal Justice, 

39(2), 143-150. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2011.01.002 

Spence, D. H., & Haas, S. M. (2015). Predicting client success in day report centers: 

The importance of risk and needs assessment. Journal of Offender 

Rehabilitation, 54(7), 502-519. 

Spitzer, R. L., Kroenke, K., Williams, J. B. W., & The Patient Health Questionnaire 

Primary Care Study Group (1999). Validation and utility of a self-report 

version of PRIME-MD: The PHQ primary care study. Journal of the 

American Medical Association, 282, 1737–1744.  

Steadman, H. J., Mulvey, E. P., Monahan, J., Robbins, P. C., Appelbaum, P. S., 

Grisso, T., ... & Silver, E. (1998). Violence by people discharged from acute 

psychiatric inpatient facilities and by others in the same neighborhoods. 

Archives of General Psychiatry, 55(5), 393-401. 

Steel, Z., Momartin, S., Bateman, C., Hafshejani, A., Silove, D. M., Everson, N., et al. 

(2004). Psychiatric status of asylum seeker families held for a protracted 

period in a remote detention centre in Australia. Australian & New Zealand 

Journal of Public Health, 28(6), 527-536.  

Steel, Z., Momartin, S., Silove, D., Coello, M., Aroche, J. & WeiTay (2011). Two year 

psychosocial and mental health outcomes for refugees subjected to 

restrictive or supportive immigration policies. Social Science & Medicine, 

72(7), 1149-1156. 

Steel, Z., & Silove, D. M. (2001). The mental health implications of detaining asylum 

seekers. Medical Journal of Australia, 175(11-12), 596-599. 

doi:10.5694/j.1326-5377.2001.tb143741.x 

Steel, Z., Silove, D., Brooks, R., Momartin, S., Alzuhairi, B., & Susljik, I. (2006). 

Impact of immigration detention and temporary protection on the mental 

health of refugees. The British Journal of Psychiatry, 188(1), 58-64. 

Stefansson J, Nordstrom P, Jokinen J. (2012) Suicide Intent Scale in the prediction 

of suicide. Journal of Affective Disorders, 136, 167–71. 

 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
232 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Sturrock, R., Proporino, F., & Johnston, J. (1991). Literature review on the factors 

related to escape from correctional institutions. Ottawa, Ontario: Research 

and Statistics Branch, Correctional Service Canada. 

Sultan, A., & O’Sullivan, K. (2001). Psychological disturbances in asylum seekers 

held in long term detention: a participant-observer account. Medical Journal of 

Australia, 175, 593–596.  

Suominen, K., Isometsa, E., Ostamo, A., Lonnqvist, J. (2004). Level of suicidal intent 

predicts overall mortality and suicide after attempted suicide: a 12-year 

follow-up study. BMC Psychiatry, 4, 11. 

Swets, J. A., Dawes, R. M., & Monahan, J. (2000). Psychological science can 

improve diagnostic decisions. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 

1(1), 1-26. 

Tan, N. (2014). A Hidden Harm of Australia's Asylum System. Retrieved July 27, 

2016, from Inside Story: http://insidestory.org.au/a-hidden-harm-of-australias-

asylum-system 

Thomas, S. D., Daffern, M., Martin, T., Ogloff, J. R., Thomson, L. D., & Ferguson, M. 

(2009). Factors associated with seclusion in a statewide forensic psychiatric 

service in Australia over a 2‐year period. International Journal of Mental 

Health Nursing, 18(1), 2-9. 

Thompson, A. P. (2005). Risk-need assessment with juvenile offenders: Past, 

present and future.Paper presented at the Australian Psychological Society 

Conference, Melbourne VIC. 

Thompson, C., & Stewart, A. (2006).  Review of empirically based risk/needs 

assessment tools for Youth Justice: Amended report for public release, 

Brisbane, Australia: Griffith University 

Thornton, D. (2007). Scoring guide for Risk Matrix 2000.9/SVC. Retrieved from 

https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/Documents/college-

les/psych/RM2000scoringinstructions.pdf 

UN Commission on Human Rights. (2002). Report of the Working Group on Arbitrary 

Detention: Addendum: Visit to Australia (24 May-6 June 2002). Retrieved 

August 9, 2016 from http://www.refworld.org/docid/3e2e7ca54.htmlVan der 

Brug, W., D’Amato, G., Ruedin, D. and Berkhout, J. (2015) The Politicisation 

of Migration, London: Routledge. 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
233 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Upperton, R. A., & Thompson, A. P. (2005). Predicting recidivism: A risk assessment 

inventory versus juvenile justice officers, Australian Journal of Psychology, 57, 

263-263). 

van der Knaap, L. M., Alberda, D. L., Oosterveld, P., & Born, M. P. (2012), The 

predictive validity of criminogenic needs for male and female offenders: 

Comparing the relative impact of needs in predicting recidivism, Law and 

Human Behavior, 36 (5), 413-422 

Verona, E., Patrick, C., & Joiner, T. (2001). Psychopathy, antisocial personality, and 

suicide risk. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 110, 462–470. 

von Werthern, M., Robjant, K., Chui, Z., Schon, R., Ottisova, L., Mason, C., & 

Katona, C. (2018). The impact of immigration detention on mental health: a 

systematic review. BMC Psychiatry, 18(1), 382. doi:10.1186/s12888-018-

1945-y 

Vose, B., Cullen, F. T., & Smith, P. (2008). The empirical status of the Level of 

Service   Inventory. Federal Probation, 72, 22- 29. 

Vose, B., Lowenkamp, C. T., Smith, P., & Cullen, F. T. (2009). Gender and the 

predictive validity of the LSI-R: A study of parolees and probationers. Journal 

of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 25(4), 459-471. 

Vose, B., Smith, P., & Cullen, F. T. (2013). Predictive validity and the impact of 

change in total LSI-R score on recidivism. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 

40(12), 1383-1396. 

Wadia, K. (2015). Regimes of Insecurity: Women and Immigration Detention in 

France and Britain. In G. Lazaridis & K. Wadia (Eds.), The Securitisation of 

Migration in the EU: Debates Since 9/11 (pp. 92-93): Palgrave Macmillan UK. 

Walters, G. D. (2011). Predicting recidivism with the psychological inventory of 

criminal thinking styles and Level of Service Inventory–revised: Screening 

version. Law and  Human Behavior, 35, 211–220. 

Walters, G. D., & Schlauch, C. (2008). The Psychological Inventory of Criminal 

Thinking Styles and Level of Service Inventory-revised: Screening version as 

predictors of official and self-reported disciplinary infractions. Law and Human 

Behavior, 32, 454–462.  

Watkins, I. (2011). The utility of Level of Services Inventory - Revised (LSI-R) 

assessments within NSW Correctional Environments, -Research Bulletin (29), 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
234 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

NSW, Australia: Corrective Services NSW, Corporate Research, Evaluation 

and Statistics  

Webster, C.K., Douglas, D.E., Eaves, D. & Hart, D. (1997). HCR-20 assessing risk 

for violence: Version II. Burnaby, British Columbia, Canada: Mental Health, 

Law & Policy Institute, Simon Fraser University. 

Whiteacre, K. W. (2006). Testing the Level of Service Inventory-Revised (LSI-R) for    

racial/ethnic bias. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 17(3), 330-342. 

Wilson, C. M., Desmarais, S. L., Nicholls, T. L., Hart, S. D., & Brink, J. (2013). 

Predictive validity of dynamic factors: Assessing violence risk in forensic 

psychiatric inpatients. Law and Human Behavior, 37(6), 377-388. 

doi:10.1037/lhb0000025 

Wilson, H. A., & Gutierrez, L. (2014). Does one size fit all? A meta-analysis 

examining the predictive ability of the Level of Service Inventory (LSI) with 

Aboriginal offenders. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 41(2), 196-219. 

Wong, S.C.P. & Gordon, A. (2006). The validity and reliability of the Violence Risk 

Scale: A treatment-friendly violence risk assessment tool. Psychology, 

Public Policy and the Law, 12, 279-309. 

World Health Organization. (1994). A user’s guide to the Self Reporting 

Questionnaire (SRQ) World Health Organization, pp. 1–84. Geneva: World 

Health Organization, Division of Mental Health.  

Wormith, J. S., & Hogg, S. M. (2011). The predictive validity of sexual offender 

recidivism with a general risk/needs assessment inventory. Saskatoon, 

Canada: University of Saskatchewan.  

Wormith, J. S., Hogg, S. M., & Guzzo, L. (2015). The predictive validity of the LS/CMI 

with Aboriginal offenders in Canada. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 42(5), 

481-508. 

Wormith, J. S., Olver, M. E., Stevenson, H. E., & Girard, L. (2007). The long-term 

prediction of offender recidivism using diagnostic, personality, and risk/need 

approaches to offender assessment. Psychological Services, 4(4), 287-305. 

Wright, K., Clear, T., & Dickson, P. (1984). Universal application of probation 

riskassessment instruments: A critique. Criminology, 22(1), 113-134. 

Yang, M., Wong, S. C., & Coid, J. (2010). The efficacy of violence prediction: A 

meta-analytic comparison of nine risk assessment tools. Psychological ulletin, 

136(5), 740-767 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
235 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Young, P., & Gordon, M. S. (2016). Mental health screening in immigration 

detention: A fresh look at Australian government data. Australas Psychiatry, 

24(1), 19-22. doi:10.1177/1039856215624247 

Young, M., Justice, J., & Erdberg, P. (2006). Risk of harm: Inmates who harm 

themselves while in prison psychiatric treatment. Journal of Forensic 

Sciences, 51, 156–162. 

Zara G., & Farrington, D. P. (2016). Criminal recidivism: Explanation, Prediction and  

Prevention. New York: Routledge 

Zigmond, A.S. & Snaith, R.P. (1983). The hospital anxiety and depression scale. 

Acta Psychiatr Scand, 67(6), 361-70. 

Zinger, I. (2004). Actuarial risk assessment and human rights: A commentary. 

Canadian  Journal of Criminology and Criminal Justice, 46(5), 607-620. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
236 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Appendices 

 
 
Appendix 1. All Immigration Detainees from January- October 2018 ..................... 238 
Appendix 2. All Immigration Detention Incidents by Incident Participants from 
January- October 2018 ........................................................................................... 240 
Appendix 3. Total Incidents (n=18926) by Characteristics ..................................... 245 
Appendix 4. Total Incident Participants (n=21498) by Characteristics ................... 247 
Appendix 5. Incident Participation (Offender, Victim and Involved) in Minor Incidents
 ............................................................................................................................... 250 
Appendix 6. Incident Participation (Offender, Victim and Involved) in Major Incidents
 ............................................................................................................................... 252 
Appendix 7. Incident Participation (Offender, Victim and Involved) in Critical Incidents
 ............................................................................................................................... 254 
Appendix 8. Immigration Detainees in Adelaide ITA .............................................. 256 
Appendix 9. Adelaide ITA Incident Participants ...................................................... 258 
Appendix 10. Incident Types in Adelaide ITA (n=496) by Month and Day of Week 263 
Appendix 11. Adelaide ITA Incident Participants (n=482) by Incident Level .......... 264 
Appendix 12. Immigration Detainees in Brisbane ITA ............................................ 267 
Appendix 13. Brisbane ITA Incident Participants ................................................... 269 
Appendix 14. Incident Types in Brisbane ITA (n=2681) by Month and Day of Week
 ............................................................................................................................... 274 
Appendix 15. Brisbane ITA Incident Participants (n=2348) by Incident Level ........ 276 
Appendix 16. Immigration Detainees in Mainland APOD ....................................... 279 
Appendix 17. Mainland APOD Incident Participants .............................................. 281 
Appendix 18. Incident Types in Mainland APOD (n=120) by Month and Day of Week
 ............................................................................................................................... 286 
Appendix 19. Mainland APOD Incident Participants (n=162) by Incident Level ..... 287 
Appendix 20. Immigration Detainees in Maribyrnong IDC ...................................... 290 
Appendix 21. Maribyrnong IDC Incident Participants ............................................. 292 
Appendix 22. Incident Types in Maribyrnong IDC (n=2464) by Month and Day of 
Week ...................................................................................................................... 297 
Appendix 23. Maribyrnong IDC Incident Participants (n=2869) by Incident Level .. 298 
Appendix 24. Immigration Detainees in Melbourne ITA ......................................... 301 
Appendix 25. Melbourne ITA Incident Participants ................................................. 303 
Appendix 26. Incidents in Melbourne ITA (n=1237) by Incident Type, Month and Day 
of Week .................................................................................................................. 308 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
237 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Appendix 27. Melbourne ITA Incident Participants (n=1333) by Incident Level ..... 309 
Appendix 28. North West Point IDC Incident Participants ...................................... 312 
Appendix 29. Incidents in North West Point IDC (n=637) by Incident Type, Month 
and Day of Week .................................................................................................... 317 
Appendix 30. Incident Participants in North West Point IDC (n=1132) by 
Characteristic ......................................................................................................... 318 
Appendix 31. Immigration Detainees in Perth IDC ................................................. 321 
Appendix 32. Perth IDC Incident Participants ........................................................ 323 
Appendix 33. Incident Types in Perth IDC (n=688) by Month and Day of Week .... 328 
Appendix 34. Perth IDC Incident Participants (n=654) by Incident Level ............... 329 
Appendix 35. Immigration Detainees in Villawood IDC .......................................... 332 
Appendix 36. Villawood IDC Incident Participants .................................................. 334 
Appendix 37. Incidents in Villawood IDC (n=8632) by Incident Type, Month and Day 
of Week .................................................................................................................. 339 
Appendix 38. Villawood IDC Incident Participants (n=10250) by Incident Level .... 340 
Appendix 39. Immigration Detainees in Yongah Hill IDC ....................................... 343 
Appendix 40. Yongah Hill IDC Incident Participants ............................................... 345 
Appendix 41. Incident Types in Yongah Hill IDC (n=1971) by Month and Day of 
Week ...................................................................................................................... 350 
Appendix 42. Yongah Hill IDC Incident Participants (n=2268) by Incident Level ... 351 
 

 

 
  

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
241 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Assault- Client <18 (n=5)  3 3 3 9 
Assault- Minor (n=592) 605 209 231 1045 
Assault- Serious (n=23) 33 15 17 65 
Assault- Sexual (n=31) 22 21 6 49 
Child- Physical Abuse (n=1) 1 1 0 2 
Complaint- Re Incident (n=26) 1 4 23 28 
Contraband- By Visitor (n=23) 5 0 20 25 
Contraband Found (n=981) 711 1 751 1463 
Damage- Minor (n=388) 158 5 82 245 
Damage- Serious (n=13) 2 0 3 5 
Death (n=4) 0 3 1 4 
Demonstration- Offsite (n=6) 0 0 2 2 
Demonstration- Onsite (n=3) 1 0 8 9 
Disturbance- Major (n=10) 21 0 19 40 
Disturbance- Minor (n=268) 219 14 197 430 
Escape (n=6) 6 0 1 7 
Escape- Attempted (n=9)  6 0 8 14 
Escape- Tools in Possession (n=3)  5 0 0 5 
Failure- IT Systems (n=26)  0 0 1 1 
Failure- Power (n=32)  0 0 3 3 
Failure- Security System (n=360)  0 0 5 5 
Failure- Sewerage/Water (n=31) 0 0 0 0 
Food/Fluid Refusal (n=61)  96 85 15 196 
Industrial Action- Minor (n=1) 0 0 0 0 
Media- Approach Staff/Clients (n=21)  3 1 15 19 
Media- Unauthorised Presence (n=17)  0 0 4 4 
Notification by Welfare Authority (n=1)  0 1 0 1 
Property- Missing (n=9) 0 3 7 10 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
260 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Accident/Injury- Minor (n=280) 1 2 18 21 4.36% 0.10% 
Accident/Injury- Serious (n=33) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Assault- Client <18 (n=9)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Assault- Minor (n=1045) 7 4 2 13 2.70% 0.06% 
Assault- Serious (n=65) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Assault- Sexual (n=49) 1 2 0 3 0.62% 0.01% 
Child- Physical Abuse (n=2) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Complaint- Re Incident (n=28) 0 0 2 2 0.41% 0.01% 
Contraband- By Visitor (n=25) 0 0 2 2 0.41% 0.01% 
Contraband Found (n=1463) 2 0 8 10 2.07% 0.05% 
Damage- Minor (n=245) 1 0 5 6 1.24% 0.03% 
Damage- Serious (n=5) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Death (n=4) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Demonstration- Offsite (n=2) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Demonstration- Onsite (n=9) 0 0 2 2 0.41% 0.01% 
Disturbance- Major (n=40) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Disturbance- Minor (n=430) 0 0 2 2 0.41% 0.01% 
Escape (n=7) 0 0 2 2 0.41% 0.01% 
Escape- Attempted (n=14)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Escape- Tools in Possession (n=5)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- IT Systems (n=1)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- Power (n=3)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- Security System (n=5)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Food/Fluid Refusal (n=196)  0 1 0 1 0.21% 0.00% 
Media- Approach Staff/Clients (n=19)  0 0 1 1 0.21% 0.00% 
Media- Unauthorised Presence (n=4)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Notification by Welfare Authority (n=1)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Property- Missing (n=10) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Property- Missing Money (n=2)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Public Health Risk- Minor (n=4)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
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262 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Monday (n= 3166) 3 2 53 58 12.03% 0.27% 
Tuesday (n=3730) 23 2 73 98 20.33% 0.46% 
Wednesday (n=3768) 9 1 73 83 17.22% 0.39% 
Thursday (n=3845) 9 2 77 88 18.26% 0.41% 
Friday (n=3566) 9 4 87 100 20.75% 0.47% 
Saturday (n=1744) 3 2 22 27 5.6% 0.13% 
Sunday (n=1679) 5 7 16 28 5.8% 0.13% 
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266 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

*p= <.05 
**p=<.001                

Monday (n=58) 12.1% 96.6% (56) .015 14.3% 3.4% (2) .07 0% 0% 
Tuesday (n=98) 20% 94.9% (93) .64 7.1% 1.0% (1) 1.55 100% 4.1% (4) 
Wednesday (n=83) 17.5% 97.6% (81) .49 14.3% 2.4% (2) .087 0% 0% 
Thursday (n=88) 18.1% 95.5% (84) .197 28.6% 4.5% (4) 1.028 0% 0% 
Friday (n=100) 20.9% 97% (97) .190 21.4% 3.0% (3) .004 0% 0% 
Saturday (n=27) 5.6% 96.3% (26) .000 7.1% 3.7% (1) .065 0% 0% 
Sunday (n=28) 5.8% 96.4% (27) .002 7.1% 3.6% (1) .047 0% 0% 
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271 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Abusive/Aggressive Behaviour 
(n=1233) 43 2 34 79 3.36% 0.37% 

Accident/Injury- Minor (n=280) 0 5 8 13 0.55% 0.06% 
Accident/Injury- Serious (n=33) 1 1 0 2 0.09% 0.01% 
Assault- Client <18 (n=9)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Assault- Minor (n=1045) 40 5 8 53 2.26% 0.25% 
Assault- Serious (n=65) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Assault- Sexual (n=49) 2 1 0 3 0.13% 0.01% 
Child- Physical Abuse (n=2) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Complaint- Re Incident (n=28) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Contraband- By Visitor (n=25) 0 0 4 4 0.17% 0.02% 
Contraband Found (n=1463) 15 0 42 57 2.43% 0.27% 
Damage- Minor (n=245) 4 0 5 9 0.38% 0.04% 
Damage- Serious (n=5) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Death (n=4) 0 1 0 1 0.04% 0.00% 
Demonstration- Offsite (n=2) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Demonstration- Onsite (n=9) 1 0 6 7 0.30% 0.03% 
Disturbance- Major (n=40) 6 0 4 10 0.43% 0.05% 
Disturbance- Minor (n=430) 6 0 14 20 0.85% 0.09% 
Escape (n=7) 1 0 0 1 0.04% 0.00% 
Escape- Attempted (n=14)  1 0 0 1 0.04% 0.00% 
Escape- Tools in Possession (n=5)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- IT Systems (n=1)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- Power (n=3)  0 0 2 2 0.09% 0.01% 
Failure- Security System (n=5)  0 0 4 4 0.17% 0.02% 
Food/Fluid Refusal (n=196)  0 0 3 3 0.13% 0.01% 
Media- Approach Staff/Clients (n=19)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Media- Unauthorised Presence (n=4)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Notification by Welfare Authority (n=1)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Property- Missing (n=10) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
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275 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

 
*p= <.05          
**p=<.001 
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278 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

*p= <.05 
**p=<.001               

Thursday (n=416) 18.5% 96.6% (402) 11.87* 8.3% 3.4% (14) 10.93* 0% 0% 
Friday (n=446) 19% 92.6% (413) .001 19.6% 7.4% (33) .049 0% 0% 
Saturday (n=224) 9.1% 88.8% (199) 5.22* 14.3% 10.3% (24) 4.72* 20% 0.4% (1) 
Sunday (n=150) 5.7% 82.7% (124) 23.32** 15.5% 17.3% (26) 24.99** 0% 0% 
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283 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Abusive/Aggressive Behaviour (n=1233) 3 0 2 5 3.09% 0.02% 
Accident/Injury- Minor (n=280) 0 0 4 4 2.47% 0.02% 
Accident/Injury- Serious (n=33) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Assault- Client <18 (n=9)  3 1 1 5 3.09% 0.02% 
Assault- Minor (n=1045) 1 0 0 1 0.62% 0.00% 
Assault- Serious (n=65) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Assault- Sexual (n=49) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Child- Physical Abuse (n=2) 1 1 0 2 1.23% 0.01% 
Complaint- Re Incident (n=28) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Contraband- By Visitor (n=25) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Contraband Found (n=1463) 0 0 9 9 5.56% 0.04% 
Damage- Minor (n=245) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Damage- Serious (n=5) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Death (n=4) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Demonstration- Offsite (n=2) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Demonstration- Onsite (n=9) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Disturbance- Major (n=40) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Disturbance- Minor (n=430) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Escape (n=7) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Escape- Attempted (n=14)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Escape- Tools in Possession (n=5)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- IT Systems (n=1)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- Power (n=3)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- Security System (n=5)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Food/Fluid Refusal (n=196)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Media- Approach Staff/Clients (n=19)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Media- Unauthorised Presence (n=4)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Notification by Welfare Authority (n=1)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Property- Missing (n=10) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Property- Missing Money (n=2)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
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285 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

Tuesday (n=3730) 1 1 36 38 23.46% 0.18% 
Wednesday (n=3768) 0 0 21 21 12.96% 0.10% 
Thursday (n=3845) 0 0 13 13 8.03% 0.06% 
Friday (n=3566) 2 0 41 43 26.54% 0.2% 
Saturday (n=1744) 1 1 6 8 4.94% 0.04% 
Sunday (n=1679) 0 0 7 7 4.32% 0.03% 
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289 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

*p= <.05 
**p=<.001          

Friday (n=43) 26.7% 93% (40) .016* 25% 7% (3) .016* 0% 0% 
Saturday (n=8) 3.3% 62.5% (5) 11.11 25% 37.5% (3) 11.11 0% 0% 
Sunday (n=7) 4.7% 100% (7) .59 0% 0% .585 0% 0% 
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300 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

*p= <.05        **p=<.001              
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Failure- Power (n=3)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- Security System (n=5)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Food/Fluid Refusal (n=196)  2 4 0 6 0.45% 0.03% 
Media- Approach Staff/Clients (n=19)  0 0 2 2 0.15% 0.01% 
Media- Unauthorised Presence (n=4)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Notification by Welfare Authority (n=1)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Property- Missing (n=10) 0 1 3 4 0.30% 0.02% 
Property- Missing Money (n=2)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Public Health Risk- Minor (n=4)  0 1 0 1 0.08% 0.00% 
Removal- Aborted (n=91)  0 0 19 19 1.43% 0.09% 
School Absenteeism (n=3) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Self Harm- Actual (n=173)  7 5 7 19 1.43% 0.09% 
Self Harm- Threatened (n=314) 15 11 15 41 3.08% 0.19% 
Serious Illness- Ambulance Req 

(n=304)  0 8 13 21 1.58% 0.10% 
Substance Abuse (n=8)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Theft (n=43)  0 1 0 1 0.08% 0.00% 
Threat- Bomb/ Biological/ Chemical 

(n=1) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Use of Fire Equipment/ False Alarm 

(n=68)  0 0 1 1 0.08% 0.00% 
Use of Force (n=1475)   27 16 161 204 15.30% 0.95% 
Use of Force- Planned (n=13179)  23 11 501 535 40.14% 2.49% 
Use of Observation Room >24hrs 

(n=147)  0 0 3 3 0.23% 0.01% 
Visitor- Client Denied (n=10)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Visitor- HP Denied Access (n=2)  0 0 1 1 0.08% 0.00% 
Visitor- Other Refused (n=398)  0 1 73 74 5.55% 0.34% 
Weapon- Client in Possession (n=44)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



 
311 Improving Risk Assessments of Immigration Detainees 

*p= <.05 
**p=<.001        

Thursday (n=218) 17.3% 79.8% (174) 2.93 13.5% 20.2% (44) 2.58 0% 0% 
Friday (n=251) 19% 76.1% (191) .12 18.4% 23.9% (60) .051 0% 0% 
Saturday (n=102) 7.2% 70.6% (72) 1.29 9.2% 29.4% (30) 1.47 0% 0% 
Sunday (n=111) 7.6% 68.5% (76) 2.98 10.7% 31.5% (35) 3.28 0% 0% 
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*p= <.05 
**p=<.001                        

Wednesday (n=170) 15.1% 88.8% (151) .063 14.4% 11.2% (19) .046 0% 0% 
Thursday (n=409) 37.3% 91.2% (373) 5.36* 27.3% 8.8% (36) 5.08* 0% 0% 
Friday (n=130) 10.6% 81.5% (106) 6.38* 18.2% 18.5% (24) 6.59* 0% 0% 
Saturday (n=130) 6.5% 72.2% (65) 24.23** 18.2% 26.7% (24) 21.37*

* 
100% 0.1% (1) 

Sunday (n=107) 10.1% 94.4% (101) 4.299* 4.5% 5.6% (6) 4.20* 0% 0% 
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Abusive/Aggressive Behaviour 
(n=1233) 39 1 11 51 7.80% 0.24% 

Accident/Injury- Minor (n=280) 0 11 5 16 2.45% 0.07% 
Accident/Injury- Serious (n=33) 2 5 1 8 1.22% 0.04% 
Assault- Client <18 (n=9)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Assault- Minor (n=1045) 26 12 5 43 6.57% 0.20% 
Assault- Serious (n=65) 4 0 1 5 0.76% 0.02% 
Assault- Sexual (n=49) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Child- Physical Abuse (n=2) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Complaint- Re Incident (n=28) 0 0 3 3 0.46% 0.01% 
Contraband- By Visitor (n=25) 0 0 2 2 0.31% 0.01% 
Contraband Found (n=1463) 13 0 18 31 4.74% 0.14% 
Damage- Minor (n=245) 10 0 3 13 1.99% 0.06% 
Damage- Serious (n=5) 1 0 3 4 0.61% 0.02% 
Death (n=4) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Demonstration- Offsite (n=2) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Demonstration- Onsite (n=9) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Disturbance- Major (n=40) 1 0 2 3 0.46% 0.01% 
Disturbance- Minor (n=430) 24 0 12 36 5.50% 0.17% 
Escape (n=7) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Escape- Attempted (n=14)  1 0 0 1 0.15% 0.00% 
Escape- Tools in Possession (n=5)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- IT Systems (n=1)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- Power (n=3)  0 0 1 1 0.15% 0.00% 
Failure- Security System (n=5)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Food/Fluid Refusal (n=196)  0 3 1 4 0.61% 0.02% 
Media- Approach Staff/Clients (n=19)  0 0 1 1 0.15% 0.00% 
Media- Unauthorised Presence (n=4)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Notification by Welfare Authority (n=1)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Property- Missing (n=10) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
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*p= <.05 
**p=<.001            

Wednesday (n=98) 14.3% 74.5% (73) .896 17.5% 25.5% (25) .896 0% 0% 
Thursday (n=116) 17% 75% (87) .811 20.3% 25% (29) .811 0% 0% 
Friday (n=114) 17.6% 78.9% (90) .053 16.8% 21.1% (24) .05 0% 0% 
Saturday (n=55) 8.6% 80% (44) .122 7.7% 20% (11) .122 0% 0% 
Sunday (n=71) 10.4% 74.6% (53) .567 12.6% 25.4% (18) .567 0% 0% 
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Abusive/Aggressive Behaviour 
(n=1233) 222 13 27 262 11.55% 1.22% 

Accident/Injury- Minor (n=280) 9 35 10 54 2.38% 0.25% 
Accident/Injury- Serious (n=33) 0 4 0 4 0.18% 0.02% 
Assault- Client <18 (n=9)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Assault- Minor (n=1045) 111 30 15 156 6.88% 0.73% 
Assault- Serious (n=65) 2 2 5 9 0.40% 0.04% 
Assault- Sexual (n=49) 11 7 1 19 0.84% 0.09% 
Child- Physical Abuse (n=2) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Complaint- Re Incident (n=28) 0 0 1 1 0.04% 0.00% 
Contraband- By Visitor (n=25) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Contraband Found (n=1463) 171 1 110 282 12.43% 1.31% 
Damage- Minor (n=245) 50 2 8 60 2.65% 0.28% 
Damage- Serious (n=5) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Death (n=4) 0 1 0 1 0.04% 0.00% 
Demonstration- Offsite (n=2) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Demonstration- Onsite (n=9) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Disturbance- Major (n=40) 9 0 3 12 0.53% 0.06% 
Disturbance- Minor (n=430) 35 0 6 41 1.81% 0.19% 
Escape (n=7) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Escape- Attempted (n=14)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Escape- Tools in Possession (n=5)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- IT Systems (n=1)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- Power (n=3)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Failure- Security System (n=5)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Food/Fluid Refusal (n=196)  0 5 0 5 0.22% 0.02% 
Media- Approach Staff/Clients (n=19)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Media- Unauthorised Presence (n=4)  0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Notification by Welfare Authority (n=1)  0 1 0 1 0.04% 0.00% 
Property- Missing (n=10) 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 
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 353 Improving Risk Assessment of Immigration Detainees 

*p= <.05 
**p=<.001           
 

Sunday (n=233) 10% 84.1% (196) .944 11.6% 14.6% (34) .65 15% 1.3% (3) 
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