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Introduction 

 

The New Mexico Statistical Analysis Center (NM SAC) received funding from the Justice 

Research and Statistics Association (JRSA) to complete the current project, which is part of a 

multi-state assessment of parole revocations and violations.  This report documents the findings 

of the research conducted in New Mexico.  The overarching goals of this project are to 

understand how the parole system operates in New Mexico as well as its impact on and response 

to parolee misconduct.  We begin by reviewing the statutory and policy mandates that guide the 

treatment of parolees.  We summarize major changes to statutes and policies that impact the 

operation of community supervision during the study period and beyond.  We then investigate 

documented parole violations and revocations, assessing the key individual and institutional 

factors that likely contribute to these incidents.  Broadly, these factors include individual level 

characteristics such as demographics, criminal history and risk/needs scores as well as 

institutional factors such as level of custody, performance while in prison, conditions of parole 

and length of time served.  We tie this together by exploring how consistent our results are in 

light of written policy and informal practice as documented by our policy review and related 

informal discussions with a key parole staff member.  Finally, we offer suggestions to reduce the 

number of parole violators returning to our state prisons.  We hope the results will help the 

state’s Probation and Parole Division, Parole Board, and Reentry and Reform Division evaluate 

their current policies and practices to best meet the objective of effective and efficient 

management of parole populations.   

 

Part I:  Review of policies and statutes 

 

Summary of parole policies and statutes in New Mexico 

 

All current relevant policies and statutes guiding policy are accessible via the New Mexico 

Corrections Department website (http://corrections.state.nm.us).  Additionally, criminal laws 

related to probation/parole include statutes 31-21-1 to 31-21-27.  These are summarized in 

Appendix 1 and are also available online at 

http://www.conwaygreene.com/nmsu/lpext.dll?f=templates&fn=main-h.htm&2.0.  Here we 

outline the basic structure and duties of the Probation and Parole Division and the Parole Board 

as described in State statute and the most current NMCD policies.  In addition to written policy 

documents, NMCD policies are outlined in the Department’s Strategic Plan 

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/news/strategic_plan.html).  Further, some of the current policies 

and practices derive from the recent recommendations of a Governor’s Task Force on Prison 

Reform, 2008 (http://corrections.state.nm.us/reentry_reform/pdf/prision_reform.pdf).  We pull 

from all of these sources to outline current Parole policies.    We also reviewed all relevant 

statutes and policies for any major changes over time, particularly those that occurred during the 

study period and might, therefore, impact the findings reported here.  These changes, as well as 

their implications for the current study, are summarized at the end of this section. 

 

http://www.conwaygreene.com/nmsu/lpext.dll?f=templates&fn=main-h.htm&2.0
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Structure of Probation and Parole 

 

Probation and Parole is a Division within the New Mexico Corrections Department.   There are 

four regional offices, overseen by the Director, who is appointed by the Secretary of Corrections 

with the approval of the Governor, as per NMSA 9-3-6 (see map of regional offices below). The 

Director is required to ―direct the day-to-day operations, set policy and manage division 

resources with the parameters established by State Statutes and Corrections Department Policy‖ 

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/CD-050100.pdf).  A Deputy Director serves as a 

direct supervisor to the four regional offices throughout New Mexico.  One regional office—

Region II that services the Albuquerque area—is actually comprised of two offices, one for 

standard probation and parole and one for special management programs.  It is important to note 

that in many practical ways the two offices in Region II operate independently.  In fact, in the 

data these are treated as separate regional offices (in other words, there are five regional offices 

documented in the data).  In addition to the four main regional offices, there are 42 local district 

offices and 7 sub-offices statewide.   Each regional office has a Manager and the Division has a 

total of 325 employees (http://corrections.state.nm.us/news/strategic/ strategic_plan09.pdf).   
 

Figure 1:  Probation and Parole Regions in NM 
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The New Mexico Parole Board oversees all parole release activities and regulates all post-prison 

supervision activities.  The authority of the Parole Board is established by state statute, which 

mandates the parole board to issue parole conditions prior to releasing the offender from 

incarceration and determine the appropriate supervision level following release (NMSA 31-21-

25.1).  The Board consists of fifteen members appointed by the governor and approved by the 

senate, as provided for in NMSA 31-21-24.  The board is statutorily required to oversee all 

aspects of parole release, including the granting, denying and revocation of parole.  The board 

holds about 300 hearings per month (http://corrections.state.nm.us/parole/paroleboard.html).   

 

Components of probation/parole (programs) 

 

The Probation and Parole Division provides both standard probation/parole supervision as well 

as special management programs.  As outlined in state statute, the special management programs 

consist of Intensive Supervision (NMSA 31-21-13.1), Community Corrections (NMSA 33-9-1) 

and Drug Court (NMSA 31-21-27).  Intensive Supervision is geared toward each region’s most 

high risk offenders, such as gang members, repeat felons, and violent offenders.  Community 

Corrections is geared toward high needs offenders ―judged to be at higher risk for re-offending‖ 

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/parole/community.html), including those with substance abuse or 

mental health issues.  Both Intensive Supervision and Community Corrections require more 

frequent contact and monitoring than standard probation/parole. Drug courts target those with 

alcohol/drug addictions whose addictions have contributed to their criminality. 

 

Additionally, within each region, other programs are in operation.  For example, Region II 

includes Special Operations, which supervises ―higher-ranking gang members‖ and provides 

investigative services (http://corrections.state.nm.us/parole/region IISP.html).  There are also a 

handful of inpatient drug and alcohol treatment programs throughout the state that are under the 

purview of the Probation and Parole Division.  In addition, Region II, which supervises offenders 

in the Albuquerque area, includes a Transitional Reporting Center (TRC).  The TRC is used for 

intake/processing including reviewing and classifying individuals, providing counseling and 

housing.  Probation and Parole also includes specialized sex offender units.  The Response 

Center in Albuquerque monitors all sex offenders on parole with the use of real time GPS 24 

hours per day.  Additionally, the Response Center monitors arrests and alerts officers when an 

offender on their caseload has been arrested.   They also conduct phone monitoring of offenders 

who are classified as minimum supervision. 

 

Standard Procedures 

 

Policy mandates that an Institutional Probation Parole Officer (IPPO) or Classification officer  

complete a reentry plan for all offenders being released to either parole or dual supervision.   

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/CD-083000.pdf.).  The plan must be completed 

180 days prior to an inmate’s release
1
 and should address treatment needs (medical, mental 

health, substance abuse, etc.), education/job development, financial needs (including applying 

for any financial assistance available), basic life maintenance issues (this includes planned 

residence, securing identification cards, etc.), family support, child care issues, faith based 

assistance, victim notification, institutional program participation and social service needs.  The 

                                                 
1
 Policy allows for accelerated reentry planning in cases where the inmate has less than six months to serve. 

http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/CD-083000.pdf
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IPPO also completes a risk needs assessment at this time, which is used to further guide reentry 

planning.    

 

A Parole Officer conducts an initial interview within three days of the offender’s placement on 

community supervision.  The officer uses a standardized assessment protocol which identifies 

the offender’s risk of reoffending as well as his or her needs as they relate to successful reentry 

to assist in determining the appropriate classification level.  At present, this assessment tool 

differs from that used within the facility, but has comparable items.  Policy mandates that 

offenders be reassessed every six months.  All offenders sentenced to probation/parole must be 

classified to an appropriate supervision level within 45 days of being placed on probation/parole.   

A Probation Parole Officer develops an individualized supervision plan with input from the 

offender within 30 days of disposition.  The plan includes the conditions of supervision, the level 

of supervision based on risk/needs, the objectives to be met by both the offender and field 

officer, a time schedule for meeting those goals, services to address the offender’s needs, and a 

progress review schedule (http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/CD-050200.pdf).  There 

are four possible levels of standard supervision:  low, medium, high, and extreme.  All offenders 

placed on standard supervision are initially classified as high until the risk/needs assessment is 

completed.  There are three phases for offenders in a special management program (non-

standard).  All offenders supervised under a special management program are classified as Phase 

I (the most stringent level) until the risk/needs assessment is completed 

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/CD-050201.pdf).  Each month a progress report is 

required for each offender regardless of which program they are assigned to.  All offenders are to 

be reassessed every six months at which time a change in the level of supervision may be made 

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/CD-050201.pdf). 

 

All parolees must comply with a standard set of conditions.  There are fifteen standard parole 

conditions including, monthly reporting, no unauthorized travel, no alcohol or drug use, drug 

testing at parole officer discretion, mandatory employment or school enrollment, warrantless 

searches by parole officers, no weapons, and drug testing at the discretion of the parole officer 

(the complete list of standard conditions is provided in Appendix 2).  Other special conditions 

can be ordered at the discretion of the parole board as deemed necessary (NMSA 31-21-21), 

including ordering offenders to special probation/parole programs.  In some instances an 

offender may be under dual supervision—subject to both probation and parole.  In these cases, 

all requirements of probation must be included in the parole requirements 

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/CD-050200.pdf).  Offenders sentenced to 

probation following incarceration begin their term of probation concurrently with the term of 

parole even if the offender serves any part of the parole in prison (CD-050500.pdf).  Offenders 

must comply with the conditions of both probation and parole (standard conditions of probation 

are provided in Appendix 3).  If parole is revoked, that time is not credited toward the probation 

term. 

 

The length of parole varies according to the severity of the crime for which the offender was 

incarcerated.  Generally, inmates convicted of first, second or third degree felonies are required  

to serve a two-year parole period.  Inmates convicted of a fourth degree felony are required to  
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serve a one-year parole period.  This applies to nearly all offenders released in 2005-2006.
2
  In 

some cases, parolees may serve part or all of their parole period in prison.  This occurs when the 

inmate refuses to accept the terms of the parole agreement or does not have an approved parole 

plan (see Section 31-21-10 NMSA 1978). 

 

Offenders may be released early from probation/parole when they have complied with all 

conditions of supervision.  These requests go through the Parole Board.  In addition, some 

parolees are allowed to request earned meritorious deductions for parole if they comply.  Eligible 

parolees can receive a 50% reduction on parole time (ineligible offenders include sex offenders, 

some violent/DWI offenders if significant mitigating circumstances occurred). 

 

Probation/parole technical violations, sanctions and revocations 

 

New Mexico utilizes a tiered system of sanctions for technical violations and incentives for 

compliance.  Policies are in place to avoid re-incarceration, if possible, as indicated in Governor 

Richardson’s Task Force on Prison Reform. One goal of reentry and reform efforts is to decrease 

the number of parole revocations by providing alternatives to re-incarceration.  According to the 

NMCD Strategic Plan 2008, probation/parolees are to be given graduated alternative sanctions 

up to three times on a technical violation in lieu of prison.  Technical violations are defined as 

violations of standard or special provision of parole not including absconding or a new crime.  

Department policy mandates that parolees who have a technical violation should be considered 

for Special Management Programs prior to revocation 

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/CD-052800.pdf).  Alternatives to revocation and 

incarceration are to be considered only when they do not compromise public safety.  Parolees are 

currently assessed the following tiered system of sanctions for technical violations under the 

Sanctioned Parole Violator Program (SPVP):  return to state custody for 30, 45, 60 or 90 days; 

then return to parole (CD-057200).  However, parolees are not allowed to participate in this 

program if charged/detained for a new felony charge or probation violation.  All probation/parole 

officers are required to submit a violation report for most repetitive violations 

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/ CD-052801.pdf).  A handful of non-repetitive 

violations may be noted in the case file rather than reported 

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/ CD-052801.pdf).  Policy dictates that parole 

officers issue a warrant for the parolee’s arrest/detention where there is evidence of 

serious/repetitive violations, commission of a new offense, or risk to public safety, 

(http://corrections.state.nm.us/ 

policies/current / CD-052800.pdf).  Community Corrections specifies various sanctions that can 

be used for those monitored under this form of supervision.  These include electronic monitoring, 

curfew, phone check-in, community service/treatment/support group meetings/office visits, 

house arrest, and jail time.  Conditions of parole for special management programs are provided 

in Appendix 4.  

 

                                                 
2
A new statute was enacted on February 3, 2004 requires certain sex offenders to be supervised for a longer period 

of parole (NMSA Section 31-21-10.1).  This law impacts very few offenders released during our study period; 

indeed, a study by the New Mexico Sentencing Commission indicates only 8 offenders released in 2005 or 2006 are 

subject to this law (Freeman, 2009).    
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In addition to NMCD policies, state statutes specify the parole board’s authority to address 

probation and parole violations.  With respect to parole violations, NMSA 31-21-14 allows the 

parole board or its director to issue a warrant for parole violations, or arrest without warrant if 

the director judges that the parolee has violated the terms of his release.  Violators are to be 

brought to a parole revocation hearing.  The Parole Board then judges whether a violation 

occurred and can either revoke or continue the parole. 

 

Criminal Management Information System 

 

Beginning January 1, 2005, a new NMCD policy went into effect to mandate the use of a 

centralized database (Criminal Management Information System: CMIS) to track offenders from 

intake through final disposition (http://corrections.state.nm.us/policies/current/CD-044000.pdf).  

Prison and Parole data are maintained within CMIS.  These data are entered by various personnel 

in each NMCD division, but are managed and maintained by the Information Technology 

Division of NMCD.  Policy mandates various data integrity controls including error reports and 

audits.    

 

Reentry initiatives 

 

Effective management of the State’s parolee population has been identified as a key concern by 

the New Mexico Governor’s Task Force on Prison Reform.  In June 2008, the Task Force issued 

a report entitled  Increasing Public Safety in New Mexico Before, During and After 

Incarceration: New Directions for Reform in New Mexico Corrections.  In response to Task 

Force recommendations, the Governor created a new Reentry Division within the state’s 

Corrections Department (NMCD).  The Reentry Division is independent from the State’s 

Probation and Parole Division, and is guided by the philosophy that ―reentry begins at 

arrest…attention must be paid before, during, and after incarceration to the risks and needs of 

offenders‖ (Governor’s Task Force 2008: 3).  Though this division is independent of the state’s 

Probation and Parole Division, it is dependent on Probation and Parole to meet its goals.  In line 

with recommendations from the Governor’s Task Force, the NMCD has implemented a number 

of initiatives that aim to improve offenders’ chances of successful reentry.  In fact, the most 

recent strategic plan for the Probation and Parole Division includes a mandate to:  

 

Manage offenders on probation and parole in a cost-effective manner to protect the 

public and maximize the offender’s successful reentry to the community.  Activities 

include: 

1. Use a risk/needs assessment instrument to identify the risk level of offenders for 

appropriate supervision and for effective treatment services. 

2. Identify gaps in supervision and services for on-going future planning. 

3. Use the Parole Violation Assessment Tool to categorize and track parole violators by 

the seriousness of their violation, whether they absconded or committed a new crime, and 

direct technical violators toward alternative sanctions, if possible. 

  

Informal discussions with a senior Probation and Parole staff member indicate that these 

mandates have been implemented.  Parole officers use the New Mexico Risk Assessment and 

Needs Inventory tool to identify issues related to parolee risks and needs and use this to help 



 11 

identify possible gaps in treatment and services for future planning and supervision.   When 

violations of parole occur, parole officers complete a Parole Violation Assessment to help guide 

the officer’s recommendations. The Violation Assessment instrument is also used to advise the 

Hearing Officer and the Parole Board in their deliberations during a violation hearing. 

 

However, based on interviews with senior level NMCD staff conducted for another project on 

reentry reform within NMCD, we have found that other areas of reentry reform have been 

allowed to lay dormant in recent years, due budget cuts, lack of leadership and lack of personnel 

able and willing to implement the system-wide reform.  This appears to be especially true within 

the prisons themselves, though there are notable exceptions to this.  Despite this, the foundation 

has been laid for the direction of reentry reform and there are groups within the Corrections 

Department that work with an eye towards reentry reform.  Efforts have been made within the 

Probation and Parole Department that are in line with reentry reform.  Perhaps as leadership and 

economic circumstances in the state change, system-wide change will become a priority in the 

future. 

 

Summary of changes from 2004-2010 

 

On December 16, 2010, NM SAC staff traveled to the New Mexico Corrections Department 

administrative offices in Santa Fe to review the changes to all relevant parole policies between 

2005 and 2010.  Fortunately, since about 2005, the Department has maintained good 

documentation of each change made to each policy, as well as the date of acceptance of the 

change and hardcopy records of the policies, all in chronological order.  Since changes in policy 

are well documented beginning around 2005, we began by reviewing policies in place in 2005.  

We found only what we consider minor changes to the operation of parole during this time 

period.  There are some changes to procedures regarding technical violations.  For example, prior 

to 2007, refusal or inability to produce a urine specimen for a drug test was automatically 

considered a violation; in 2007, this was changed so that offenders are now given the option to 

take an alternative test.  If the parolee refuses or is unable to take either test, then it is considered 

a violation (CD-051800).  There are also refinements regarding the length of time parolees spend 

in each phase of a particular program.  For example, in 2007, a change was made requiring a 

minimum and maximum length of stay for offenders in Community Corrections programs (CD-

050201).  Other changes include such things as adding an intermediate length of time for SPVP 

program participants (including 45 days to the original 30, 60 and 90 days) (CD-057201), and 

specifying requirements that reflect statute (such as in CD-052800 to which a section on 

probable cause hearings was added in 2006).  For a complete listing of the changes noted to the 

policies reviewed, please see Appendix 5.  Generally, though, important policy changes occur 

only when there are changes to state statute. 

 

In addition to reviewing the policies, we also reviewed the statutes for any changes.  There is one 

major change that will surely impact the supervision of parolees in the future.  This change 

occurs in the statute contained in Section 31-21-10.1.  This statute requires that certain sex 

offenders be required to serve an indeterminate period of supervised parole for a minimum of 

five years up to twenty years or the life of the offender, depending on the offense.  This 

requirement can be altered if the state is unable to prove that the sex offender should remain on 

parole after the initial five years of supervision.  In order to determine this, a review hearing that 



 12 

is held after the offender has served five years on parole and at two and one-half year intervals 

following the initial hearing if the offender is not released from supervision.  The statute also 

requires all sex offenders to be electronically monitored throughout their supervision.  The 

offenses included in this statute are:  kidnapping with the intent to commit a sexual offense 

(Section 30-4-1); aggravated criminal sexual penetration or criminal sexual penetration in the 

first, second or third degree (Section 30-9-11); criminal sexual contact of a minor in the third or 

fourth degree (Section 30-9-13); sexual exploitation of children in the second degree (Section 

30-6A-3); and sexual exploitation of children by prostitution in the first or second degree 

(Section 30-6A-4).  This statute was passed in 2004, and the policies reviewed already reflect 

this change.  However, the offenders eligible for inclusion under these criteria are just beginning 

to be released to parole.   

 

According to a report issued by Linda Freeman of the New Mexico Sentencing Commission 

(2009), between 2005 and 2009, approximately 65 offenders released from prison in New 

Mexico were subject to supervision requirements under this statute.  Additionally, 251 offenders 

confined in New Mexico prisons in 2009 are subject to the provisions of this statute upon 

release.  Clearly this statute will have some ramifications for the operation of parole.  In 

particular, more resources will be spent on supervising these offenders for an extended period of 

time.   

 

Part II:  Analysis of quantitative data 

 

The purpose of this section is to explore the extent and nature of technical violations and 

revocations among parolees in this sample, as well as the factors associated with revocations and 

technical violations.  Prior research finds certain variables are consistently associated with parole 

violations and revocations, including age, incarceration offense and criminal history (Petersilia, 

2002 cited in Rosenfeld, Wallman and Fornango, 2005).  Specifically, younger offenders, those 

with a property offense conviction and those with a more extensive criminal history tend to 

recidivate, whether measured by technical violations, new offenses or return to prison (Rosenfeld 

et al. 2005).  Those who desist from crime tend to be more ―settled,‖ meaning they have more 

social attachments. Social attachment is often measured by employment status and marital status 

(Petersilia, 2005; Uggen, Wakefield and Western, 2005).  Uggen et al. (2005) report that the type 

of spouse matters—that is, whether the spouse engages in criminal activity or not makes a 

difference beyond simply being married as well does the quality of the marriage.  This is 

consistent with Samson and Laub’s (1990) arguments that marital bonds and marital quality are 

more important that marriage per se in the desistance process.  Along these same lines, the 

Committee on Community Supervision and Desistance from Crime, National Research Council 

(2007) reports that family and work are significantly associated with desistance.  Others have 

found that supervision type plays a role in predicting recidivism.  Specifically, intensive 

supervision programs have been found to be associated with higher rates of reincarceration, 

technical violations and new arrests (reported by Piehl & LoBuglio, 2005).  This is likely a 

function of selection (the higher risk inmates receive the most intensive supervision) and of the 

increased likelihood of being caught under the consistent, routine monitoring that define these 

intensive programs.  
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We examine these and other variables to assess which factors are most strongly predictive of 

revocations, time to revocation, technical violations and type of technical violation among 

paroles in New Mexico.   Specifically, in what follows we explore the following questions:  

What role do social ties play in preventing revocations, delaying the time to revocation, 

preventing or limiting the number of violations and the types of violations committed?  How do 

prior criminal history, current offense, performance in prison and past performance on parole 

impact these outcomes?    Are the types of supervision and location of supervision predictive of 

outcomes?  To what extent are alcohol/drug problems and mental health problems associated 

with revocations and violations?  Finally, do technical violations, new arrests or both predict 

revocation, and do they do so beyond other variables that are predictive of revocations and time 

to revocation?  Using various multivariate models for each dependent variable, we explore the 

answers to these questions. 

 

We initially expected to formally interview parole staff to add a qualitative component to our 

research, as laid out in our proposal.  For a number of reasons, we were unable to interview a 

sample of probation/parole officers for this project.  Instead, we worked closely with a senior 

staff member from the Probation and Parole Department, who proved to be extremely helpful to 

us throughout this process.  As a program manager, he is very knowledgeable about the parole 

process and about the automated data.  We queried him about policy and practice, and found that 

he was able to answer any questions we had.  In addition, we reviewed the results of interviews 

conducted with senior level NMCD staff for another project on reentry reform within NMCD.  

Some of the questions we asked them directly addressed parole revocations, and we incorporate 

that information when appropriate.  

 

Data sources 

 

The data for this project include offenders released to parole in New Mexico during the 2005 and 

2006 calendar years.  NM SAC received data from two key sources for this project—the State’s 

Corrections Management Information System (CMIS) managed by NMCD and the State’s 

Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS) managed by the Department of Public Safety (DPS).    

The bulk of the data used for this project come from CMIS.  The CMIS data is housed in a 

relational database organized as a series of tables.  ISR regularly receives information from 

CMIS documenting prisoners released to parole as well as the risk/needs data for those released 

to community corrections.  The Corrections Department provided the additional data we needed 

for this project as a series of datasets (each corresponding to a particular table in the relational 

database) in Excel spreadsheets, which we converted into SPSS and merged into one data file.   

The data documents each offender’s demographics, employment history, family information, 

criminal history, legal status, PPO agreements, supervision contacts and violation allegations.  

The reliability and completeness of the CMIS data varies, as is documented in more detail in 

both Appendix 6 and in the section below that describes the reliability check we completed.   

  

The second source of data was provided by the New Mexico Department of Public Safety, which 

maintains the state’s criminal history records.  These data include all arrests as reported to DPS 

from participating agencies across the state.  We received nine years of data, spanning 2001 to 

2009.   These data include all arrests for any individual entered into the Criminal Justice 

Information System (CJIS) during this time-span, and/or who had arrests in the system during 
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this time frame.  These data include the offenders’ arrest histories.  Arrests for some of the 

subjects date back as far as 1964.   

 

DPS provided the data to us in a text format, which we converted into SPSS for analysis.  Each 

row of data includes personal identifiers (first name, last name, middle name, date of birth, and 

last four digits of social security number, FBI number, etc.), demographic data (sex, ethnicity, 

etc.), arresting agency information (ORI number, name, etc.), offense information and other 

information (e.g., various flags for conditions such as violent offender, sex offender, etc.).  There 

is a row of data for each offense.  Thus, for each arrest incident there are multiple rows of data 

corresponding to the total number of offenses associated with a given arrest.  We recoded the 

offense data to correspond with the offense codes enumerated in the codebook, and then 

aggregated the data to a single line per arrest incident.  These data, then, document every arrest 

known to DPS during the 2001 to 2009 time frame as well as any prior arrests associated with 

offenders who have arrests during this time frame.   

 

The DPS data were used to supplement the data provided in the CMIS criminal history table.  In 

order to merge these two datasets, we first identified the cases in the DPS data that matched our 

sample of 2005 and 2006 parolees.  We matched the data in several iterations.  We began by 

matching with all possible personal identifiers available in both datasets.  These include date of 

birth, FBI number, state identification number, driver’s license number, last four digits of the 

social security number, date of arrest, and date of incarceration. We were not provided with the 

name of the offender in the CMIS data, and therefore were not able to use this as a matching 

criterion initially.  Once a match was made using these criteria, we were able to use the name to 

match other offenses that were not related to the current offense.  Thus, we matched on all of the 

criteria listed above except date of arrest and date of incarceration.  When we were unable to find 

a match initially, we became increasingly less stringent in our matching criteria.  Specifically, we 

dropped identifiers that were less likely to yield a match, such as driver’s license.  We did 

complete a match based only on FBI number, as these numbers should be unique to each 

individual.  When a match was made on the ―loose‖ criteria, such as FBI number only, we 

checked for matching data in the other fields.  We excluded the case if the other identifying 

information was not similar or the same.  If the information was similar only, the case was 

excluded as a match. 

 

Once the individuals were identified and the offender number from the CMIS data could be 

attached to the DPS data, we merged the CMIS criminal history with the DPS data by offender 

number.  We then compared dates of offenses, arrests and incarceration from the CMIS data to 

that of the DPS data.  Any data that was present in the CMIS data but not present in the DPS data 

was added. 

 

In constructing the variables for the current project, we were often able to triangulate from more 

than one data field within the same dataset as well as across datasets.  Despite this, missing data 

is a problem across variables.   Additionally, information for a given variable is sometimes 

incongruous across different fields.  When this occurred, we crosschecked all available 

information to determine the most consistent information for the variable.  When we could not 

resolve the discrepancy in this way, we were forced to code the variable as unknown. 
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Sample 

 

The sample consists of offenders released to parole in 2005 or 2006 in the State of New Mexico 

and were followed through the end of their parole or through December 2008 (whichever comes 

first).  We identified these parolees using several data tables provided by NMCD.  To begin, 

NMCD pulled the data with the criteria of offenders released to parole or dual supervision 

between 2005 and 2006.  This data pull yielded a sample of 4907 offenders.  We cross-

referenced this sample with a database that documents all prison releases in a given time period 

(here 2005 and 2006) for the purposes of prison population forecasting.   These release data 

showed only 4741 offenders released to parole or dual supervision during this time frame.  Using 

both sets of data, we began refining our dataset.  We limited the sample to those who were 

released to parole (as opposed to those who served their parole in prison and were released on 

probation) and who served some or all of their parole in New Mexico (thus, those who were 

released on parole but immediately sent out of state or deported were eliminated from the 

sample).   We also limited the cases to those for whom the majority of the data were available.  

Specifically, information on some offenders was only available in the CMIS criminal history file 

and not in the other tables provided by NMCD (such as parole agreement, supervision contacts, 

etc.).  If we only had offense information on a given offender and no other data, the offender was 

removed from the sample.  After eliminating those who did not fit the criteria or for whom we 

had no additional information beyond offense type, we were left with a final sample of 4419 

offenders.   Parolees in this sample include both those released for the first time for the offense 

and those who had been incarcerated previously, released and re-incarcerated.  Those that fit the 

latter category may have been released in 2005-2006 after serving time for a revocation or as part 

of the SPV program.  Some offenders were incarcerated and released more than once during 

2005/2006.  For those offenders, their first release during this time was used as the starting point.  

 

Reliability check 

 

We conducted a reliability check to ensure that the automated data were accurate.   Per policy, 

cases that are closed (cases that have been discharged or revoked) are maintained for one year by 

the district office where the parolee was supervised, at which point they are then sent to the 

regional office for archival storage.   In order to locate a hard copy record, then, you must know 

whether the file is active or closed, and if closed, for how long, and where the offender 

completed his or her supervision.  Policy Number CD-050901 details which documents are to be 

maintained in the file, including Judgment and Sentence, Pre and Post sentence reports, parole 

certificates, violation reports, FBI rap sheet, parole-probation discharge, intake and risk 

assessment forms and case notes among others.   

 

Accessing the hardcopy records proved to be more difficult than originally anticipated.  We 

began by providing the Probation and Parole Department with a list of 300 offenders.  After 

discussing the difficulty of trying to access files outside of the Albuquerque area, we decided to 

start with those offenders who had served their parole in the Albuquerque area, which comprised 

approximately one-third of the 300 offenders for whom we initially requested hard copy records.   

The idea was that we could begin with this group, and expand later on.  After conversations with 

the probation and parole department, it was determined that we would access only the closed 

files; there were 67 cases identified as closed.  Probation and parole staff searched for the archive 
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location for the cases, and was able to find 61 of them.  We then went to the storage facility to 

retrieve the boxes they pulled for us.  Forty of the boxes were available for review, with one case 

per box.  Of those, eleven were the correct offender, but the file was for a different parole 

supervision period than the one which got the offender into our study sample.  Another two had 

not been supervised in New Mexico (a file was opened, but one was deported soon afterwards 

and the other transferred to out of state supervision).
3
  Thus, our reliability check is based on the 

27 cases that were available to us. 

 

In assessing reliability, we compared the details of our electronic records to the hard copy record.  

Some of the variables proved to be reliable, others less so.  In general, the key variables used in 

our analyses here are reliable.  Our choice of variables was guided in part by the results of this 

reliability check.  For example, we have chosen to include whether an offender had been arrested 

previously, as this was deemed reliable, but chose not to include the type of prior offense, as this 

was not reliable.  The most unreliable data was that documenting technical violations.  The dates 

of technical violations in the electronic record often did not match what was entered in the hard 

copy record.  In most cases the difference was only a matter of days, but in some cases the 

difference was more notable.  The reason for the discrepancy is that the date in the automated 

data reflects the date the data was entered, not necessarily the date the violation occurred.  This 

means we can be confident a technical violation occurred, but less so about when it occurred.  A 

second disparity was with the sanction received.  For many cases, our automated data did not 

indicate any sanction, but the hardcopy data did.  This was most often the case when an offender 

was changed to a more intensive supervision plan or conditions of parole changed in some other 

way, such as requiring treatment.  We cannot use the electronic record to make inferences about 

how responses to technical violations affect parole performance since these are not reliably 

documented in the electronic files.   

 

The date of the revocation also frequently differed between the hardcopy and automated data.  

Often, though, this was a discrepancy of only a few days to a month.  The automated data often 

does not have the actual day of revocation; rather, it has the day the offender was incarcerated 

pending a revocation hearing.  We used this as a proxy for the revocation date.  This is likely a 

better measure of time to failure since it takes some time to go through the revocation process.  

Thus, while these dates may not match well, we feel confident that the date in the automated 

record reflects the date the offender was returned to prison for an offense that lead to a 

revocation.  A table summarizing the results along with a more detailed discussion of the 

variables examined and the discrepancies found is available in Appendix 6.   

 

Variables 

 

JRSA staff requested that each SAC participating in the study collect the same variables in the 

same format.  A codebook was provided as a guide.  Generally, these variables include 

demographics, criminal history, instant offense information, parole performance, subsequent 

offending and revocations.  We have complied with this request to the extent that we were able 

to do so.  Some variables are not available in the automated data, and others are available in a 

limited way.  The codebook provided to us along with annotations made by us briefly describing 

any differences between what was requested and what is available is provided in Appendix 7.  A 

                                                 
3
 We created the sample prior to purging offenders who had not been supervised in New Mexico from the database. 



 17 

more detailed description of the limitations and differences is provided in Appendix 8.  We 

collected other variables in addition to those requested by JRSA.  These are noted in Appendices 

7 and 8 as well.   

 

Dependent variables 

 

Our key outcome of interest is performance on parole.  Successful parole performance would be 

reflected in the absence of technical violations and revocations.  As noted, our aim is to begin to 

identify the factors that contribute to parolee success and those that increase the likelihood of 

failure by parolees (the accrual of technical violations and revocations), which, in the end, can 

help guide emerging reentry policy and practice in New Mexico.  To this aim, we follow a cohort 

of parolees released to parole in 2005 and 2006 and track their behavior on parole through 

December 2008 (or to time of revocation, whichever is first).  We examine recidivism, as 

measured by revocations and technical violations, in multiple ways.  At the outset of this project, 

we speculated that the factors that predict revocations and violations may overlap, but there are 

likely differences.  As noted by Grattet et al. (2008), parole violations reflect parolee behavior 

while revocations are a reflection of institutional responses to that behavior.  We suspect that 

revocations are imposed on a select sample of violators and under select circumstances that lead 

parole officers to suspect the parolee represent a threat to the community.  We also assess 

whether the factors predicting outcomes vary when using different measurements of revocation 

or technical violations.  For example, it may be that the variables that are predictive of whether a 

revocation occurs differ from those variables that predict the time to the first revocation. 

 

Revocations  

 

Revocation is a dichotomous variable measuring whether a parolee was ever returned to prison 

while on community supervision.  Offenders could be incarcerated as a sanction under the SPV 

Program, or could be revoked partially or fully; all of these are included as having been revoked.  

Partial revocation involves offenders who are revoked, then released under the status ―parole 

restarted or ―re-paroled‖ as these offenders have not yet completed their term of community 

supervision. Those who are revoked completely served the remainder of their sentence in prison 

and are released without any community supervision to follow.  Note that in a small number of 

cases (approximately 79), offenders supervised under dual supervision complete their term of 

parole successfully but are revoked or pending revocation when under probation supervision as 

opposed to parole supervision.  These are also included in the ―revoked‖ category.     

 

In addition to the dichotomous revocation variable, we examine time to revocation.  This is the 

length of time between the date parole began and the first revocation.  For those who were not 

revoked this measures the length of time from the beginning of parole to successful completion 

of supervision or to the end of the study period, whichever comes first.  Some parolees are likely 

to violate more quickly than others; thus, we examine the variables associated with time to 

failure.   
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Technical violations 

 

Technical violations are measured in several ways.  First, we include a dichotomous variable that 

indicates whether a technical violation has been documented.  Technical violations exclude those 

associated with a new arrest to the extent that we are able to clearly identify this with the data.
4
  

In some cases, there is a law violation (such as speeding or reckless driving) but no new arrest.  

These law violations are included in the technical violations.  Otherwise, technical violations 

include any violation of the terms of the parole agreement, such as failure to report, failing a 

drug urinalysis, failing to maintain employment, etc.  The various parole agreements (including 

standard parole agreements as well as those for more intensive programs) are listed in 

Appendices 2, 3 and 4.  While we omitted technical violations specifically connected to new 

arrests, it is important to note that there is clearly overlap between technical violations and new 

arrests.  Piehl and LoBuglio (2005) note the difficulty in trying to differentiate returns to prison 

for new offenses versus technical violations.  They cite both definitional and data reasons. Here, 

we face the same problems.  That is, unless the data specifically cite a new arrest as being a part 

of the technical violation event, we cannot determine whether the documentation of a technical 

violation was precipitated by a new arrest.   

 

Second, we examine the number of technical violations.  By looking at technical violations in 

this way, we hope to better understand not only what predicts whether a parolee violates the 

terms of the parole agreement, but what predicts repeat violations. 

 

Finally, we explore the violation type.  Focusing on the four most frequent types of technical 

violations reported, we examine whether the same set of independent variables predict the type 

of technical violation among those who have technical violations.  These violation types include 

drug violations, failure to report, alcohol violations and other unspecified violations of standard 

conditions.
5
  All of these are dichotomous variables indicating whether the violation has ever 

occurred.  Not only were these technical violations common in our data, failure to report and 

failed drug tests are reported in the literature as common violations (Cohen, 1994; Gray, Fields, 

and Maxwell, 2001). Thus, these analyses likely have import for areas outside of New Mexico as 

well. 

 

Independent variables 

 

In this section, we describe the independent variables used in our analyses.  The variables are 

grouped into seven categories.  These categories include demographics, social ties, criminal 

history, current offense, performance in prison, conditions of parole, and performance on parole. 

                                                 
4
 JRSA requested that we include only technical violations that are not associated with a new arrest.  We complied 

with this request to the degree that the data indicate clearly that a new arrest has occurred.  It is possible, however, 

that some violations associated with a new arrest are represented in the data.  For further information about the 

limitations of this variable, please see Appendix 8.   

 
5
 Other unspecified conditions include violations of any standard conditions except:  any drug or alcohol violation, 

fail to report, fail to maintain employment, fail to allow officer to visit home/job, fail to follow instructions, firearm 

violations, changing residence/leave state without permission, and fail to attend treatment. 
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Demographics 

 

We use demographic variables as controls in our multivariate models.  Demographics include 

offenders’ race, coded as White non-Hispanic, African-American non-Hispanic, Native-

American non-Hispanic, Hispanic and other.  Nearly all of those with a Hispanic ethnicity are 

White.   Other demographic variables include gender and age.  Age is measured from the 

beginning of supervision and was calculated using date of birth.   

 

Social ties 

 

Prior research suggests that those who have more pro-social ties are more likely to desist from 

criminal activity (Petersilia, 2005; Uggen, Wakefield and Western, 2005).  Thus, we hypothesize 

that offenders with stronger pro-social ties will have better outcomes.  The following variables 

are used to measure social ties.  First, we include the marital status of the parolee.  This is a 

dichotomous variable indicating whether the offender was married at some point during 

supervision.  We expect those who are married to have better outcomes than those who are not.  

Second, we include employment. This variable includes two categories:  not employed and 

employed (full or part time) or student.   Employment is measured at the time of the study 

termination or termination from supervision, whichever was first.   Third, we include a measure 

indicating anti-social ties:  whether the parolee has a recent history of gang membership.  Culled 

from the risk/needs assessment data, this is a dichotomous variable indicating whether the 

parolee is currently an active member of a gang. 

 

Criminal history 

 

We anticipate that those with a more extensive criminal history will have worse outcomes.  Two 

variables are used to capture criminal history.  First, we include one dichotomous variable 

indicating whether there have been prior arrests.  In addition, we include the total number of 

prior prison terms.  One limitation of this data is that it includes only arrests and incarcerations 

occurring within the State of New Mexico.   

    

Current offense 

 

Generally, we hypothesize that those with more serious offense characteristics will have worse 

outcomes.  Violent offenders, however, may not be among those with the highest rates of 

revocations and violations.  While there is great concern that violent offenders will continue to 

offend, the literature suggests that property offenders are more likely to recidivate (Grattet et al., 

2009; Rosenfeld, Wallman and Fornango, 2005).  Thus, we expect that those with property 

offenses will have poorer outcomes than others.  We measure the current offense with a series of 

dichotomous variables indicating whether or not the current offense includes one or more 

charges involving violent offenses, property offenses, drug offenses, public order offenses and 

other offenses.  In addition, two continuous variables measuring length of incarceration and 

length of sentence are included.  Both are measured in months.  Incarceration time includes only 

the amount of time incarcerated corresponding to this release.  It does not include presentence 

confinement credit, post-sentence confinement credit or any time spent incarcerated for this 
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offense previously (as in cases that were revoked for some or all of an original sentence). Finally, 

the variable prior revocations assesses whether this is the offender’s first time on community 

supervision for this offense. The variable is coded as no prior community supervision or prior 

probation or parole supervision for this offense. 

 

Performance in prison 

 

One variable reflects performance in prison:  whether the offender was ever disciplined during 

the current incarceration.  This variable is a composite of several variables, all of which were 

highly correlated.  This summary variable reflects whether the offender ever lost good time, ever 

lost visitation, ever had minor or major infractions noted, or ever spent time in a special control 

unit (i.e., segregation).    

 

Conditions of parole  

 

Certain conditions of parole may be associated with worse outcomes.  We include several 

conditions of parole in our analyses.  First, we include the supervision type.  We hypothesize that 

offenders who are supervised under dual supervision will have poorer outcomes because they 

have a longer term of community supervision than offenders supervised under parole only. Thus, 

their offending is more likely to be detected over time.   

 

Second, we expect that those who are required to seek substance abuse or mental health 

treatment will have worse outcomes.  The requirement to seek treatment indicates that these 

issues are especially problematic for these offenders and perhaps they are more vulnerable to 

failure than those who are not required to seek treatment.   This measure is constructed from two 

variables:  requirement to seek mental health treatment and requirement to seek substance abuse 

counseling.  We combined these variables into a single measure – treatment required.  We did 

this because our reliability check suggested that the requirement to seek treatment is accurate, 

but the type of treatment is not.   

 

The last variable we include here is a composite of region and supervision program.  Region 

indicates where in the state the offender is supervised.  Region I is generally in the north part of 

the state, Region II is in the Bernalillo County area (which includes Albuquerque and the 

surrounding areas), Region III is generally the southwest portion of the state and Region IV 

covers the southeast portion.  The supervision program indicates whether the offender is 

supervised under a special management program/requirements or standard requirements.  

Generally, most offenders supervised under a special management program (intensive 

supervision, community corrections, sex offender or substance abuse related programming) had 

been supervised in Bernalillo County.  Some offenders enrolled in Community Corrections and a 

handful parolees classified as intensive supervision were supervised outside of Bernalillo 

County, but not enough to separate these into the original four regions.  Thus, we created a 

variable that captures the type of program (standard or special) and location of the supervision 

(within Bernalillo County and outside of Bernalillo County).   The variable, then, consists of four 

categories:  within Bernalillo County in a special management program, within Bernalillo 

County in a standard program, outside Bernalillo County in a special management program and 

outside Bernalillo County in a standard program.  
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Prisoners releasing to areas outside of Bernalillo County face greater challenges in terms of 

access to services (such as substance abuse counseling), housing, employment opportunities, etc.  

Therefore, we expect that those supervised outside Bernalillo County will have worse outcomes.  

Further, we expect those that those supervised under a special supervision program will have 

poorer outcomes, perhaps because of the increased supervision itself, leading to greater 

detection, but also because these offenders are intrinsically a greater risk (based on the risk needs 

assessment tool).  Combined, we expect that those outside of Bernalillo County in special 

supervision programs will have the worst outcomes, while those in Bernalillo County under 

standard conditions will have the best outcomes.   

 

Performance on parole 

 

Finally, we include two variables to measure performance on parole. These variables are used 

only in the models where revocation and time to revocation are the outcome measures.  We 

include these two variables not only because they are clearly going to be linked with revocations, 

but in order to assess the importance of the types of performance failure and their relationship 

with revocations.   Thus, we include technical violation type, which consists of three categories:  

no violations reported, absconding violations reported and all other technical violations.  By 

reviewing probation and parole policies and through discussions with probation and parole staff, 

we determined that absconding violations are considered serious offenses.  Therefore, we expect 

that those offenders who fail to report or abscond will be more likely to be revoked.  The second 

variable measuring performance on parole is a dichotomous variable indicating whether there are 

any new arrests reported during the parole period.  We expect that those who have new arrests 

are more likely to be revoked.  Between the two variables, we would anticipate that a new arrest 

would be most important in predicting revocation as this indicates a new offense has been 

committed, whereas technical violations may not be associated with new offending.  

Conversations with parole officers indicate that the major reasons for revocation would be 

absconding and new charges. 

 

In summary, we examine parole failure in a number of ways:  whether the parolee has a technical 

violation, the number of technical violations, the type of technical violations, whether the parolee 

has a revocation and the time to revocation.  Our hypotheses focus on parole failure: that is, 

whether they violate the terms of their parole and whether they are revoked.  Subsumed in this, 

though, we hypothesize that the time to failure will be quicker for those that meet the 

hypothesized relationships.  Below we summarize the basic bivariate relationships we anticipate.  

However, it is worth noting that we also expect certain relationships to be more salient than 

others such that, in multivariate models, some variables should retain their significance while 

others lose significance as a result of important mediating processes.  Specifically, we anticipate 

that, in general, contextual and proximate influences such as social ties and current offense and 

supervision dynamics will be stronger than more static (demographic) and distal (prior record) 

influences.   
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Based on the literature, we expect the following: 

 

H1:  Minority parolees are more likely than White parolees to experience parole failure and to 

experience failure more quickly. 

H2:  Male parolees are more likely than females to experience parole failure and to experience 

failure more quickly. 

H3:  Younger parolees are more likely to experience parole failure and to experience failure 

more quickly. 

 

Those with stronger social ties will be less likely to experience parole failure.  Thus:  

 

H4:  Non-married parolees are more likely than married parolees to experience parole failure. 

H5:  Unemployed parolees are more likely than employed parolees to experience parole failure. 

H6:  Parolees with a recent history of gang membership is more likely to experience parole 

failure. 

 

Those with more extensive criminal histories will be more likely to experience parole failure.  

Therefore we expect that: 

 

H7:  Parolees with prior arrests are more likely than those without prior arrests to experience 

parole failure. 

H8:  Parolees with a greater number of prior prison stays are more likely to experience parole 

failure. 

 

Current offense characteristics are associated with parole failure.  We expect: 

 

H9: Parolees whose current incident includes a property offense are more likely than those 

without a property offense to experience parole failure. 

H10:  Parolees who were incarcerated for a longer period of time are more likely to experience 

parole failure. 

H11:  Parolees whose sentence length is longer are more likely to experience parole failure. 

H12:   Parolees revoked for the current offense previously are more likely than those who were 

never revoked for this offense to experience parole failure. 

 

Parolees who performed worse in prison are more likely to experience failure.  Thus we 

hypothesize: 

 

H13:  Parolees who were disciplined in prison are more likely than those who were never 

disciplined to experience parole failure. 

 

We expect that conditions of parole will also impact success.  Specifically: 

 

H14:  Parolees under dual supervision are more likely than those under parole supervision only 

to experience parole failure. 

H15:  Parolees required to seek treatment are more likely than those not required to seek 

treatment to experience parole failure. 
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H16: Parolees supervised under special management programs outside Bernalillo County are 

most likely to experience parole failure as compared to those under standard supervision within 

Bernalillo County, special management within Bernalillo County or standard supervision 

outside Bernalillo County. 

 

Among those who are revoked only, we expect that their performance on parole will be directly 

related to whether they are revoked.  Therefore: 

 

H17:  Parolees who abscond from parole are more likely to be revoked than those who do not 

have any technical violations and those who have some other type of technical violation. 

H18:  Parolees who have a new arrest are more likely to be revoked than those who do not have 

a new arrest.  

 

Methods of analysis 

 

We begin by presenting descriptive statistics summarizing the parolee population, performance 

in prison, parole requirements and performance on parole.  Beyond these descriptive statistics, 

we explore how individual characteristics and institutional factors affect parole violations and 

revocations.   We then formally test our hypotheses using various multivariate analyses 

appropriate for each dependent variable.  As noted previously, we examine multiple dependent 

variables.  Our hypotheses and measures, though, remain the same regardless of which outcome 

measure is used unless otherwise noted.  We assess the impact of the independent variables on 

revocation and on technical violations using logistic regression.  Logistic regression models 

utilize a linear combination of independent variables to predict outcomes for a dichotomous 

dependent variable.  While it is possible to use logistic regression to produce marginal 

probabilities, we follow the more common practice of presenting odds ratios.  The odds ratios for 

the logistic regression models can be interpreted as the multiplicative change in the odds of 

failing (that is, either receiving a violation or revocation).  If the odds ratio for an independent 

variable is 1.2, this would indicate that an increase of 1 unit in this independent variable is 

expected to increase the odds of failure by 20%.  Similarly, an odds ratio of 0.8 would indicate 

that an increase of 1 unit in that independent variable would decrease the odds of failure by 20%.  

For categorical variables, the odds ratios can be interpreted as the proportional difference in odds 

between two categories.  We use a nested model approach with our logistic regression models in 

order to assess the impact of each group of variables while controlling for the other variables.  

Since there is the possibility of a time effect that could bias the estimates in logistic regression, 

we checked our results using Cox proportional hazards regression.  Some assumptions of the 

Cox regression were violated.  However, the results of the Cox regression largely duplicated 

those found in the logistic regression analysis (see Appendix 9 for a summary of the findings).  

Thus, since there were no violations of assumptions found in the logistic regression model, we 

opted to use the result from that analysis. 

 

We also estimate regression models on the time until first technical violation and the time until 

revocation.  We opted to use log-normal (OLS model using a logged dependent 

variable) regression models on log(time) instead of OLS models on time in order to correct for 

the skewed distribution of time.  We also considered tobit regression models as time until failure 

(first violation or revocation) is necessarily a left truncated dependent variable (that is, it is not 
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possible to have negative values for time until failure).  However, the tobit models proved 

unnecessary, as the time until failure data did not cluster around 0.   As some degree of 

heteroscedasticy was observed in the preliminary analysis of these regression models, the tests of 

significance reported these regression models attempt to adjust for this heteroskedasticity by 

utilizing robust standard errors.  These time until failure regression models are estimated only 

using the parolees that have technical violation or revocations.  The regression coefficients for 

these models can be interpreted by exponentiating each coefficient and treating this value as the 

multiplicative change in the time until failure given a 1-unit increase in each independent 

variable.  

 

Ordinary least squares regression models are inappropriate for count data (that is, integers 

ranging from 0 to infinity).  Thus, we opted to use count-based regression techniques to examine 

the number of technical violations.  While Poisson regression is often recommended for these 

purposes, we found that our data violated a key assumption of the Poisson model (that the 

expected value is equal to the variance).  Given this overdispersion, we used a negative binomial 

regression model instead of the standard Poisson regression model.  Negative binomial and 

Poisson regression models are substantively quite similar, with the key difference being that 

negative binomial models include an additional "alpha" term to account for overdispersion.  The 

coefficients for negative binomial regression models are also odds ratios and can be interpreted 

as the expected percentage change in the count of violations.  An independent variable with a 

regression coefficient of 1.05, for example, would indicate that a 1 unit increase in the 

independent variable would be expected to increase the count of violations by 5%.  In order to 

account for time in this model, we included the "time on supervision" as the exposure variable 

for these models.   For more general information on the modeling techniques used in this paper, 

see Hoffman (2003). 

 

Descriptive statistics  

 

Demographics and social characteristics 

 

The demographics and social characteristics of parolees released in 2005-2006 are presented in 

Table 1.  As would be expected, the majority of parolees are male.  Nearly half are Hispanic; 

White Hispanic comprises almost the entirety of the Hispanic release population (98%).  The 

average age of those released is 35.9 (s.d.=9.9), though when examining the data categorically, 

the greatest percentage of parolees falls into the 25-34 year old group.    Most parolees were not 

currently married at the time of their release; indeed, only 26% are identified as being married.  

Most were employed (70.6%) and a very small percent were full time students (1.3%) when they 

were revoked or when they successfully completed their term of parole (or when the study ended 

if still on parole at that point).    Less than one-quarter of the parolees are identified as current 

gang members, according to the risk needs assessment administered most proximate to their 

release from prison.   
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Table 1.  Demographics of parolees 

Gender (N=4414) 

   Male 85.8% 

Race       (N=4419) 

   White non-Hispanic 25.9% 

   Black non-Hispanic 6.9% 

   American Indian/Alaskan Native Non-Hispanic 9.6% 

   Asian-Pacific Non-Hispanic 0.5% 

   Hispanic 57.1% 

Age of Offender (N=4414) 

   18-24 12.3% 

   25-34 37.1% 

    35-44 30.2% 

    45-54 16.3% 

    55 or older 4.1% 

Marital Status (N=4398) 

   Single 46.8% 

   Married/Living Together 25.8% 

   Separated 4.2% 

   Divorced 21.4% 

   Widowed 1.9% 

Employment Status    (N=4150) 

   Employed 70.6% 

   Student 1.3% 

   Not employed 22.0% 

Gang membership (N=4308) 

   Identified as current gang member 15.7% 

   

Criminal history 

 

Well over half of the parolees released in 2005-2006 had been arrested previously; however, 

only one-quarter had been incarcerated previously.  Among those who had been incarcerated, 

property offenses are the most frequent serious offense, followed by violent offenses.  Virtually 

all prior incarceration offenses are felonies.  The data indicate that very few (3%) prior 

incarceration offenses involve domestic violence.  More than one-third (37%) involve drugs 

and/or alcohol, and less than 4% involve a sex offense.  Most offenders had only one record of 

prior incarceration.  The criminal history of offenders in our sample is summarized in Table 2. 

 
Table 2.  Criminal history 

Prior Arrests  

     One or more prior arrests   

(N=4419) 

70.6% 

Prior Incarceration offense (N=1101) 

     Violent 30.0% 

     Property 37.8% 

     Drug 17.3% 

     Public order 13.9% 

     Other 1.1% 

Number of Prior Prison Terms (N =4415) 

     0 75.0% 

     1 16.2% 

     2 6.8% 

     3-6 2.0% 
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Current offense 

 

Information about the current offense is presented in Table 3 below.  Most offenders have one or 

two charges; only 13% have three or more.  Most parolees had been incarcerated for an incident 

involving a property offense or a violent offense.  In terms of the most serious offense for which 

an offender was incarcerated, 31% of offenders were convicted of a violent offense, while nearly 

30% were convicted of a property offense. These offense types are detailed in Appendix 10.  

Approximately 3% of parolees’ current offense involved domestic violence, nearly 43% involved 

drugs or alcohol and 5% involved a sex offense (not shown in table).  Nearly half of the parolees 

were sentenced to three years or less in prison; they spent an average of 20 months in prison.  

While most offenders were on community supervision for the first time for this offense, the 

current incarceration was a revocation for approximately 40% of the sample. 

 

 
Table 3.  Current offense information 

Current offense involves:* (N=4417) 

     Violent offense 31.4%  

     Property offense 35.3% 

     Drug offense 27.0% 

     Public order offense 25.2% 

     Other offense 20.8% 

Most serious current offense: (N=4417) 

     Violent offense 31.4% 

     Property offense 29.7% 

     Drug offense 20.8% 

     Public order offense 16.1% 

     Other offense 2.0% 

Length of sentence in months (N=4258) 

     0 to 11 9.5% 

     12 to 23 23.5% 

     24 to 35 14.6% 

     36 to 47 15.9% 

     48 to 59 11.5% 

     60 or more 25.1% 

Mean (s.d.) 60.4 (376.20) 

Length of incarceration in months (N=4419) 

     0 to 11 43.4% 

     12 to 23 31.3% 

     24 to 35 11.2% 

     36 to 47 4.8% 

     48 to 59 4.2% 

     60 or more 5.2% 

Mean (s.d.) 20.32 (23.46) 

First time on community supervision 

     First time for this offense 

(N=4418) 

59.6% 

*Percentages sum to more than 100% because offenders can have more than one type of offense 
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Performance in prison 

 

Nearly half of the parolees in our sample had one or more discipline problems while in prison, as 

documented in the automated data.  Among those who had been disciplined, 58% had one or 

more major infractions while 88% had one or more minor infractions.  The type of discipline 

offenders received while in prison is summarized in Table 4 below.  Most frequently, offenders 

were given some time in segregation at least once during their incarceration.
6
  The discipline 

table indicates that offenders can be segregated anywhere from 10 to 90 days.   Nearly half of the 

offenders were given a reprimand at least once rather than any formal discipline. Loss of canteen 

privileges, extra duty and loss of good time were also fairly common types of discipline used. 

 

 
Table 4.  Performance in prison 

 N % Yes 

Ever discipline problems in prison 2148 48.6% 

Type of infraction*   

     Major Infractions 1237 57.6% 

     Minor Infractions 1884 87.7% 

Type of discipline*   

     Segregation 1435 66.9% 

     Reprimand/warning only 956 44.5% 

     Lose canteen privileges 847 39.4% 

     Extra duty 757 35.2% 

     Loss of Good Time 730 34.0% 

     Lose visitation privileges 331 15.4% 

     Lose recreation privileges 171 8.0% 

     Lose phone privileges 124 5.8% 

*Percentages sum to more than 100% because offenders can have more than one type  

 

 

Parole requirements 

 

Parolees in New Mexico can be required to serve a parole term only or dual supervision (both 

parole and probation concurrently).  When offenders are under dual supervision, their term of 

supervision typically exceeds that required for offenders who are serving only a parole term.  

Over half (57.5%) of the offenders in this sample were supervised under parole only rather than 

dual supervision.    

 

Parolees can be required to follow the standard provisions of parole or assigned to special 

supervision programs, such as intensive supervision or community corrections, regardless of 

their parole or dual status.  Most parolees (63%) in our sample were assigned to standard parole.  

Of the offenders who were released to a special management program, most (82%) were 

                                                 
6
 Segregation comes from two tables: the discipline table as well as prison programming which notes when prisoners 

are held in segregation units including disciplinary segregation.  All other types of discipline come only from the 

discipline table. 
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supervised in Region II, which is the Bernalillo County area.  Only 20% of those supervised 

under standard parole were supervised in Region II (see Table 5).       
 

Table 5.  Program type by Risk Level 

 Region I 

(North) 

Region II 

(Bernalillo 

County) 

Region III 

(Southwest) 

Region IV 

(Southeast) 

N 

Standard parole 638 504 811 826 2779 

Community corrections 172 456 100 16 744 

ISP 4 665 0 0 669 

Sex offender 0 91 0 0 91 

Substance abuse related 0 123 0 0 123 

N 814 1839 911 842 4406 

 

 

Supervision level and risk level should be highly related.  That is, parolees should be assigned to 

particular supervision levels largely based on the results of the risk needs assessment.  In Table 6 

below, we summarize the relationship between risk needs assessments and supervision program.    

The risk needs assessment administered closest to release indicates that nearly 42% are deemed 

high or extreme risk; another 39% were deemed a medium risk.  There is a significant 

relationship between risk level score and program assignment (p<.001).  Parolees who are 

assigned to standard parole are more likely to have a medium or low risk score.  Those assigned 

to Intensive Supervision are more likely to have a risk score of high or extreme, as would be 

expected.  Those monitored as sex offenders are more likely to have a risk score of low, while 

those assigned to substance abuse related programs are more likely to have a risk score of 

medium or above. 

 
 

Table 6.  Program type by Risk Level 

 Extreme High Medium  Low N 

Standard parole 42.0% 61.5% 70.2% 72.1% 2710 

Community corrections 20.4% 17.6% 15.7% 14.8% 726 

ISP 32.2% 17.0% 10.0% 5.9% 653 

Sex offender 3.4% 0.4% 0.8% 5.2% 88 

Substance abuse related 2.0% 3.4% 3.3% 2.0% 122 

N 850 964 1675 810 4299 

 

 

In order to give a sense of the reasons for the higher scores and the challenges faced by this 

population, we present the problems identified by the risk needs assessment as well as the special 

conditions required of the parolees.  Several different risk needs assessment instruments were 

administered to the parolee population in this sample, therefore, we include only those items that 

are consistent across the risk needs assessment instruments (see Table 7 below).  It is striking 

that 84% of parolees have been identified as having a substance abuse problem, nearly 74% were 

not continuously employed for the 12 months prior to incarceration and over half had probation 

or parole revocations in the past five years.  A smaller percentage has identified mental health 

issues or gang involvement.  Many offenders were required to seek counseling for substance 

abuse or mental health issues as a condition of their supervision; nearly 71% were required to do 

so.    Conversely, very few were required to register as a sex offender.   
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Table 7.  Problems identified and special conditions of supervision 

Problems Identified by RNA (N=4308) % Yes 

Alcohol or Drug problem 84.1% 

Mental Health Problem 16.9% 

Gang involvement 15.7% 

Unemployed/underemployed 12 months prior to prison 73.6% 

Prior probation or parole revocations in past five years 58.0% 

Special Conditions (N=4419) % Yes 

Seek treatment/counseling 70.9% 

Sex offender registration 2.6% 

 

 

Technical violations 

 

Performance on parole is measured by violations of the conditions of parole, new arrests and 

incarcerations associated with those arrests, and revocations, which may be a result of either 

technical violations or new arrests.  Most offenders had one or more technical violations 

documented in the automated data during their supervision period, with most of those having 

only one or two violations.  Bivariate descriptive statistics showing the relationship between our 

independent variables and the dichotomous technical violation variable is available in Appendix 

11. 

 

 
Table 8.  Number of Violations 

Number of Violations % 

0 32.5% 

1 27.0% 

2 18.1% 

3 10.4% 

4-11 12.0% 

Total N 4345 

  

 

 

Following the protocol designed by JRSA, we captured three violation types each for the first 

five violation incidents documented during each parolee’s period of supervision.  These are 

summarized in Table 9 below.  The most frequent violation was drug related:  either failing a 

drug test or for using, possessing or distributing a controlled substance.  Parolees were more 

likely to be violated for failing a drug test than for possession/distribution.  Failing to report or 

absconding was also a frequent violation (30% or more of the offenders violate this condition at 

each incident) as were ―other‖ offenses.  Other offenses include using drugs or alcohol or 

entering bars (unspecified which it is), failing to report change in employment or residence 

(unknown which it is), failing to follow standard conditions, committing unspecified conduct 

violation, and failing to pay fees.  Most frequently, parolees violated for an ―other‖ offense are 

violated for failing to follow standard conditions.  Finally, alcohol violations are fairly common.  

Generally, the proportion of offenders violating each type of condition remains consistent across 
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incidents.  However, the proportion of parolees violated for failing to follow instructions/be 

truthful increases over time.   

 
Table 9.  Condition violated at each violation incident 

Condition violated Incident 

1 

Incident 2 Incident 3 Incident 4 Incident 5 

Drug related violation 48.4% 47.4% 47.0% 47.9% 44.0% 

Fail to report to parole/abscond 31.6% 33.7% 34.0% 33.8% 30.0% 

Fail to maintain employment 10.3% 10.3% 10.9% 11.3% 9.5% 

Fail to allow officer to visit home 5.6% 6.4% 7.2% 9.6% 5.1% 

Fail to follow instructions, be truthful 5.0% 9.0% 11.8% 15.6% 17.2% 

Weapons violation 3.0% 3.3% 2.3% 3.8% 2.6% 

Use alcohol 21.7% 20.0% 20.8% 18.8% 16.1% 

Change residence/leave state 9.3% 10.1% 10.0% 8.1% 10.6% 

Fail to attend treatment 7.9% 6.8% 5.2% 5.6% 7.0% 

Fail to follow special conditions 5.5% 5.9% 5.9% 5.8% 5.5% 

Other 32.6% 30.6% 29.2% 26.5% 30.0% 

N 2932 1761 973 520 273 

*Percentages sum to more than 100% because offenders can have more than one type at each incident  

 

 

In table 10 below, we summarize the number of days to each violation.  Recall that the violation 

date is sometimes inaccurate; therefore, these results should be viewed with caution.  However, 

we believe that by examining this data we get some sense of the proportion who violate 

relatively quickly.  Over one-quarter of the parolees have a violation documented within the first 

60 days of supervision.  The average number of days to a violation is much longer- 

approximately 197.  Over half have a violation documented within the first six months of 

supervision.  

  
Table 10.  Days to violation 

Days to 

violation 

1
st
 

Violation 

2
nd

 

Violation 

3
rd

 

Violation 

4
th

 

Violation 

5
th

 

Violation 

0-30 12.9% 3.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

31-60 14.8% 8.1% 2.5% 1.2% 0.0% 

61-90 11.5% 9.5% 5.8% 2.3% 1.5% 

91-180 23.8% 23.1% 19.4% 14.5% 10.7% 

181-270 13.5% 17.2% 17.8% 15.8% 13.4% 

271-365 8.4% 11.5% 15.2% 16.6% 15.6% 

366-730 12.0% 20.0% 26.5% 30.9% 37.0% 

731+ 3.0% 7.6% 12.5% 18.7 21.8% 

N 2932 1757 966 518 262 

Mean 

(s.d.) 

196.67 

(201.22) 

290.20 

(250.69) 

373.06 

(270.08) 

451.01 

(292.95) 

496.96 

(292.42) 

Minimum-

maximum 

0- 

1351 

2- 

1313 

26- 

1412 

34- 

1429 

61- 

1453 

 

 

Figure 1 is a Kaplan-Meier plot of the days until first violation.  The horizontal axis of the plot 

represents days, while the vertical axis represents the proportion of parolees that had not violated 
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by that day.    The steepness of the slope of this curve from day 0 to day 200 or so compared to 

relatively flat shape of the curve following day 250 suggests that the failure rate (the rate of 

receiving first technical violations) is much higher directly after release than it is during the later 

stages of parole.   
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Figure 2.  Kaplan-Meier Plot for Days Until First Violation 

 
Days 

 

The sanctions offenders received for technical violations were often not well documented in the 

violations data table.  Frequently, the data indicated that an officer requested a sanction (most 

frequently that was revocation), but the outcome would be listed as ―pending,‖ meaning that the 

outcome was not yet determined.  However, in many cases, it is highly likely that the sanction 

had been determined but the data had not been updated. To the extent that we could, we 

determined the likely sanction from data other than just that contained in the violations data.  For 

example, if it was known that the offender was revoked and it was within a relatively short 

period of time after the violation (and no new arrest was within the same time frame), we 

determined that the sanction for the violation was likely revocation.  While admittedly imperfect, 

we did want to get some sense of how violations are sanctioned.  The first technical violation 

incident had the fewest number of unknown sanction outcomes, thus, we explored the 

relationship between sanction type and violation type for that violation.  The results are shown in 

the table below. 

 

Most frequently, the types of sanctions found the data include ―no documented sanction‖ and 

―revocation.‖  Increased surveillance and ―other‖ types of sanctions are rarely documented in this 

dataset, and shock incarceration was only sometimes used for the first violation.  Offenders 

whose first technical violation included failure to report and failure to allow officer to visit home 

most often included revocation as a sanction.  Those whose first technical violation included a 

drug or alcohol violation were least likely to be revoked.  While these violations were most often 

classified as having ―no documented sanction,‖ this does not mean the parolee was not 

sanctioned at all.  The reliability check we completed indicated that those with ―no documented 
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sanction‖ were often required to seek treatment or subject to increased reporting requirements.  

Shock incarceration was most often associated with failure to be truthful and failure to follow 

special conditions.     

 

 
Table 11.  Sanction received by type of technical violation (N=2086) 

Sanctions 

Received 

Drug 

violation 

Failure 

to 

report 

Alcohol 

violation 

Fail to 

Allow 

parole 

officer 

to visit 

home 

Failure 

to be 

truthful 

Weapons Change 

residence 

without 

approval 

Failure to 

seek or 

continue 

treatment 

Violation 

of other 

special 

condition 

Other 

No 

documented 

sanction 

59.2% 23.8% 53.5% 22.1% 45.4% 28.3% 43.2% 34.7% 36.7% 42.5% 

Increase 

Surveillance 

2.5% .8% 1.3% 1.1% 0% 0% 0% 1.2% 0% 1.3% 

Shock 

Incarceration 

12.75 8.9% 13.0% 8.4% 15.5% 10.9% 3.9% 13.8% 20.4% 11.1% 

Other 2.3% 1.1% 2.7% 1.1% 1.0% 2.2% 0% 3.6% 0% 1.0% 

Revoked 23.2% 65.5% 29.6% 67.4% 38.1% 58.7% 52.9% 46.7% 42.9% 44.1% 

  

 

 

New arrests while on parole 

 

 

JRSA requested that arrests associated with a parole violation be excluded from new arrests.  We 

complied with this request to the extent that we were able to do so.
7
  Table 12 below summarizes 

the new arrests while on parole.  Over one-third of parolees had one or more new arrests 

documented during their supervision period.  Most of those had only one new arrest.   Nearly 

41% of those arrested were arrested within the first six months after supervision began.   The 

average length of time to the first arrest was 310 days (s.d. = 268.8 days).  The average length of 

time to the second subsequent arrest was 562 days (s.d. = 325.3 days). Among those with a 

subsequent arrest, for the first arrest, the most frequent serious offense was a public order offense 

followed by a violent offense.  Property offenses were the most serious offense noted for the 

second arrest. 

 

 
 

                                                 
7
 It was difficult to distinguish between new arrests and parole violations.  A number of parolees were arrested on a 

―warrant‖ charge.  The data typically indicates only that there was an arrest for a warrant, but does not provide any 

more detail than that.  The warrant could be for a new offense or it could be for a probation violation since the 

probation and parole department issues warrants for violations.  Since the data do not include information beyond 

―warrant,‖ there is no way for us to distinguish between these two scenarios.  Erring on the side of caution, we 

excluded warrants as indicative of new arrests.   
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Table 12.  New arrests while on parole  (N=4005) 

Total number of arrests while on parole (N=4005) 

   0 67.5% 

   1 25.3% 

   2 5.7% 

   3-7 1.5% 

Number of days to arrest (N=1299) 

   0-30 5.2% 

   31-60 8.2% 

   61-90 6.7% 

   91-180 20.5% 

   181-270 16.2% 

   271-365 11.2% 

   366-730 22.3% 

   731+ 9.7% 

Most serious subsequent offense, first arrest (N=1201) 

   Violent 22.5% 

   Property 16.2% 

   Drug 20.7% 

   Public Order 31.6% 

   Other 9.0% 

Most serious subsequent offense, second arrest (N=275) 

   Violent 19.6% 

   Property 23.6% 

   Drug 20.0% 

   Public Order 3.3% 

   Other 9.1% 

 

 

Revocation  

 

Just over half (51.5%, N=2274) of the parolees in this sample had some form of revocation 

during their supervision period (shock incarceration, partial or full revocation); approximately 

10% were revoked more than once.  Like technical violation sanctions, determining the reason 

for the revocation was difficult with the data.  The reason is the same: the most definitive data 

would come from the violations table, but the sanction data is often not populated.  Thus, using 

all available data, we tried to discern the most likely reason for revocation.  If a revocation 

occurred relatively soon after a technical violation, we deemed that the likely reason for 

revocation was a technical violation.  Likewise, if a revocation occurred relatively soon after a 

new arrest, we classified the revocation reason as likely due to the arrest.   

 

We summarize revocation information in Table 13 below.  Most offenders (70.2%) were revoked 

for a technical violation or were most likely revoked for a technical violation; the data includes 

documentation for 41.5% and we discerned that the likely reason was technical violation for 

28.7% of the offenders.  Only 20% of offenders were revoked for a new arrest or most likely for 

a new arrest.  The reasons for revocation are similar for the second revocation.   

 

The data indicate that most offenders had their entire parole term revoked; that is, they spent the 

remainder of their parole term incarcerated and were subsequently released without community 

supervision.  A greater proportion of first revocations included incarcerations as a sanction for 

violating parole (SPVP).   Unfortunately, we could not determine the revocation sentence for 
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nearly one-third of the offenders.  We caution the reader that ―new sentence‖ information may be 

misleading.  We are basing this on automated probation and parole data rather than court 

information, so these results should be interpreted with due prudence. 

 

On average, offenders were revoked 269 days after beginning parole.  When looking at the 

breakdown by categories, though, we see that just over 40% are returned to prison during the 

first six months of supervision.  Over three-quarters of those who were revoked at least once 

returned to prison within one year of beginning supervision.  The average length of time to the 

second revocation was 518 days.  Other bivariate descriptive statistics are presented in Appendix 

12. 

 

 
Table 13.  Summary of revocation information 

 First 

Revocation 

(N=2274) 

Second 

Revocation 

(N=455) 

Reason for revocation   

New Arrest/likely new arrest 

      New arrest 

      Likely new arrest 

20.1% 

     15.6% 

      4.5% 

17.2% 

     13.2% 

      4.0% 

Technical Violations/likely technical violation 

      Technical violation 

      Likely technical violation 

70.2% 

      41.5% 

      28.7% 

72.3% 

      34.9% 

      37.4% 

Other (unknown whether tech or new) 9.8% 10.5% 

Sentence for revocation   

Entire time remaining on sentence 44.6% 48.1% 

Partial time remaining 9.3% 11.9% 

New sentence 0.2% 0.2% 

Other- SPVP incarceration 17.2% 4.8% 

Unknown 28.7% 34.9% 

Days to revocation   

0-30 2.3% 0.0% 

31-60 6.3% 0.2% 

61-90 9.1% 0.0% 

91-180 24.7% 4.6% 

181-270 19.0% 14.9% 

271-365 14.8% 16.3% 

366-730 20.2% 44.0% 

731+  3.7% 20.0% 

Mean (s.d.) 268.79 (210.01) 518.38 (278.36) 

 

Figure 2 is a Kaplan-Meier plot of the days until first violation.  The horizontal axis of the plot 

represents days, while the vertical axis represents the proportion of parolees that had not had 

their parole revoked by that day.  This curve is similar in shape to the Kaplan-Meier plot for days 

until first technical violation.  Again, this slope for this curve is steepest during the first one-third 

of the time period covered and flattens out for the remainder of the study period.  It should be 

noted, however, that the Kaplan-Meier curve for days until revocation is not nearly as steep as 

the Kaplan-Meier curve for days until first technical violation, which visually demonstrates that 

technical violations occur, on average, much earlier in the parole process than parole revocations.  

This is likely reflective of the fact that many technical violations do not result in revocations.   
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Figure 3.  Kaplan-Meier Plot for Days Until Revocation 

 
Days 

 

 

Results of multivariate analyses 

 

Technical violations 

 

Most parolees had one or more technical violations documented in the automated data.  In this 

section, we explore technical violations more comprehensively.  First, we assess whether and to 

what extent social ties, criminal history, current offense, performance in prison and the 

conditions/circumstances of parole influence violations while controlling for demographic 

variables.  Next, we determine whether these same variables predict the number of technical 

violations, and if so, if they do so in the same way.  Finally, we explore the whether these 

variables also predict the types of technical violations recorded most frequently for this sample 

of parolees.  

 

We begin with a series of nested models measuring which variables predict whether there are 

any technical violations.  Beginning with the control model measuring only demographics, we 

find that younger males are more likely to have technical violations (see Table 14).  While race 

overall is significant, only African American and Hispanic offenders are more likely to have 

violations as compared to White offenders.  Native Americans are slightly less likely to have 

violations, though this is not statistically significant. 

 

The introduction of variables measuring social ties significantly improves the fit of the model (χ
2
 

=102.79, df =3, p<000).  All variables in Model 2 are statistically significant.  Married parolees 

are less likely to have technical violations as compared to those who are not married, holding all 

other variables in the model constant.  Likewise, employed parolees are less likely to violate the 

terms of their supervision as are those who are not active gang members.   
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The third model takes into account the parolees’ prior criminal history.  As expected, parolees 

with more extensive prior criminal histories are more likely to have technical violations.  The 

addition of the criminal history variables is statistically significant (χ
2
 =56.08, df =2, p<000).  

The statistical significance of the other variables did not change with the introduction of prior 

arrests and number of prior prison stays.   

 

We next entered current offense characteristics into the nested models.  Offenders whose current 

incident includes a violent offense are more likely to have technical violations than those who do 

not have a violent offense.  Those with property offenses and drug offenses are also more likely 

to have a violation.  Those with public order offenses and those with other types of offenses are 

no more likely to have technical violations than those are not convicted of these offenses.  The 

length of the sentence and the length of incarceration are not significantly related to violations.   

The other variables in the model remained the same in terms of statistical significance.  The 

model overall is a significant improvement over the previous model despite having several 

variables that are not significant (χ
2
 =80.66, df =7, p<000). 

 

The fifth model adds performance in prison.  Parolees with a documented history of discipline 

while incarcerated are more likely to have a technical violation while on community supervision 

than those who do not.  All other variables remain the same in terms of statistical significance 

with the addition of this variable.   

 

The final model adds the conditions of parole; this improves the overall model fit (χ
2
 =106.87, df 

=7, p<000).  Those parolees who were previously under community supervision for the current 

offense are significantly more likely to have a technical violation than those who had not.  Those 

required to seek mental health or substance abuse treatment are more likely to have a violation, 

but those required to register as a sex offender are not significantly more likely to violate.  These 

results are not consistent with our hypotheses.  Those supervised within Bernalillo County under 

special conditions are significantly more likely to have technical violations as compared to those 

outside Bernalillo County under special conditions.  Even with the addition of these variables, 

most other variables remained the same.  The only difference is that the variable measuring 

violent offending is no longer statistically significant.   
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Table 14.  Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Technical Violations (N=4055) 

 Model 1 

Exp (B) 

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Individual characteristics       

Gender (female omitted) 1.297** 1.252* 1.233* 1.339** 1.356** 1.445*** 

Age .962*** .965*** .965*** .970*** .974*** .974*** 

Race (White omitted) 

    Black 

    Native American 

   Hispanic 

 

2.277*** 

.828 

1.298*** 

 

2.028*** 

.803 

1.172* 

 

1.965*** 

.751* 

1.141 

 

1.941*** 

1.048 

1.231** 

 

1.958*** 

1.060 

1.223* 

 

1.980*** 

1.216 

1.210* 

Social ties       

Marital status (not married 

omitted) 

 .801** .811** .831* .843* .855* 

Employment(not employed 

omitted) 

 .604*** .604*** .621*** .634*** .637*** 

Active gang membership 

(gang member omitted) 

 .446*** .461*** .482*** .501*** .516*** 

Criminal history       

Prior arrest  (none omitted)   1.339*** 1.360*** 1.355*** 1.287** 

Number prior prison stays   1.315*** 1.293*** 1.301*** 1.353*** 

Current offense       

Includes violent offenses (no 

omitted) 

   1.298** 1.265* 1.179 

Includes property offenses 

(no omitted) 

   1.858*** 1.785*** 1.683*** 

Includes drug offenses (no 

omitted) 

   1.419*** 1.373** 1.329** 

Includes public order 

offenses (no omitted) 

   .826 .830 .836 

Includes other offenses (no 

omitted) 

   1.121 1.120 1.077 

Length of incarceration     1.002 .999 1.00 

Length of sentence    1.000 1.000 1.000 

Performance in prison       

Any discipline (no omitted)     1.463*** 1.457*** 

Parole related variables       

Supervision type (dual 

omitted) 

     .873 

Prior supervision (none 

omitted) 

     1.429*** 

Treatment required (no 

omitted) 

     1.948*** 

Sex offender registration 

(not required omitted) 

     1.098 

Program/Region (special 

program outside Region II 

omitted) 

      

   Outside Region II 

Standard 

   Region II Standard 

   Region II Special 

     1.008 

1.104 

1.329* 

 

Constant 5.508 16.692 12.709 5.651 4.301 2.192 

-2LL 4967.714 4864.928 4808.850 4728.193 4704.494 4597.625 

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001 
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Number of technical violations 

 

We then estimated an additional regression model to analyze the relationship between our 

independent variables and number of technical violations.  Here we report only on the final 

model that includes all variables.  This negative binomial regression model utilizes the number 

of technical violations as the dependent variable and the days on supervision as the exposure 

variable.  Significant results indicate that a given variable increases or decreases the expected 

number of technical violations accrued by an individual with that characteristic (controlling for 

other variables in the model).  The results are shown in Table 15 below.   

 

Gender and age are statistically significant predictors of the number of violations.  These models 

suggest that male parolees and young parolees are more likely to have a greater number of 

violations than other parolees.  The coefficients for our race indicator variables suggest that 

Blacks, Native Americans, and Hispanics all have, on average, more technical violations than 

whites. 

 

Married and employed (or student) parolees are expected to receive fewer technical violations 

than other parolees.  Gang membership is also statistically significant both models, with gang 

members expected to have more violations than non-gang members.  In general, these results 

suggest that positive social ties are associated with a smaller number of technical violations, 

while negative social ties are associated with a greater number of technical violations.  

 

Parolees with a prior arrest and parolees with more prior prison stays have, on average, more 

technical violations than those parolees without prior arrests and with fewer prison stays.  This 

indicates that parolees with more extensive offense histories are more likely to struggle on 

parole.  

 

Parolees with property offenses and parolees with drug offenses are expected to have a larger 

number of technical violations than other parolees.  The other offense categories are not 

significantly related to the number of technical violations, suggesting that only drug and property 

offenders are expected to have elevated counts of technical violations.  The length of the 

sentence and the length of incarceration are similarly not significantly related to the number of 

technical violations.  Parolees that received some form of discipline while incarcerated, however, 

are expected to receive more violations than parolees that were not subject to discipline while 

incarcerated.   

 

The regression results indicate that offenders on dual supervision are expected to have fewer 

technical violations than those that are only on parole.  Parolees that were previously under 

supervision for the current offense are also expected to have significantly more technical 

violations than those who were not.  Parolees that were required to seek mental health or 

substance abuse treatment are, on average, expected to have more technical violations than 

parolees that are not required to seek this services, while parolees that are required to register as 

sex offenders do not appear to be at higher risk for a larger number of violations.  And finally, 

parolees that are supervised outside of Bernalillo County under either standard or special 

conditions are expected to have significantly fewer technical violations than those within 

Bernalillo County under special conditions.  Similarly, parolees that are supervised inside of 
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Bernalillo County under standard conditions are also expected to have significantly fewer 

technical violations than parolees within Bernalillo County under special conditions. 

 
Table 15.  Negative binomial regression coefficients for technical violations (N=4135) 

 Number of violations 

Individual characteristics  

Gender (female omitted) 1.392*** 

Age 0.988*** 

Race (White omitted) 

    Black 

    Native American 

    Hispanic 

 

1.382*** 

1.180* 

1.118* 

Social ties  

Marital status (not married omitted) 0.909* 

Employment(not employed omitted) 0.776*** 

Active gang membership (gang member omitted) 0.637*** 

Criminal history  

Prior arrest  (none omitted) 1.169** 

Number prior prison stays 1.255*** 

Current offense  

Includes violent offenses (no omitted) 1.050 

Includes property offenses (no omitted) 1.337*** 

Includes drug offenses (no omitted) 1.121* 

Includes public order offenses (no omitted) 0.922 

Includes other offenses (no omitted) 1.096 

Length of incarceration  0.998 

Length of sentence 1.000 

Performance in prison  

Any discipline (no omitted) 1.213*** 

Parole related variables  

Supervision type (dual omitted) 1.157*** 

Prior supervision (none omitted) 1.237*** 

Treatment required (no omitted) 1.445*** 

Sex offender registration (not required omitted) 1.036 

Program/Region (special program outside Region II omitted)  

   Outside Region II Standard 

   Region II Special 

   Region II Standard 

0.764*** 

0.679*** 

0.792** 

Constant 0.002*** 

-2LL 41446.007 

                                   *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001 
 

 

Time to first technical violation 

 

Next, we estimated a log-normal OLS regression model to analyze the relationship between our 

independent variables and the amount of time until an offender’s first technical violation.  This 

sample for this regression model only includes those offenders that have received at least one 

technical violation.  The results are shown in Table 16 below.   
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Gender is a statistically significant predictor of the length of time to the first technical violation.  

Males are expected to receive their first violation much earlier than women.  There are, however, 

no statistically significant racial or ethnic differences in the time to violation.    

 

Parolees with positive social ties (employed offenders and offenders not affiliated with gangs) 

are also expected to take longer to violate than parolees without positive social ties.  Parolees 

with more prior prison stays are, however, more likely to receive their first violation earlier than 

other parolees.    

 

Offenders with property offenses are violate parole significantly faster than other offenders.  

Other than this, there are no statistically significant differences in the time until first technical 

violation by offense type.  Offenders with longer incarceration times, controlling for other 

factors, are expected to take longer to receive a violation than other offenders.  Parolees that 

received some form of discipline while incarcerated, however, are expected to receive their first 

violation more quickly than other offenders.  

 

The regression results indicate that offenders on dual supervision are expected to take longer to 

receive their first violation than offenders only on parole.  Parolees that are required to register as 

sex offenders are also expected to take longer to receive their first violation than other parolees.  

And finally, parolees that are supervised inside of Bernalillo County under special conditions are 

expected to receive their first violation faster than parolees within Bernalillo County on standard 

condition and faster than parolees outside of Bernalillo County on either standard or special 

conditions.   
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Table 16.  Log-normal OLS regression coefficients for technical violations (N=2715) 

 Time to violation 

Individual characteristics  

Gender (female omitted) -0.312*** 

Age -0.001 

Race (White omitted) 

    Black 

    Native American 

    Hispanic 

 

-0.135 

-0.145 

-0.030 

Social ties  

Marital status (not married omitted) 0.081 

Employment(not employed omitted) 0.174*** 

Active gang membership (gang member omitted) -0.209*** 

Criminal history  

Prior arrest  (none omitted) -0.045 

Number prior prison stays -0.159*** 

Current offense  

Includes violent offenses (no omitted) 0.006 

Includes property offenses (no omitted) -0.149** 

Includes drug offenses (no omitted) 0.009 

Includes public order offenses (no omitted) -0.012 

Includes other offenses (no omitted) -0.081 

Length of incarceration  0.003** 

Length of sentence -0.0001 

Performance in prison  

Any discipline (no omitted) -0.129** 

Parole related variables  

Supervision type (dual omitted) -0.336*** 

Prior supervision (none omitted) -0.049 

Treatment required (no omitted) -0.062 

Sex offender registration (not required omitted) 0.278* 

Program/Region (special program outside Region II omitted)  

   Outside Region II Standard 

   Region II Special 

   Region II Standard 

0.006 

-0.350*** 

-0.016 

Constant 5.30 

R-squared 0.1072 

       *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001 
 

 

Type of technical violation 

 

In this section, we explore four types of technical violations:  absconding, drug violations, 

alcohol violations and other violations of standard conditions.  Using logistic regression, we 

examine whether the independent variables used previously predict each of these types of 

violations. These analyses focus only on the parolees who have one or more technical violations.  

The results of our analyses are presented in Table 17 below.   

 

While we use demographics as controls, there are some interesting results when comparing 

across violation type.  First, those who are younger are significantly more likely to abscond or 

violate standard conditions, holding all other variables constant, but age is not significantly 

related to drug or alcohol violations.  In addition, though males are significantly more likely to 
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incur a technical violation (Tables 15 and 16 above), there are no gender differences in the type 

of violation among males and females who do accrue a violation.  The odds that Native 

Americans will abscond and have alcohol violations are greater than for White offenders, but 

Native Americans are significantly less likely to have drug violations or violate standard 

conditions relative to White offenders.  Likewise, Hispanic offenders are significantly less likely 

to have drug offenses relative to White parolees, but are more likely to have alcohol violations.   

 

All three variables measuring social ties are significantly related to absconding.  This indicates 

that parolees with weaker social ties are more likely to abscond.  Social ties, however, are not 

significantly related to drug violations.  Only employment is significantly related to alcohol 

violations and violations of standard conditions, but the effect is opposite of what would be 

expected for alcohol violations.  That is, those who are employed are more likely to have 

documented alcohol violations.   

  

Criminal history does not significantly increase the likelihood of any of these types of technical 

violations except alcohol offenses.  Those who have at least one prior arrest are more likely to 

have an alcohol violation.  The current offense, however, is related to the type of violations 

offenders have.  Parolees with a violent offense are significantly less likely to have a drug 

violation; this is the only statistically significant relationship found with violent offenses.   Those 

with property offenses are significantly more likely to abscond and have drug violations; they are 

less likely to have alcohol related violations.  Those with drug offenses are more likely to have a 

drug violation, but less likely to have an alcohol violation.  Parolees with public order offenses 

are more likely to have alcohol violations, but less likely to have drug violations or violations of 

standard conditions.  The impact of offense type clearly differs across violation type. 

 

Performance in prison has no statistically significant relationship with technical offense type.  

Among the parole conditions variables, special conditions are of import.  Specifically, those 

required to register as a sex offender are significantly less likely to abscond. Parolees required to 

seek either mental health or substance abuse treatment are significantly more likely to have a 

drug violation or to violate standard conditions.  Finally, the relationship between 

program/region variable and the violation type varies depending on the type of violation.  Those 

who are supervised under standard supervision, regardless of the location, are less likely to have 

drug violations as compared to those outside Bernalillo County in special supervision.   Finally, 

those in Bernalillo County under standard supervision are significantly less likely to have 

documented violations of standard terms of parole than those supervised under special conditions 

outside of Bernalillo County.  This may be due to greater detection for those who are under more 

intensive programs.   
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Table 17.  Summary of Logistic Regression Analyses Examining Type of Technical Violations 

(N=2711) 

 Abscond Drugs Alcohol Standard 

conditions 

Individual characteristics     

Gender (female omitted) 1.264 .892 1.146 1.238 

Age .984** 1.000 1.004 .977*** 

Race (White omitted) 

    Black 

    Native American 

    Hispanic 

 

1.198 

1.663** 

1.1012 

 

.932 

.284*** 

.773** 

 

1.456 

2.983*** 

1.550*** 

 

.841 

.681* 

.826 

Social ties     

Marital status (not married omitted) .822* 1.163 1.195 1.024 

Employment(not employed omitted) .787** 1.082 1.364** .762** 

Active gang membership (gang member omitted) .733** .827 .981 .870 

Criminal history     

Prior arrest  (none omitted) 1.021 .963 1.293* 1.016 

Number prior prison stays 1.018 1.037 .931 .696 

Current offense     

Includes violent offenses (no omitted) .883 .800* 1.105 1.023 

Includes property offenses (no omitted) 1.283* 1.233* .608*** 1.064 

Includes drug offenses (no omitted) 1.152 1.404** .575*** 1.165 

Includes public order offenses (no omitted) .837 .800* 1.329* .765* 

Includes other offenses (no omitted) .979 1.114 .893 .937 

Length of incarceration  .997 1.003 1.001 .998 

Length of sentence 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

Performance in prison     

Any discipline (no omitted) 1.103 .906 .862 1.139 

Parole related variables     

Supervision type (dual omitted) 1.113 .985 .993 1.022 

Prior supervision (none omitted) 1.041 1.087 .938 .963 

Treatment required (no omitted) .897 1.272** 1.113 1.381** 

Sex offender registration (not required omitted) .495* .704 .673 1.192 

Program/Region (special program outside Region II 

omitted) 

   Outside Region II Standard 

   Region II Standard 

   Region II Special 

 

.737 

1.128 

.956 

 

.748 

.441*** 

.697* 

 

1.113 

.756 

1.008 

 

1.016 

.544** 

.936 

Constant 1.587 1.948 .152 .982 

-2LL 3550.924 3574.809 2951.801 3234.061 

      *p<.05,  **p<.01,    ***p<.001 

 

Summary of technical violation results 

 

We found some interesting results in our multivariate analyses.  Regardless of whether violation 

is measured as a dichotomous variable, as time to violation or number of violations, some 

variables consistently predict technical violations.  Parolees with weaker pro-social ties (as 

measured by marital status and gang membership), a more extensive criminal history, and those 

supervised under special management programs within Bernalillo County relative to those in 

either standard supervision or special supervision programs outside Bernalillo County are more 

likely to violate the terms of their supervision and to do so more quickly.   Even once all 

variables in the model were taken into account, males are more likely to have technical violations 
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and to violate more quickly.  In addition, some variables are significantly related to whether 

there is a violation or the number of violations, but not time to first violation.  These include age, 

race (Black and Hispanic compared to white), employment status, prior arrest, property or drug 

offenses, discipline in prison, prior supervision and whether treatment is required as a condition 

of parole.   

While this informs us about technical violations overall, there is a difference between the types 

of technical violations that parolees commit.  Some violations, such as absconding/failing to 

report are viewed as much more serious than other violations.  Looking at these violations 

individually provides us with more information about the factors associated with violating 

conditions of parole.  We limited our analyses to the most frequent types of violations: failing to 

report/absconding, drug violations, alcohol violations and other violations of standard conditions 

(such as failure to pay fines/restitution).  The significance and, in some cases, the direction of the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables changes depending on which 

violation type is examined.  All of the technical violation model results are summarized in Table 

18 below. 



 45 

Table 18. Summary of all technical violation models 

 Whether a 

violation 

occurs 

Number of 

violations 

Time to 

first 

violation 

Abscond Drugs Alcohol Standard 

conditions 

Individual characteristics        

Gender (female) +    +    -    NS NS NS + 

Age -    -    NS -   NS NS -    

Race (White) 

    Black 

    Native American 

   Hispanic 

 

+    

NS 

+  

 

+    

+  

+  

 

NS 

NS 

NS 

 

NS 

+   

NS 

 

NS 

-    

- 

 

Ns 

+ 

+ 

 

- 

- 

- 

Social ties        

Marital status (unmarried  - - + - NS NS + 

Employment (unemployed) - - NS - NS + - 

Active gang membership 
(gang member) 

- - + - NS NS - 

Criminal history        

Prior arrest  (none) + +  NS NS NS + + 

Number prior prison stays + + - NS NS NS - 

Current offense        

Violent offenses (no) NS NS NS NS - NS + 

Property offenses (no) + + NS + + - + 

Drug offenses (no) + + NS NS + - + 

Public order offenses (no) NS NS NS NS - + - 

Other offenses (no) NS NS NS NS NS NS - 

Length of incarceration  NS NS + NS NS NS - 

Length of sentence NS NS NS NS NS NS + 

Performance in prison        

Any discipline (no) + + NS NS NS NS NS 

Parole related variables        

Supervision type (dual) NS + - NS NS NS NS 

Prior supervision (none) + + NS NS Ns NS NS 

Treatment required (no) + + NS NS + NS + 

Sex offender registration 
(not required) 

NS NS + - NS NS NS 

Program/Region (special 

program out Region II ) 
 

 

    

 

  

   Outside Region II 

Standard 

   Region II Standard                                                                                                                                                       

Region II Special 

NS 

 

NS 

+ 

- 

 

- 

- 

NS 

 

- 

NS 

NS 

 

NS 

NS 

NS 

 

- 

- 

NS 

 

NS 

NS 

NS  

 

- 

NS 

Reference categories in parentheses 

We review the results from the absconding model in depth, as this is one of the more seriously 

viewed violations.  All social ties variables are significantly related to absconding.  That is, the 

lower the parolees pro-social ties to the community, the more likely they are to abscond.  

Intuitively, this makes perfect sense- parolees have nothing to lose by running when they lack 

social ties.   Consistent with the literature, we find that younger offenders are more likely to 

abscond (Petersilia, 2009; Williams et al., 2000).  We also found that property offenders are 

more likely to abscond.  Why this is statistically significant, though, is less clear.  The literature 

provides inconsistent support for this finding among absconders.  For example, one study 

conducted by Williams, McShane and Dolny (2000) found that offense type does not matter 

when examining absconding.  Grattet, Petersilia and Lin (2008) found that property offenders in 
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California pose no greater risk of absconding than drug offenders, but that violent offenders, sex 

offenders and ―other‖ offenders were less likely to abscond than drug offenders suggesting that 

drug and property offenders are the most likely to abscond.   

We also found that Native Americans are more likely to abscond than White offenders.  This was 

a relatively surprising finding.  We can only surmise the reasons for this finding as we could find 

no literature specific to Native Americans and absconding.  However, one reason may have to do 

with residential patterns.  We have no way of knowing where these parolees live, but it is 

possible that their parole requires them to be in locales away from family members (i.e., perhaps 

for some individuals, they have family on reservations and the parole is being served outside the 

reservation).  It is also possible that there is a higher rate of homelessness among this population. 

Moreover, Grobsmith (1989) found that Native American offenders in Nebraska often had a 

history of unstable family backgrounds, with many offenders having been raised by relatives or 

in foster care or some combination of these.  If this were true of the parolees in this sample, the 

lack of stability in the family of origin could help explain absconding as it would be another 

measure of social ties.  Without having data to show residential patterns, though, it is purely 

conjecture.  Another possible explanation for this finding may be that some Native Americans 

may resist supervision by non-tribal government due to the historical distrust that continues 

towards the United States government and its representatives.  This is clearly a finding that 

suggests more in depth analysis in the future.  It should be noted, though, that this appears to be a 

select group of Native Americans who are absconding; when we examine the relationship 

between race/ethnicity and technical violations, it is clear that Native Americans most often do 

not violate the terms of their parole.  When they do, however, they are more likely to abscond 

than any other ethnic group. 

Interestingly, parolees required to register as sex offenders were less likely to abscond.  As part 

of this requirement, parolees are fitted with a GPS either prior to release or immediately after 

release (at their first appointment with the parole officer).  Thus, they have less opportunity to 

abscond.  

Looking across technical violation models measuring types of violations, we see some other 

interesting results.  First, while all social ties variables were significant in the absconding model, 

the importance of social ties varies across the remaining models.  These variables were not 

significantly related to drug violations, and only employment was significantly related to alcohol 

and violations of other standard conditions.  Since other standard conditions includes such things 

as failure to pay fines, restitution, fees, etc. it makes sense that those who are not employed are 

more likely to violate this condition.  In this way, the variable may be less about social ties and 

more about economic situation.  A surprising finding, though, is that those who are employed are 

significantly more likely to have alcohol violations.  This may be a result of the social nature of 

alcohol consumption, but this finding requires more research to fully make sense of the results. 

 

Surprisingly, while the variables measuring criminal history are significant in the model 

explaining technical violations overall, criminal history is only significant in the model 

measuring alcohol violations, and then only one variable--prior arrest--is statistically significant.   

Likewise, while performance in prison and prior supervision are statistically significant in 

predicting violations overall, it is not significant in predicting the types of violations.  These 
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differences indicate that these variables differentiate those who have violations from those who 

do not, but are not related to the types of violation.   

 

Other variables, though, do differentiate between the types of violations.  The results from the 

drug and alcohol violations models suggest that offenders tend to have violations that are 

consistent with their current offense.  For example, parolees with drug offenses were more likely 

to have violations related to drugs as compare to offenders who do not have these offenses.  

Likewise, offenders whose current incident involves a public order offense (most of which are 

DWI’s) are more likely to have an alcohol violation.  Whether the parolee is required to seek 

treatment is significantly related to drug violations and violations of other standard conditions.  

While this would be expected for those violating drug conditions, the implication of this finding 

is less clear for those with other types of violations of standard conditions.   

 

We also found that the significance of the program/region variables differs across models.  In 

particular, we find that parolees in Bernalillo County, regardless of supervision type, are less 

likely to have drug violations than those in special programs outside Bernalillo County.  There 

are a number of reasons this may occur.  First, it may be because there are more treatment 

options within Bernalillo County, such that parolees are getting the help they need to remain 

substance free.  The special management programs within Bernalillo County include substance 

abuse programs whereas those outside of Bernalillo County do not, suggesting that this may be a 

contributing factor.  Conversely, it is possible that there is less tolerance for these violations 

outside of Bernalillo County or that there is a difference in the number of urinalyses tests 

completed, as it is failed UAs that drive much of the drug violations.  

 

Finally, of interest is the finding that Native Americans and Hispanic parolees are more likely 

than Whites to have alcohol violations but less likely to have drug violations.  There is a 

relationship between offense type and ethnicity.  For example, among those with a DWI offense, 

50% are Hispanic, 33.5% are Native American, 14% white, 2% black, .4% other.  What is 

interesting about the finding of race/ethnicity and alcohol violations, though, is that the model 

controls for offense type.  Thus, we would not expect race/ethnicity to be significant if the 

relationship was primarily about offending patterns but this suggests there is more than this. 

Unfortunately, Native Americans have a history of problems with alcohol and much offending 

committed by Native Americans has been found to be related to alcohol (Grobsmith, 1989).   

 

Revocation 

 

We began by looking at revocation as a dichotomous variable, using a nested model logistic 

regression approach to assess the importance of each set of independent variables.  The results 

are shown below in Table 19.  The first model includes only demographic variables, all of which 

are statistically significant.  This model indicates that males, younger offenders, and minority 

offenders are more likely to be revoked.   

 

The second model adds variables measuring social ties.  This model is a statistically significant 

improvement over the control model (χ
2
 = 101.65, df =3 , p<.000).  Each of the variables 

measuring social ties is statistically significant.  Consistent with our hypotheses, those who are 

married, employed and not active gang members are less likely to be revoked from supervision.    
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The third model adds in criminal history information, and is a significant improvement over 

model 2 (χ
2
 = 64.737, df =2 , p<.000).  Again, consistent with our hypotheses, those with prior 

arrests and a greater number of prior incarcerations are more likely to be revoked.  Note that all 

other variables from model 1 and model 2 remain statistically significant, even when controlling 

for criminal history.   Only the race category Native American is no longer statistically 

significant.   

 

The fourth model introduces characteristics of the current offense.  Offenders convicted of a 

violent offense are significantly more likely to be revoked, as are those who are convicted of 

property offenses and drug offenses.  The odds ratio for those convicted of a property offense is 

1.89, the highest of the three offense types that are statistically significant suggesting that those 

convicted of a property offense are more likely to be revoked.  Finally, the length of 

incarceration is significantly related to revocation but the sentence length is not.  Those parolees 

who serve a longer term in prison are slightly more likely to be revoked than those who serve a 

shorter term. This fit of this model is a significant improvement over the third model (χ
2
 = 

84.801, df = 7, p<.000).   

 

The fifth model adds a single variable representing the offender’s performance in prison.  This 

variable- whether the offender had any documented disciplinary actions in prison- is statistically 

significant.  Once this variable is accounted for, the length of incarceration is no longer 

significant, but all other variables in the model remain unchanged in terms of statistical 

significance.  

 

The sixth model includes the conditions and circumstances of parole.  While the addition of these 

variables improves the fit of the model overall (χ
2
 =73.162, df = 7, p<.000), not all of the 

variables are statistically significant.  The type of supervision (dual or parole only) is not 

significant, nor is whether the offender is required to register as a sex offender.  The remaining 

variables are significant and consistent with our hypotheses.  Offenders who been supervised in 

the community for this offense previously are more likely to be revoked, as are those who are 

required to seek mental health or substance abuse treatment.  Offenders supervised outside 

Region II with standard conditions are less likely to be revoked than those in special 

management programs outside Region II.  Region II parolees are as likely to be revoked as those 

outside Region II in special management programs. Note that with the inclusion of the parole 

related variables, only those with a property offense conviction are more likely to be revoked as 

compared to the other offense types.  The other variables in the model remain consistent with 

prior models. 

 

The last two models add in performance while on parole.  Specifically, we add in technical 

violations followed by new arrests.  Not surprisingly, both are significant.  The final model 

overall is a significant improvement over the Model 6 (χ
2
 =1474.14, df =3, p<000).  Based on 

conversations with probation/parole staff and examination of policy, we anticipated that the type 

of technical violation would be important.  Indeed, we find that those who fail to appear or 

abscond for some period of time during their supervision are more likely to be revoked.  The 

odds ratio for those who abscond as compared to those with no technical violations is 24.227 

which is much larger than for any other variable.  Those with other types of violations have an 
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odds ratio of 7.861 compared to those who have no violations.  While statistically significant, the 

odds ratio of those with a new arrest relative to those without a new arrest is not nearly as large 

the technical violation variables.  This is somewhat surprising as one may expect that having an 

arrest would be much more likely to predict revocation than having a technical violation, holding 

all other variables constant.  It may be that this variable is not as strongly related to revocation 

because these variables are closely related- those with new arrests also have violations.   

 

Once technical violations and new arrest variables are added to the equation, most of the 

demographic variables are no longer significantly related to revocation.  A number of other 

variables are also no longer predictive of revocation once violations and arrests are added.  

However, seven variables are still statistically significant once performance on parole is 

included.   These include two measures of social ties- employment and gang membership, 

whether the parolee has prior arrests, whether the current conviction involves a property offense, 

performance in prison as measured by discipline, and whether the offender is supervised under 

standard supervision outside of Bernalillo County.  Interestingly, offenders supervised under 

parole only rather than dual supervision, are significantly more likely to be revoked in this 

model.  This is contrary to our hypothesis, but is unclear why this occurs.   
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Table 19.  Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Revocation (N=4127) 
 Model 1 

Exp (B) 

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

Individual characteristics         

Gender (female omitted) 1.322** 1.272*** 1.269** 1.371*** 1.395*** 1.468*** 1.278* 1.137 

Age .964*** .968*** .968*** .973*** .976*** .975*** .984*** .991 

Race (White omitted) 

    Black 

     Native American 

     Hispanic 

 

1.904*** 

1.274* 

1.352*** 

 

1.706*** 

1.249 

1.226* 

 

1.656*** 

1.172 

1.198* 

 

1.698*** 

1.541*** 

1.279** 

 

1.711*** 

1.564*** 

1.275** 

 

1.654*** 

1.642*** 

1.255** 

 

1.309 

1.585** 

1.241* 

 

1.268 

1.458* 

1.233* 

Social ties         

Marital status (not married 

omitted) 

 .797** .808** .815** .824** .840* .862 .851 

 

Employment(not employed 

omitted) 

 .642*** .644*** .662*** .673*** .673*** .776** .823* 

Active gang membership 

(gang member omitted) 

 .508*** .518*** .537*** .556*** .590*** .725** .720** 

Criminal history         

Prior arrest  (none omitted)   1.541*** 1.600*** 1.594*** 1.507*** 1.497*** 1.398*** 

Number prior prison stays   1.183*** 1.169** 1.175*** 1.185*** 1.049 1.028 

Current offense         

Includes violent offenses 

(no omitted) 

   1.226* 1.198* 1.117 1.094 1.068 

Includes property offenses 

(no omitted) 

   1.894*** 1.820*** 1.702*** 1.444*** 1.363** 

Includes drug offenses (no 

omitted) 

   1.276** 1.237* 1.179 1.028 .943 

Includes public order 

offenses (no omitted) 

   .895 .899 .906 1.033 .990 

Includes other offenses (no 

omitted) 

   1.013 1.017 .963 .891 .907 

Length of incarceration     1.003* 1.001 1.001 1.002 1.000 

Length of sentence    1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

Performance in prison         

Any discipline (no omitted)     1.436*** 1.413*** 1.267** 1.233* 

Parole related variables         

Supervision type (dual 

omitted) 

     1.023 1.144 1.291** 

Prior supervision (none 

omitted) 

     1.307*** 1.171 1.158 

Treatment required (no 

omitted) 

     1.462*** 1.072 1.078 

Sex offender registration 

(not required omitted) 

     .801 .755 .886 

Program/Region (special 

program outside Region II 

omitted) 

      

 

  

     Outside Region II 

Standard 

     Region II Standard 

     Region II Special 

     

 

 

.740* 

.883 

1.161 

 

.638** 

.705 

.929 

 

.648* 

.753 

.993 

Technical violations (none 

omitted) 

     Involves absconding 

     All other violations 

       

 

30.345*** 

10.346*** 

 

 

24.227*** 

7.861*** 

Has arrest (no omitted)        3.999*** 

Constant 2.317 2.909 2.024 .996 .786 1.129 .179 .113 

-2LL 5552.340 5450.690 5385.953 5301.152 5276.305 5203.140 3997.847 3729.00 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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Time to revocation 

 

Next, we estimated a log-normal regression model to analyze the relationship between our 

independent variables and the amount of time until an offender’s parole is revoked.  This sample 

for this regression model only includes those offenders that have received parole revocations.  

The results are shown in Table 20 below.   

 

Gender is a statistically significant predictor of the length of time to revocation.  Males are 

expected to have their paroles revoked much earlier than women.  There are, however, no 

statistically significant racial or ethnic differences in the time to revocation. 

 

Parolees with positive social ties (married offenders, employed offenders and offenders not 

affiliated with gangs) are also expected to take longer to violate than parolees without positive 

social ties.  Parolees with more prior prison stays are, however, more likely to receive their first 

violation earlier than other parolees.    

 

Parolees with drug offenders are expected to take significantly longer to have their parole 

revoked than offenders that did not commit drug offenses.  Offenders with longer incarceration 

times, controlling for other factors, are expected to take longer to have their parole revoked than 

other offenders.  Parolees that received some form of discipline while incarcerated, however, are 

expected to have their paroles revoked faster than other parolees.   

 

The regression results indicate that offenders on dual supervision are expected to take longer to 

receive to have their parole revoked than offenders only on parole.  Parolees that are required to 

register as sex offenders are also expected to take longer to have their parole revoked than other 

parolees.  Parolees that are supervised inside of Bernalillo County under special conditions are 

expected to receive their first parole revoked faster than parolees within Bernalillo County on 

standard condition and faster than parolees outside of Bernalillo County on either standard or 

special conditions.   

 

And finally, parolees that abscond are expected to take significantly longer to have their parole 

revoked than other offenders.   
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Table 20.  Log-normal OLS regression coefficients for parole revocations (N=2082) 

 Number of violations 

Individual characteristics  

Gender (female omitted) -0.200** 

Age -0.001 

Race (White omitted) 

      Black 

      Native American 

      Hispanic 

 

-0.100 

-0.003 

-0.038 

Social ties  

Marital status (not married omitted) 0.089* 

Employment(not employed omitted) 0.191*** 

Active gang membership (gang member omitted) 0.127** 

Criminal history  

Prior arrest  (none omitted) 0.014 

Number prior prison stays -0.139*** 

Current offense  

Includes violent offenses (no omitted) -0.067 

Includes property offenses (no omitted) -0.078 

Includes drug offenses (no omitted) 0.067 

Includes public order offenses (no omitted) 0.001 

Includes other offenses (no omitted) -0.044 

Length of incarceration  0.003** 

Length of sentence -0.0001 

Performance in prison  

Any discipline (no omitted) -0.100* 

Parole related variables  

Supervision type (dual omitted) -0.247*** 

Prior supervision (none omitted) -0.057 

Treatment required (no omitted) 0.046 

Sex offender registration (not required omitted) 0.248* 

Program/Region (special program outside Region II omitted)  

     Outside Region II Standard 

     Region II Special 

     Region II Standard 

0.019*** 

-0.255* 

-0.102 

Technical violations (none omitted) 

    Involves absconding 

     All other violations 

 

0.270*** 

-0.036 

Has arrest 0.104** 

Constant 5.301 

R-squared 0.1385 

         *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

 

Summary of multivariate models examining revocations   

 

The results of our multivariate analyses in many ways confirm our initial hypotheses, but in other 

ways challenge them.  Table 21 below summarizes the results of the various multivariate models 

described in detail above.  Here we focus exclusively on the two full models that examine the 

factors that influence whether parolees experience a revocation and, among those who do, the 

factors that affect time to first revocation.  As might be expected, some variables that predict 

whether a revocation occurs also predict the time to revocation but others do not.  In general, 

individuals with positive social ties (marriage, employment, no gang affiliations) are less likely 
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to experience revocation and, for those who are revoked, time to revocation is comparatively 

longer than for individuals with these ties.  This echoes the findings regarding technical 

violations, which are also less common among those with the social and economic capital that 

jobs and families represent.  However, here we control for technical violations and continue to 

see an effect—which suggests these ties operate at least partly independently of their influence 

on violations.  Similarly, individuals who do well in prison (no disciplinary action in their 

records) are less likely to be revoked and, when revoked, it is after being on parole for a longer 

time than those with disciplinary records.  Similar results are evident for  supervision type  (those 

on parole only have better outcomes than those on dual supervision), program/region (those on 

standard supervision outside Bernalillo County are less likely to be revoked and are revoked later 

than those on special supervision outside the County and also as compared to those in the 

County).  Finally, those who have a new arrest or who abscond are also more likely to be 

revoked than those who are not arrested or who do not abscond, though their time to revocation 

is comparatively longer.   The likely reason that the time to revocation is longer, probably as a 

result of the time it takes to track down these individuals.   

 

Criminal history is also important for both revocation and time to revocation, but affects each 

differently.  Prior arrest increases the odds of revocation, but not time to revocation, while 

number of prior prison stays has no influence on revocation per se, but does increase time to first 

revocation.  Additionally, parolees with a property offense are more likely to be revoked, but 

type of offense does not influence time to revocation.  This again echoes the findings we 

reported for technical violations, but holds even when we control for these violations in 

modeling revocations.   Interestingly, while the length of incarceration does not affect whether a 

parolee experiences a revocation, it does increase the time to revocation.  Likewise, those 

required to register as sex offenders take longer to be revoked than those who are not required to 

register, but are no more or less likely to be revoked.  
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Table 21.  Summary of multivariate models examining revocations 

 Whether a revocation 

occurs 

Time to first 

revocation
8
 

Individual characteristics   

Gender (female omitted) NS - 

Age - NS 

Race (White omitted) 

    Black 

    Native American 

   Hispanic 

 

NS 

+ 

+ 

 

NS 

NS 

NS 

Social ties   

Marital status (not married omitted) NS + 

Employment(not employed omitted) - + 

Active gang membership (gang member omitted) - + 

Criminal history   

Prior arrest  (none omitted) + NS 

Number prior prison stays NS - 

Current offense   

Includes violent offenses (no omitted) NS NS 

Includes property offenses (no omitted) + NS 

Includes drug offenses (no omitted) NS NS 

Includes public order offenses (no omitted) NS NS 

Includes other offenses (no omitted) NS NS 

Length of incarceration  NS + 

Length of sentence NS NS 

Performance in prison   

Any discipline (no omitted) + - 

Parole related variables   

Supervision type (dual omitted) + - 

Prior supervision (none omitted) NS NS 

Treatment required (no omitted) NS NS 

Sex offender registration (not required omitted) NS + 

Program/Region (special program outside Region II 

omitted) 

  

   Outside Region II Standard 

   Region II Standard 

   Region II Special 

- 

NS 

NS 

+ 

- 

NS 

Technical violations (none omitted) 

   Involves absconding 

   All other violations 

 

+ 

+ 

 

+ 

NS 

Has arrest (no omitted) + + 

 

Discussion 

 

This report examined the impact of individual characteristics, social ties, criminal history, 

current offense, performance in prison, and conditions of parole on technical violations and 

revocations. To begin, as expected, we find a relationship between violations and revocations.  

Those with violations are significantly more likely to also experience a revocation.  Moreover, a 

number of factors are similarly related to both outcomes.  Consistent with our expectations, 

                                                 
8
 Recall that time to revocation has the opposite signs as that expected in the logistic regression model.  It measures 

the time to revocation, so a negative value indicates a quicker revocation time. 
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parolees with pro-social ties, in particular those who are employed and who do not have active 

gang affiliations, are less likely to experience violations or revocations.   

Though we hypothesized that contemporary social context would be more influential on parole 

outcomes than would prior history or demographic characteristics, this is not entirely the case.   

Criminal history, as measured by prior arrest, increases the likelihood of technical violations and 

revocations.  This is a reminder that repeat offending is a risk for failure on parole and that the 

population of parolees with prior histories is one that likely needs significant attention and 

intervention.  Indeed, these individuals are also the least likely to have the pro-social ties that 

facilitate parole success.  Similarly, property offenders (who are commonly repeat offenders) are 

more likely to both have violations and revocations.  More contemporaneously, those who are 

disciplined while in prison are also more likely to experience disciplinary action on parole 

(violations and revocations).  Again, this suggests a population for whom release planning and 

related reentry programming is likely particularly important.  Finally, minority offenders and 

younger offenders experience more violations and revocations than do white offenders and older 

offenders.  Again, though this suggests that some distal and static factors matter, they are likely 

associated with more proximate factors.  Research suggests, for example, that minorities with a 

felony record have a harder time finding employment post release than do whites (Pager, 2003).  

While our data indicate that some minorities are less likely to be employed than whites, this 

varies by ethnic group.  For example, employment among Native Americans and whites is very 

similar (71% and 73% respectively) while that between blacks and whites is more disparate 

(71% and 63% respectively).  While older parolees in our sample were less likely to be 

employed than younger offenders, what we do not know is the quality of employment.  Research 

suggests that stable work experiences are protective, while unstable employment can be a risk 

factor for recidivism (Sampson and Laub, 1990; Uggen, 2000). It may be that younger parolees 

have less stable and lower paying jobs, while older parolees have more secure employment.  

Moreover, Uggen (2000) finds that even marginal employment can be protective for older 

offenders, but not younger ones.  We also have no information on the quality of marriage among 

this population.  That the marriage effect is marginal in some instances may reflect the inability 

to control for marital quality, which research highlights as important (Sampson and Laub, 1990).     

While some variables affect violations and revocations in similar ways, others do not.  This is not 

unexpected and suggests that the factors that affect whether an individual acts in ways that 

violate parole expectations are not identical to those that affect how the system responds to these 

violations.  For instance, females are significantly less likely to violate parole, but once they do 

violate, the system does not treat them any differently than male violators—they are equally 

likely to be revoked.  Similarly, being married reduces the likelihood of a parole violation but 

does not impact revocation. While individuals with a job are less likely to be revoked, this is not 

the case for married individuals.  It is possible that parole officers and the parole board are less 

inclined to see marriage as a protective factor that they should take into consideration than is the 

case with work.  

Similar results are evident for instant offense and criminal history.  Individuals with more prior 

prison stays, those with a current drug offense, and those with a prior supervision for the current 

offense are all more likely to accrue technical violations, but not more likely to be revoked.  

Similarly, individuals who are mandated to treatment are more likely to violate but not more 

likely to be revoked.  This could reflect the additional supervision associated with treatment and 
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a tendency towards leniency for those who are in treatment (trying to change).  Finally, those 

supervised within Bernalillo County under special conditions are also more likely to violate but 

not more likely to be revoked.  Again, this may reflect a tendency to be a bit more lenient with 

those subject to special management programs—these individuals are more likely to be violated 

due to increased scrutiny, but given the significant resources being used to help them, parole 

officers may prefer to work with them rather than to recommend revocation for technical 

violations.  It is important to remember, too, that parolees supervised under special management 

programs specific to substance abuse are almost exclusively supervised in Bernalillo County, at 

least in this sample of parolees.  An interview with one of the parole officers for the reentry 

project explained that they try to work with offenders who violate the terms of their parole by 

requiring things like increased treatment for those who fail a urinalysis.         

One of the most notable findings with respect to revocation concerns the role of absconding.  

Even controlling for new arrests, absconding is the most salient predictor of revocation.   It 

appears that parole officers and the parole board have little tolerance for absconding.  Much of 

this is driven by policy, which differentiates absconding from other technical violations by 

definition (CD-052800).  While policy dictates that absconders may be continued under 

community supervision under certain circumstances
9
, the decision to revoke is ultimately made 

by the parole board.  When we interviewed parole officers for the project regarding prisoner 

reentry, we asked what factors increase the likelihood of revocation.  They answered that is 

because the offender absconds, commits new crimes or has repetitive violations.  Absconding is 

considered a serious offense and as such, is sanctioned punitively.  

 

Since absconders will be sanctioned by revocation and revocations are largely driven by 

absconding, the logical conclusion is to find ways to limit absconding.  Our data suggest that a 

number of key variables reduce the odds of absconding (see Table 18 above).  To begin, 

offenders who are married and employed and those without gang affiliations are significantly 

less likely to abscond.  Improving pro-social ties to the community is imperative.  Indeed, this 

idea is supported in the literature.  For example, in their evaluation of a community-based parole 

rehabilitation program in California, Zhang, Roberts and Callanan (2006) concluded that the 

program is associated with reduced returns to prison and reduced absconding.  The program 

focused on employment assistance, substance abuse treatment, education and housing 

assistance—in other words, increasing offenders’ social capital. Those parolees who completed 

the program fared better than those who dropped out entirely, and incremental improvements 

were seen the longer participants remained in the program.  While it is possible that there is 

selection bias in that those who complete the program are less likely to abscond or recidivate, 

since there is a difference overall, it may be that parolees who would otherwise violate will 

succeed if given these opportunities for change.  Employment is something that parole officers 

know to be important in improving parolee success.  This view is also consistent with the ideas 

proposed for reentry reform in New Mexico. Thus, we suggest that the recommendations made 

by the Governor’s Task Force on Prison Reform be reviewed.  The Corrections Department as a 

whole should revisit these recommendations to determine whether they are implementing the 

suggested reforms and where improvements can be made.  For example, are parole officers 

consistently using motivational interviewing to assist parolees and empowering them to take 

                                                 
9
 They have committed no new crimes, they are not viewed as an undue safety risk and are permitted by statute to 

remain under community supervision (CD-052800) 



 57 

control of their lives?  Are offenders given job and relationship skills training both prior to and 

after release?  It is clear that the Probation and Parole Department attempts to use sanctions other 

than return to prison to reprimand parolees.  However, it may be useful to analyze these practices 

in depth to determine whether sanctions such as the SPVP actually work to prevent revocation 

broadly and absconding more specifically.   

 

The role of gang membership in absconding and revocation is not as straightforward as that of 

marriage and employment.  It may be partly driven by policies that target gang members for 

more intensive supervision (thereby increasing the odds that they either abscond or accrue 

violations).  For example, the 2005-2006 Strategic Plan specifies that the Probation/Parole 

Department should coordinate with local, state, and federal law enforcement to ―monitor and 

track high-risk and high-needs offenders‖ including using the NM Gang and Terrorism Task 

Force for ―gang sweeps and field checks‖ (among other groups with whom they are to coordinate 

such as the Burglary Task force and US Attorney’s Safe Streets initiative).  This means that 

officers likely focus attention on gang members even when they are under standard probation 

conditions.   

 

In addition to the social and operational processes that influence absconding and subsequent 

violation, our data also show that parolees who are required to register as sex offenders are 

significantly less likely to abscond.  The question, then, is whether there is something intrinsic 

about sex offenders that make them less likely to abscond or if it is due to their conditions of 

parole.  Our inclination is that it is due to the increased surveillance to which these offenders are 

subjected, in particular, that these offenders are required to wear a GPS tracking device.  Sex 

offenders are fitted with these devices either prior to release or at their first meeting with their 

parole officer.  Unless they remove the device, their whereabouts are always known once the 

device is in place.  We are not suggesting that all parolees be subject to GPS monitoring as that is 

not feasible nor ethical, but it may be that certain very high risk offenders should be considered 

for this intervention for a period of time upon release until they have had the opportunity to 

reintegrate into the community.   

 

Absconding also seems to be one of the factors that help account for the high rate of revocation 

among property offenders.  In New Mexico property offenders are more likely to violate the 

terms of their probation, more likely to be revoked, more likely to abscond from parole and more 

likely to have alcohol offenses.  We suspect these are interrelated processes.  Alcohol and drug 

problems are generally high among property offenders (in some instances these problems drive 

property offending) and, as such, these offenders are likely to accrue violations (failed 

alcohol/drug tests).  Indeed, property offenders in our data have an increased likelihood of drug 

related violations in addition to their increased likelihood of absconding.  It appears that special 

attention should be paid to property offenders scheduled for parole.  In addition to standard job 

training, motivational interviewing may be particularly effective with this population since it was 

originally developed to help individuals with drug and alcohol problems.  Instilling motivation to 

change and then helping these offenders access the resources they need to realize these changes 

could significantly reduce the violations and revocations we see among this population.      

 

We also found that Native Americans are more likely to abscond (when they violated parole) and 

are more likely to have technical violations involving alcohol.  This is a relatively small segment 
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of the parolee population and there is a dearth of literature on Native American parolees.  It 

seems important that as researchers, we begin to examine the unique needs of our Native 

American offender population.  It is important to determine the reason(s) for the high rates of 

absconding among Native Americans who violate parole.  In terms of policy that can be 

implemented now, it seems apparent that Native Americans are not receiving the treatment they 

need.  It is likely that an increase in the use of culturally sensitive alcohol treatment programs is 

warranted.  Likewise, the finding that Hispanics are more likely to have alcohol violations in 

conjunction with the high rate of DWI’s suggest that treatment needs are not being met among 

this group.  

 

The literature tells us that parole models that emphasize surveillance and control lead to 

increased reincarceration relative to those that emphasize treatment and service.  We, as others, 

suggest a combination of supervision and support.  Our suggestions to consider GPS monitoring 

for select parolees, increase culturally sensitive treatment programs, increase the use of 

motivational interviewing, and revisit the recommendations made by the Governor’s Task Force 

on Prison Reform all support this view.  It is important to remember that the prison population is 

largely impacted by parole violators.  It is important to create policies and practices that limit 

unnecessary revocation of parolees, and more importantly, to improve the success of returning 

prisoners.  This is largely on the shoulders of the parolees themselves, but the system can help.  

In New Mexico, it seems that parole officers and the parole board are attune to the fact that 

increased surveillance, particularly for drug offenders, leads to increased detection and 

understand that revoking these offenders as a first resort will not improve public safety.  Piel & 

LoBuglio (2005) point out that recidivists may need more intensive services to reintegrate 

successfully.  It is telling that offenders who were previously supervised for this offense are more 

likely to have technical violations, but not revocations.  This suggests that while these offenders 

may be monitored more closely, they are no more likely than anyone else to be revoked.  The 

parole officers who work with this population may recognize the importance of services and 

work hard to help them to access them.  Future research should delve into the operation of 

Probation and Parole more in depth, examining what services parolees receive including both 

treatment and training, and especially into factors that are associated with absconding.  We have 

touched on some of these in this research, but more in depth research, especially with special 

populations, is warranted. 
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Appendix 1: 

Summary of New Mexico Statutes Regarding Parole (New Mexico Criminal and 
Traffic Law Manual, 2009 Edition) 

 

 Section 31-21-3 NMSA 1978.  Sets forth the short title for the “Probation and Parole 

Act” (See Sections 31-21-3 through 31-21-19 NMSA 1978). 

 Section 31-21-4 NMSA 1978.  Provides the construction and purpose of the Probation 

and Parole Act.  The act ―...shall be liberally construed to the end that treatment of 

persons convicted of crime shall take into consideration their individual characteristics, 

circumstances, needs and potentialities….and that such persons shall be dealt with in the 

community by a uniformly organized system of constructive rehabilitation….‖.    

 Section 31-21-5 NMSA 1978.  Sets forth definitions used in the Probation and Parole 

Act, including definitions for the following terms:  probation; parole; institution; board; 

director; and adult. 

 Section 31-21-6 NMSA 1978.  Describes the scope of protection for an offender’s 

records, including presentence reports, pre-parole reports and supervision histories.   

 Section 31-21-7 NMSA 1978.  Lists the mandatory duties of the Probation and Parole 

Director for the New Mexico Corrections Department.  

 Section 31-21-8 NMSA 1978.  States that the Director of Probation and Parole is the 

administrator of interstate compacts relating to parolees. 

 Section 31-21-9 NMSA 1978.  Establishes the authority of a district or magistrate court 

to request a pre-sentence report from the Probation and Parole Division.  Also establishes 

the authority of a district court to request a pre-release report from the Probation and 

Parole Division to determine an alleged offender’s qualifications for bail. 

 Section 31-21-10 NMSA 1978.  Establishes parole procedures, including parole terms. 

An inmate: 

*sentenced to life imprisonment without possibility of release is not eligible for parole; 

*sentenced to life imprisonment is eligible for a parole hearing after serving 30 years.  If 

parole is granted, the offender shall be supervised for a minimum period of five years; 

*convicted of a first, second or third degree felony, shall be supervised for a two-year 

period of parole; and 

*convicted of a fourth degree felony, shall be supervised for a one-year period of parole.  

 Section 31-21-10.1.  Establishes parole terms for certain sex offenders and sets forth the 

terms and conditions of parole.  A person convicted for one of the sex offenses listed in 

the statute shall serve an indefinite period of supervised parole of not less than five years 

and, depending upon the offense, the offender may be supervised for up to twenty years 

or for the natural life of the offender.  Following the initial five-year parole term, the 

adult parole board shall conduct a review hearing and the state bears the burden of 

proving that the sex offender should remain on parole.  If necessary, subsequent review 

hearings shall take place at two and one-half year intervals. 

 Section 31-21-11.  States that an offender otherwise eligible for parole may be detained 

to serve another sentence or may be referred for hospitalization or residential treatment. 

 Section 31-21-12.  Establishes that an inmate released pursuant to the pardoning power 

of the Governor, when it is not a full pardon, shall be deemed as released on parole.  The 
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parole term shall be the remainder of the term of imprisonment and the accompanying 

period of parole.  

 Section 31-21-13.  Establishes the duty of prison officials to provide members of the 

adult parole board with access at reasonable times to inmates over whom the parole board 

has jurisdiction.  Prison officials shall also provide the adult parole board with reports 

and records concerning an inmate. 

 Section 31-21-13.1.  Provides authority for intensive supervision programs, which 

include house arrest programs or electronic monitoring programs or both.  Officers 

supervising offenders on intensive supervision can have a maximum caseload of twenty 

offenders. Offenders eligible for participation in intensive supervision programs include: 

 *inmates eligible for parole; 

 *inmates within 12 months of eligibility for parole; 

 *inmates who would remain incarcerated due to lack of a parole plan; and 

 *inmates whose parole the adult parole board might otherwise revoke. 

 Section 31-21-14.  Establishes the authority of the adult parole board to provide for the 

arrest an offender who has allegedly violated conditions of release. Describes the 

procedures for effectuating the arrest. 

 Section 31-21-15.  Establishes authority and procedures for the return of an alleged 

probation violator.  (This section is not relevant to parole procedures) 

 Section 31-21-16.  This section was repealed in 1977 

 Section 31-21-17.  Establishes the duty of the adult parole board to report to the governor 

with respect to any case involving a pardon, commutation of sentence or reprieve 

 Section 31-21-17.1.  Upon receipt of an application from an inmate for geriatric or 

medical parole, sets forth the duty of the corrections department to forward supporting 

documentation to the adult parole board.  An inmate may submit an application for 

geriatric or medical parole directly to the adult parole board. 

 Section 31-21-18.  States that the provisions of the Probation and Parole Act apply to all 

persons on probation or parole or eligible to be placed on probation or parole 

 Section 31-21-19.  Establishes the authority for the Parole Board to accept services, 

funds, equipment and supplies from the United States or other states and to enter into 

agreements with the United States and other states. 
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Appendix 2: 

Standard Conditions of Parole 

 

 Monthly Reporting - I will report to my Parole Officer no later than the 10th of each 

month in person unless otherwise instructed and submit a full and truthful monthly report 

on the form provided for that purpose. 

 Other State - If I am paroled or transferred to the custody of another State, I will abide 

by any rules in effect in that State in addition to the Parole Conditions imposed by the 

New Mexico Adult Parole Board.  

 Travel Permit - I must secure a travel permit from my Parole Officer before: (a) Leaving 

the state of New Mexico; (b) Leaving the County to which I have been paroled, unless 

otherwise determined by my Parole Officer.  

 Personal Status - I must consult with my Parole Officer, and secure his/her consent 

before: (a) Changing my residence; (b) Changing my employment; (c) Entering into a 

civil contract; (d) Enrolling or withdrawing from an educational institution or program.  

 Conduct - I will demean myself as a law abiding citizen, including obedience to all rules 

and regulations of any educational institution or program. I will report any arrest to my 

Parole Officer within 72 hours.  

 Controlled Substances - I will not illegally possess, use, or sell any narcotic drug and/or 

controlled substance or related paraphernalia. 

 Drug Test - I will submit urinalysis testing at my Parole Officer's discretion. 

 Association - I will not knowingly associate with any person whom my Parole Officer 

has identified as a detriment to my parole. 

 Weapons - I will not buy, sell, own or have in my possession, at any time, firearms, 

ammunition or other deadly weapons of any kind. 

 Employment - I will obtain and maintain full employment/school and notify my Parole 

Officer in the event of termination thereof. 

 Informant Role - I will not enter into any agreement to act, or act as an "informer" or 

special agent, for any law enforcement agency without the permission of the Director of 

Probation and Parole Division. 

 Home Visits - I will permit my Parole Officer to visit me at all reasonable times and 

places. 

 Searches - I will submit to warrant-less searches per Probation & Parole Division policy.  

 Alcohol - I will not possess, consume or buy intoxicating beverages at any time.  

 Enter Bars - I will not enter what is commonly known as a bar or lounge where 

intoxicants are sold. 
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Appendix 3: 

Standard Conditions of Probation 

 

 State Laws - I will not violate any of the laws or ordinances of the State of NM, or any 

other jurisdiction. I shall not endanger the person or property of another. 

 Reporting - I will report to my Probation/Parole Officer as often as required and will 

submit completed and truthful written reports as required by my Probation/Parole Officer. 

All communication with my Probation/Parole Officer will be truthful and accurate and I 

will promptly reply to any correspondence or communication I may receive from the 

Probation Office.  

 Status - I will get permission from my Probation/Parole Officer before: a) Leaving the 

county where I am being supervised and/or residing; b) Changing jobs; c) Changing 

residence; or d) Engaging in any major financial contract or debt.  

 Association - I will not associate with any person identified by my Probation/Parole 

Officer as being detrimental to my Probation supervision, which may include persons 

having a criminal record, other probationers and parolees, and victims or witnesses of my 

crime or crimes. 

 Visits - I will permit any Probation/Parole Officer to visit me at my home or place of 

employment at any time. I will permit a warrant-less search by the Officer of my person, 

automobile, residence, property and/or living quarters if he/she has reasonable cause to 

believe the search will produce evidence of a violation of my conditions of probation.  

 Employment - Unless exempted, I will make every effort to obtain and hold a legitimate 

job and fulfill all financial obligations required of me including support of my family. I 

shall cooperate with my Probation Officer in any effort to assist me in obtaining 

employment. If I lose my job for any reason, I shall report this fact to my 

probation/Parole Officer within 48 hours of the change.  

 Weapons - I will not buy, sell, own or have in my possession, at any time, firearms, 

ammunition, or other deadly weapons.  

 Drugs - I will not buy, sell, consume, possess or distribute any controlled substances 

except those legally prescribed for my use by a State Certified Medical Doctor. I will also 

provide urine or breath test specimens for laboratory analysis upon request of the 

Probation and Parole division.  

 Arrest - I will report any arrest, charge or questioning by a Peace Officer to my 

Probation/Parole Officer within 48 hours of the incident. The toll free number 1-800-428-

5686 is available for emergency contact with my Probation/Parole Officer.  

 Transfer - If my probation supervision is transferred to another state, I will abide by any 

additional supervision conditions required by that state. 

 Informant - I will not enter into any agreement to act, or act as an "informer" or special 

agent for any law enforcement agency without the permission of the Director of the 

Probation and Parole Division and the sentencing judge. 
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 Probation Costs - I will pay probation costs as determined by my Probation/Parole 

Officer on or before the designated date each month to the Corrections Department in the 

form of a money order or cashier's check. 

 Photo - I will submit myself for photographing and fingerprinting as directed by the 

Probation & Parole Division. 

 Alcohol - I shall not possess, use or consume any alcoholic beverages and will not at any 

time enter what is commonly known as a bar or lounge where alcoholic beverages are 

served or sold for consumption on the premises. 
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Appendix 4: 

Special Conditions of Parole 

 

Intense Supervision 

 Report - I will report to the Intensive Supervision Officer at the Probation and Parole 

Division Office as required. This reporting requirement may be altered by the ISP Officer 

for the benefit of those participants who are employed full-time.  

 Abide by Curfew - I will be at my residence during my designated curfew hours, unless 

I have written authorization from my Intensive Supervision Officer to be away from my 

residence during these hours. I understand that this condition may be enforced through 

the use of electronic monitoring equipment. I agree to use diligence in the care of this 

equipment and understand that any tampering with any part of the equipment can result in 

my immediate arrest. I also agree to immediately contact my supervising Officer if any 

questions or problems arise about the equipment. 

 Communication - I must have a phone line in working condition within two weeks of 

being placed on Intensive Supervision, unless waived by my Intensive Supervision 

Officer. I will maintain a clean, safe and suitable residence. I will not have anonymous 

call rejections, voice messaging, nor any other phone service that interferes with my 

supervision. 

 Seeking Employment - I understand that if I am not employed full-time I will report to 

the ISP Officer each day (Monday - Friday) and provide verification that I am actively 

seeking employment. Upon obtaining full-time employment, I will provide verification of 

all my income and it's source each and every month. 

 Travel Restriction - I will only travel outside of the county in which I reside with my 

ISP Officer's permission and only with a valid travel permit. Travel is limited to a 70-

mile range from my county of residence and no overnight travel is permitted while under 

Intensive Supervision. 

 Community Service - I will perform a total of thirty, 30 community service hours while 

I am under Intensive Supervision. A minimum of ten, 10 hours will be completed during 

each phase. 

 Alcohol Use - I will not buy, possess or consume intoxicating beverages at any time and 

will not at any time enter a bar or lounge where alcoholic beverages are served or sold for 

consumption on the premises. There will be no alcohol at my residence. 

 Urinalysis Test - I will submit a VALID urine specimen for analysis upon request. I will 

be prepared to submit such specimen each time that I report. 

 Search - I will submit to a warrant-less search of my person, residence and personal 

belongings, including the automobile I am driving, by the Intensive Supervision Officer 

upon request. 

 Forbidden Association - I will not associate with any person whom my Intensive 

Supervision Officer has forbidden me to. 

 Law Contact - Any contact with local, State or Federal authorities, including traffic 

citations and/or arrest, must be IMMEDIATELY reported to the Intensive Supervision 

Officer. 
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 Counseling - I will attend and complete any counseling requited by the Court, the Parole 

Board, the Intensive Supervision Officer or Probation/Parole Officer. I will notify my 

Supervising Officer within 24 hours of any missed sessions. 

 Obey P.O. - I will obey all the lawful and reasonable demands of the Intensive 

Supervision Officer or Probation/Parole Officer. 

 

Community Corrections Programs 

 PROG LENGTH A - The minimum length of time I must remain in the program is six, 

6, months. 

 PROG LENGTH B - I understand that the length in program can exceed the minimum if 

program requirements are not met or I am non-compliant with treatment or supervision 

requirements. 

 PROG LENGTH C - I understand that the program will assess immediate sanctions for 

any occasion of non-compliance which may include but not be limited to: Electronic 

Monitoring, curfews, phone check-ins, additional community service, additional 

treatment sessions or support group meetings, additional office visits, house arrest, jail 

time. 

 EMP/TRN/ED A - I will obtain employment within 30 days of the program unless I am 

unable to work for certified medical reasons or unless I am attending school full-time. 

Offender will be required to provide verification of work or school attendance. 

 EMP/TRN/ED B - I will not miss work, training, or educational program/classes for any 

reason except for illness or emergencies. Any absence requires the approval of the 

Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager. Any unexcused absence will be considered 

non-compliance.  

 EMP/TRN/ED C - The program will increase reporting requirements and/or aspects of 

required programming when I am unemployed or not attending school full-time. 

 EMP/TRN/ED D - I will report to my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager all 

money I have received and the source of that money. 

 TREAT & APPOINT A - I will show up at the scheduled time for all appointments 

made for and/or by me. I will not miss scheduled appointments without prior permission 

of my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager. Any unexcused absence will be 

considered non-compliance. 

 TREAT & APPOINT B - I will participate in any counseling or treatment program my 

Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager recommends and I will obey all rules of that 

program.  

 TREAT & APPOINT C - I will attend any support group, i.e., AA, NA, recommended 

by my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager and will provide proof of attendance. 

 TREAT & APPOINT D - I will submit to urine tests, breath alcohol or blood tests as 

ordered by my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager. 

 LIVING ENVIRON A - I will immediately report to my Probation/Parole Officer or 

Case Manager any and all disagreements or problems I am having or have had with my 

landlord, apartment manager, parents or roommates that may affect my current residence. 

If the disagreement or problem does not immediately affect my residence then I will 

report any occurrence within 48 hours. 
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 LIVING ENVIRON B - I may be placed on a curfew at any time. If placed on a curfew, 

be at my place of residence (as reported to my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager) 

at the time ordered and not leave from there until the time allowed. 

 LIVING ENVIRON C - At any time during the program, I may be placed in electronic 

monitoring. 

 LIVING ENVIRON D - I will allow my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager or 

their designee to visit me at home or elsewhere as often as they feel necessary and I will 

submit to a search of my person, residence, automobile, and personal belongings upon 

request by my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager or their designee. 

 REPORTING A - I will report to my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager as 

directed. I understand that my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager will develop 

and review with me specific requirements at each phase of programming and as I 

transition from phase to phase. Phase requirements will include reporting requirements, 

drug testing requirements, treatment requirements, community service requirements and 

may include additional program requirements such as curfews and electronic monitoring. 

 REPORTING B - I understand that the initial phase of programming will be the most 

restrictive and that as I meet program requirements and remain in compliance I will 

transition to less restrictive phases of programming until completion.  

 REPORTING C - I understand that non-compliance at any phase of programming may 

cause me to be assessed back to a more restrictive phase or terminated from the program.  

 REPORTING D - I will not miss a scheduled report date or time without PRIOR 

permission of my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager. Any unexcused missed 

reporting contact will be considered non-compliance. 

 REPORTING E - I will report to my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager with 48 

hours all contacts with law enforcement agencies (including arrests, detention, 

questioning and traffic citations), and any discharges from employment, change in 

residence, and change in phone numbers.  

 OTHER REQUIREMENT A - I will not do anything that would be a violation of my 

conditions of release as stipulated in my Probation Orders and/or my Parole Certificate. 

 OTHER REQUIREMENT B - I will perform required community service as assigned 

by my Probation/Parole Officer or Case Manager. I will complete a minimum of four, 4, 

hours of community service per month if employed full-time or enrolled in school full-

time or any combination of the two. Offenders shall complete a minimum of ten, 10, 

hours of community service per month if employed part-time, enrolled in school part-

time or unemployed. 

 OTHER REQUIREMENT C - I will not offer a gift or bribe to any staff member of the 

program.  

 OTHER REQUIREMENT D - In the absence of my assigned Probation/Parole Officer 

or Case Manager, I will abide by the instructions of their representative. 

 OTHER REQUIREMENT E - I understand that the program may amend this contract 

and/or change any phase requirement at any time during my stay in the program to 

include additional conditions that are determined to be necessary for my continued 

participation and that meets my treatment needs.  
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Drug Courts 

 Conduct - I will not violate any of the laws or ordinances of the State of New Mexico or 

of any other jurisdiction, and I will not endanger the person or property of another. 

 Reporting - I agree to report to my Probation Officer (Drug court Officer) as often as 

requested. 

 Permission - I will get permission from my Probation Officer and the Judge when 

applicable before: 

o Leaving the county where I live; 

o Changing jobs; 

o Changing residence. 

 Association - I will not associate with any person having a criminal record. (This 

condition may be changed in writing by the Probation Officer for any necessary reason 

that the Probation Officer considers appropriate.) 

 Following Orders - I will follow all orders and instructions of my Probation Officer, and 

I will promptly reply to any correspondence that I may receive from the Probation Office. 

 Weapons - I will not have in my possession, any firearms or deadly weapons. 

 Arrest - I will report any arrest or charge to my Probation Officer within 72 hours of the 

incident. Further, I will report any contacts made with law enforcement for any reason. 

 Controlled Substances - I will not use any substances that will cause a positive drug 

screen, including but not limited to narcotic prescriptions and/or over-the-counter drugs. 

 Alcohol - I will not possess or consume any alcoholic beverages nor will I enter any 

liquor establishments.  
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Appendix 5: 

Changes to Parole policies from 2005-2010 

 

The following summarizes policy change over time.  Very minor policy changes are not included 

in this summary.  Most policies were in place prior to 2005, but were managed separately by 

Probation and Parole.  Sometime between 2002 and 2003, the NMCD began housing all policies 

within the Corrections Department at one location.  Generally, important policy changes occur 

only when there are changes to state statute.  Changes in policy are well documented beginning 

around 2005.  Thus, we begin by reviewing policies in place in 2005. 

 

CD-050201-Treatment/Supervision Plan Development and PPD Case Management 

The following changes were made to the section describing the Community Corrections 

program in 2007:  The minimum number of contacts per week in each phase is one less. 

A section regarding length of stay was added.  It requires a minimum 6 months and a maximum 

12 months in a non-residential program; each phase is to last 60 days unless waived.  The 

residential program length of stay varies from 1 to 12 months.  Extensions can be granted on case 

by case basis.  The program requirements are to be developed by PPO.  The PPO can request a 

change in reporting requirements, but it must be higher than what is required for a high risk 

offender.  The offender must be able to comply with the program- geographic distance from the 

program, phone service for electronic monitoring, and atypical employment schedules have to be 

considered prior to referral or placement. 

The following changes were made in 2008 to the section describing standard supervision: 

For low risk clients, they must call in monthly (previously it stated that they must mail reports 

monthly). 

 

CD-050202- Written probation and Parole Conditions 

The following changes were made in 2007:  An addition was made that specifies when 

presentence confinement credit could be used:  if J&S specifies PSC credit should be used 

towards probation term, it can be used.  Otherwise, it can only be used towards confinement time 

if probation is revoked.  This is important only for dual offenders in our sample.  

 

CD-050800 PPD – Intensive Supervision Programs 

The following changes were made in 2008: Adds to the restriction barring offenders from 

buying and consuming alcohol and from going to bars and lounges, specifically, that offenders 

cannot go into ―other establishments whose primary business is the sale of liquor (i.e., a liquor 

store)‖ 

 

CD-051500  PPD Review of Offender Progress for Early Termination Consideration 

The following changes to the requirements for consideration for early termination were 

made in 2010:  Requires that probationer or parolee (not sentenced under determinate 

sentencing laws) serve at least half of their supervision prior to being considered for early 

termination; previously, they could be considered after they had served at least one year of 

supervision. Allows those on medium or low-level supervision to be considered; previously only 

those on minimum supervision were included.  Adds that GPS fees and/or lost/damaged GPS 

costs be paid in full first.  Changes conditions regarding violations from:  ―No conditions of 
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probation or parole have been violated during the six months prior to the request for early 

termination‖ to ―There is no record of a Full Violation Report within one year prior to the 

request for early termination, and /or no Preliminary Violation Reports, STEPS arrests, and/or 

intermediate sanctions on record within six (6) months of the request for early termination of 

supervision.‖  Adds a new condition specifying that ―Offenders that have been convicted of Sex 

Offenses, Murder, Involuntary Manslaughter, Voluntary Manslaughter, DWI (Felony), Armed 

Robbery, Aggravated Battery, Domestic Violence (Great Bodily Harm), Arson, or Child Abuse 

(GBH) are not eligible for early termination consideration.‖  

 

CD-051800  PPD Substance Abuse Testing for Offenders 

The following changes were made in 2007: There is an addition of jail sanctions as approved 

by the parole board as sanction for positive testing.  There are also changes regarding the refusal 

or inability to produce a urine specimen: offenders are given the option to take an alternative test 

instead of automatically being considered a violation.    

 

CD-052600  PPD Placement Investigations 

Small additions clarifying requirements have been added over time. In addition to these, the 

following changes were made in 2010: Additional requirements/refinements of plan for living 

situation after release from prison include the following:  parolees are required to live at the 

primary address for six months unless otherwise approved; if another offender is currently 

residing at the proposed residence, this does not automatically exclude the plan from being 

viable.  All information must be reviewed on a case by case basis; the investigating officer may 

make an unannounced visit to the proposed residence (previously stated only that the PO may 

contact the person) and must inform them of the crime committed by the inmate; and the officer 

may deny the plan due to financial difficulties considered detrimental to parolees success, but 

will not automatically exclude the plan based on finances.   

 

CD-052800   Probation/Parole Violations and Absconders, Preliminary Revocation 

Hearings, Arrest of Offenders and Arrest Orders 

The following changes were made in 2006: There was an addition of an entire section.  This 

section details the requirements for probable cause hearing.  It also adds that when violations 

occur, alternatives to revocation and incarceration are considered and used to the extent that 

public safety allows.  It describes who can issue warrants and when.  It specifies that parole 

officers can use local detention facilities for alleged parole violations.  It requires that officers be 

trained to use appropriate use of force including use of equipment authorized and that PPO 

transportation procedures training is required. 

 

CD-052802  Probation/Parole Absconders 

The following changes were made in 2006:  Attempts to execute warrants must be documented 

in the CMIS. 

The following changes were made in 2009:   A section was added that explains what to do if an 

offender walks away from a residential/treatment program.  The steps include the following:  

notify supervisor, create arrest order and document in CMIS, notify law enforcement, document 

in CMIS, prepare special incident report, prepare violation report, and prepare absconder 

packets, seeking guidance when needed. 
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052803  Preliminary Revocation hearings following Detention of Offenders on Arrests & 

Holds 

The following changes were made in 2006:  There is the addition of a probable cause hearing 

section which includes the process of the probable cause hearing and specifies that the offender 

can only be revoked if probable cause is found and less severe sanctions are considered first.  

Alternatives to revocation include special conditions, increase intensity of 

supervision/surveillance, placement in community residential facility, enrollment in a 

detoxification facility, transfer the case to another district, and involvement with community or 

self-help organization. 

 

CD-053200  PPD Sex Offender Registration, Tracking and Supervision 

The following changes were made in 2008: Added the following: Offenders under supervision 

for a crime other than a sex offense but who have prior history of a sex offense may be 

considered for referral to sex offense supervision.  Also, offenders initially charged or indicted 

for a sex offense may also be considered for sex offense supervision.
10

  Additionally, the levels 

of supervision changed from I-V to I-IV.   

The following changes were made in 2009: Adds that sex offenders must register with the 

County Sheriff’s Office within statutory time limits. 

 

CD-053202  Supervision of Sex Offenders 

The following changes were made in 2006: A statement is added that indicates that failing to 

register as a sex offender will result in violation of supervision. 

The following changes were made in 2007: There is a change to the length of GPS monitoring 

90 days to 6 months. There are additional requirements to residency restriction:  the sex offender 

cannot reside within 1000 feet of day care, school, and community center; if this occurs, the 

offender will be ordered to move.   If the offender’s presence creates a serious and immediate 

risk to community (even if they are more than 1000 feet away from daycare, school etc.), 

relocation efforts will be made.  Also, offender may be placed on device to monitor whereabouts 

and curfew at any time. 

The following changes were made in 2009: Minor changes were made that specify the 

requirements at each level of supervision in more detail.   

 

CD-055000  Earned Meritorious Deductions (EMD) for Parolees   

The following changes were made in 2010: There is an addition to the definition of sex offense 

which specifies that offenses from other jurisdictions that are substantially the same as the New 

Mexico statutes specified in this policy are included.  It also refines the definition of serious 

violent offenses, including referring to the degree of the offense rather than just type (ex:  1
st
 

degree kidnapping as opposed to kidnapping previously). 

 

CD-057201  Technical Parole Violator/Sanctioned Parole Violator Referral, Placement and 

Programming 

The following changes were made in 2005:  A section is added regarding dual supervision. It 

says that referral to SPVP may not be appropriate when a probation violation is being pursued on 

                                                 
10

 While this was added in 2008, this was in practice prior to 2008 as we had at least one offender in our sample 

whose current offense was not a sex offense but was supervised as a sex offender. 
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dual cases- if it is, should recommend no further action be taken on probation violation due to 

being in SPVP program. Another section notes that felony charges/detainers or probation 

violations will disqualify violator from participation in SPVP. 

The following changes were made in 2008: The addition of a 45 day sanction was made to the 

SPVP program (previously it included 30, 60 and 90 days). 

 

In addition to these policies, we reviewed the following policies and found only very minor 

changes: 

050500- Probation to follow Prison, Probation to follow jail, multiple conviction cases 

050900- Probation and Parole Offender Case Records 

051000- PPD Offender Employment and Educational Resources Assistance 

053500- Methadone Treatment 

053900- PPD Drug Courts 
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Appendix 6: 

Results of Reliability Check 

 
Variable Percentage Matching Total N 

Parole Only 88.2 17 

Parolee DOB 92.6 27 

Parolee Gender 100 27 

Parolee Race 92.6 27 

Hispanic/Latino Origin 81.5 27 

Marital Status 70.4  27 

Number of Children 37.0 27 

One or prior arrests 88.9 27 

Prior arrest offense type 42.9 7 

Has prior incarceration 66.7 27 

Most serious prior incarceration 85.7 7 

Most serious prior inc a felony 100.0 7 

Prior conviction involved DV 85.7 7 

Prior conviction involved al/drug 100.0 7 

Prior conviction involved sex off 100.0 7 

Number of prior prison terms served 69.2 26 

Most serious offense(current 

conviction) 

74.1 27 

Current incarceration offense 

attempt 

100 25 

1
st
 current offense a felony 96.3 27 

Incarceration offense involved 

domestic violence 

81.5 27 

Incarceration offense involved 

drugs/alcohol 

92.6 27 

Incarceration offense involved a sex 

offense 

96.3 27 

2
nd

 conviction most serious offense 41.2 17 

2
nd

 offense an attempt 56.3 16 

2
nd

 current inc offense a felony 58.8 17 

3
rd

 most serious offense current 60 5 

3
rd

 offense an attempt 80 5 

3
rd

 current incarceration felony 80 5 

Total time served on incarceration 

sentence 

27.3 22 

Date parole supervision began 85.2 27 

Special conditions-drug testing 74.1 27 

Special conditions-drug/alcohol 

treatment 

81.5 27 

Special Conditions- mental health 

counseling 

51.9 27 

Special Conditions-Sex offender 

registration 

85.2 27 

Total number of arrests while on 

Parole (new charges only) 

81.5 27 

Date of first parole offense 80.0 5 

First Parole offense type 40.0 5 

First parole offense an attempt 100.0 5 
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Variable Percentage Matching Total N 

First parole offense a felony 100.0 5 

First parole offense D.V. 100.0 5 

First parole offense alcohol/drug 80.0 5 

First parole sex offense 100.0 5 

Date of second parole offense 100.0 1 

Second parole offense 100.0 1 

Second offense an attempt 100.0 1 

Second offense a felony 100.0 1 

Second parole offense DV 100.0 1 

Second parole offense al/drug 100.0 1 

Second parole offense sex offense 100.0 1 

Date of first parole conviction 20.0 5 

First parole conviction 20.0 5 

1
st
 parole conviction a felony 20.0 5 

Date of 2
nd

 parole conviction 0.0 1 

2
nd

 parole conviction 0.0 1 

2
nd

 parole conviction a felony 0.0 1 

Total number of technical violations 66.7 27 

First technical violation date 28.6 21 

Tech1 first condition violated 52.4 21 

Tech1 second condition violated 33.3 15 

Tech1 3
rd

 condition violated 36.4 11 

Date of sanction for 1
st
 technical 5.0 20 

Sanction imposed for 1
st
 violations 33.3 21 

2
nd

 technical violation date 18.8 16 

Tech2 First condition violated 40 15 

Tech2 2
nd

 condition violated 18.2 11 

Tech2 3
rd

 condition violated 0 7 

Date sanction for 2
nd

 technical 13.3 15 

Sanction imposed for second 

violation 

35.7 14 

3
rd

 technical violation date 50 6 

Tech3 first condition violated 66.7 6 

Tech3 2
nd

 condition violated 0 6 

Tech3 3
rd

 condition violates 0 5 

*Date of sanction for 3
rd

 technical 

violation 

33.3 6 

Sanction imposed for 3
rd

 violation 50.0 4 

Date of first revocation 17.6 17 

Reason for first revocation 62.5 16 

Sentence for first revocation 37.5 16 

Date of second revocation 16.7 6 

Reason for 2
nd

 revocation 40.0 5 

Sentence for 2nd revocation 33.3 6 

Parole end date 70.8 24 

 

A check of the hardcopy data was conducted to assess the reliability of the automated data.  This 

check revealed that the automated data match the hardcopy data well on some variables and 

poorly on others. Readers should be aware that we have a small number of cases overall.  Several 

of the variables were compared on a very small number of cases and these comparisons have 

limited utility.   
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The hardcopy and automated data demonstrated a high degree of agreement on the following 

variables:  Parole Only, DOB, Gender, Race, Hispanic Origin, prior arrests, most serious prior 

incarceration, prior convictions, 1st offense a felony, incarceration involved DV, drugs/alcohol, 

or sex offenses, 3rd offense/conviction, date parole started, special conditions - drug and alcohol, 

special conditions - sex offender registration, total number of arrests while on parole (new 

charges), date of first parole offense and second parole offense variables.   

 

There was fairly good consistency between the hardcopy and automated data for the following 

variables: Marital Status, prior incarcerations/prior prison terms served, most serious offense 

(current conviction) and reason for first revocation.   

   

There was very little consistency between the hardcopy and automated data for the following 

variables:  Number of children, second conviction offense, total time served on incarceration 

sentence, first parole offense type, date of parole conviction, date of 2nd parole conviction* 

(n=1), date of sanctions for first technical, the date of technical violations, and reason for second 

revocation.   

 

In some cases, the low matching percentages appear to be due to omitted data in either the 

hardcopy or automated database.  For others the data changes over time which may account for 

the discrepancies found.  For example, there were many discrepancies between the number of 

children an offender had in the automated data and the number found in the hardcopy files.  For 

most of the non-matches, the hardcopy file listed no children while the automated database 

suggests that the offender has children. This is likely due to an update of information in the 

automated data as the number of children can obviously change over time. 

 

We were particularly concerned with the lack of agreement between the hardcopy and automated 

data on sanctions for technical violations and the reasons for revocation, as both of these 

variables are of great interest to JRSA.  In general, we found that the majority of the mismatches 

between the hardcopy and automated data were again due to missing data in either the hardcopy 

or automated databases.  Of the 14 mismatches on the sanction for a parolee’s first technical 

violation, 10 were the result of missing information in either the hardcopy or automated 

database.  The remaining include 1 case where the hardcopy indicates "other" while the 

electronic indicates a shock incarceration, 1 case where the hardcopy indicates a shock 

incarceration while the automated database indicates revocation, 1 case where the hardcopy 

indicates no sanctions while the automated database indicates shock incarceration, and 1 case 

where the hardcopy indicates intensive parole program while the automated database indicates 

no sanctions.  Similarly, the majority of mismatches for the 2nd and 3rd sanctions are due to 

missing or unknown data in one of the databases.    

 

Of the six mismatched cases for reason for first revocation, half are due to missing data in either 

the hardcopy or automated data.  In the remaining cases, the mismatches are as follows:  the 

hardcopy indicates a technical violation while the automated data indicates a new arrest, in one 

case the hardcopy data indicates a new arrest, while the automated data indicates a technical 

violation, and in one case the automated data indicates a technical violation while the hardcopy 

data indicates both a technical violation and new arrest.  All of the mismatches for the reason for 

second revocation were due to missing data in the hardcopy record.  This is likely due to the way 
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records are generated for parolees- that is, they are closed once the parolee is no longer on 

supervision.  Likely, these second revocations are documented in another file for that parolee.   

 

In many cases, we are generally unconcerned with the inconsistency in the data.  Several of the 

date related variables had different dates recorded in the hardcopy and automated databases.  For 

example, the date for first technical violation was, in most cases, off by a couple of days.  

However, we do know that in some cases the dates are off substantially, even up to a year or 

more, but we have no reason to believe that those extreme differences occur with any regularity.  

Similarly, the starting date of parole (which matched for 85.2% of files) produced a small 

number of date discrepancies (the dates that did not match were only off by a small period of 

time ranging from a couple of days to a month).   

 

The proportion of matching cases for revocation dates is also low.  The first revocation date 

information matched on only 2 of the 16 files. Differences between hardcopy and automated 

ranged from a couple of days to a couple months, but also include both revocations in the 

hardcopy that are not in the automated as well revocations that were noted in automated data but 

not found in the hardcopy file.  The reason for this discrepancy has to do with the way we 

determined the date of revocation from the automated data.  Using the legal status table, we 

pulled the date the parolee was returned to prison.  In many cases, this would be earlier than the 

date the parolee was actually revoked, as it takes some time to have a hearing.  Thus, while the 

automated data does not match the hardcopy record, we feel that the date generated by the 

automated data reflects a more accurate date in terms of when the parolee was removed from 

community supervision.   

 

Finally, only 28.6% of the hardcopy data matched the automated about the total time served on a 

sentence.  In most of these cases, the hard copy files indicated that an offender was incarceration 

for longer than what the automated file indicate. For instance, in one case the hardcopy file 

indicated that the offender served 40 months on a sentence, while the automated file indicated 

that the offender served 29 months.  We are confident that the main reason for this discrepancy is 

that the automated data do not include credit for time served pending sentencing.  Thus, while 

the variable does not measure actual time served, it is a relative measure of time served.



Appendix 7: 

JRSA Codebook and Annotations Describing Differences Between What Was Requested and Available 

 

                                                                                    

JRSA Parole Revocation Study 

Dataset Codebook 

Revised 5-10-10 * 

 

Note: The dataset should be a person-level file (one record per individual) that includes all individuals released to parole in 2005 and 

2006. All actions that occurred for up to 24 months after the individual was placed on parole (or as of December 31, 2008, whichever 

is greater) should be included. 

 

You must be consistent in how ―none‖ or 0 is represented (as zeros or blanks, e.g.) – and let me know when you transmit dataset 

 

Include in your final report or with your dataset a list of routine parole conditions for your state. 

 

 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

 DEMOGRAPHICS 

1  ID  Parolee ID # A7 First 2 digits state 

abbreviation 

Any suitable 

ID is 

acceptable 

2  REGION Codes used are at end of this document Parole region A2/F2 Attach code sheet If applicable 

3  OFFICE Codes used are at end of this document Parole district F2/F3 Attach code sheet Specific parole 

office 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

4  REGOFF Used for analysis- indicates whether 

parolee was supervised within Region 

II or outside Region II and type of 

supervsion 

Region/supervision 

program 

F1 1 outside 

Bernalillo 

County 

standard 

2 Bernalillo 

county 

standard 

3 Bernalillo 

County Special 

4 Outside 

Bernalillo 

County special 

 

 

5  PARDUAL Parole or dual parole and probation 

supervision:  1- parole 2- dual 

    

6  DOB 

 

 Parolee DOB mmddyyyy   

7  GENDER 

 

 Parolee gender F1 1 Male 

2 Female 

8 Unknown 

9 Missing 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

8  RACE  Parolee race F1 1 White 

2 Black 

3 American Indian or 

Alaskan Native 

4 Asian-Pacific 

Islander 

8 Unknown 

9 Missing 

 

 

9  HISP  Hispanic/Latino origin F1 1 Yes 

2 No 

8 Unknown 

10 Missing 

11  

 

 

12  RACEETH Variable used for analysis- combines 

race and ethnicity 

Race and ethnicity 

combined 

F1 1 White 

2 Black 

3 American Indian or 

Alaskan Native 

5 Hispanic 

 

 

13  EDUC Don’t have  Highest grade 

completed 

F2 # of years 

98 GED 

99 Unknown 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

14  MARITAL  Marital status F1 1 Single 

2 Married/Living 

Together 

3 Separated 

4 Divorced 

5 Widowed 

6 Unknown 

 

 

15  MARRIEDNOT Variable used for analysis- combines 

single, separated, divorced and 

widowed into one category (unmarried) 

 F1 1 Married 

2 Not married 

 

16  CHILDREN  # of children F2 99 = Unknown  

17  VETERAN Don’t have Military veteran? F1 1 Yes 

2 No 

9 Unknown 

 

 PRIOR RECORD 

18  PRIORFELARR Don’t have, see accompanying 

document for alternative variables:  

PRIORARR (1-yes, 2-no),  

HASPRIORINC (1-yes, 2-no)   

Number of prior felony 

arrests 

 

F3 999 Unknown Excluding 

offense that 

resulted in 

term of 

confinement 

from which 

offender was 

paroled 

19  PRIORMISARR Don’t have Number of prior 

misdemeanor arrests 

F3 999 Unknown See above 

20  PRIORFELCONV Don’t have Number of prior felony 

convictions 

F3 999 Unknown 

 

See above 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

21  PRIORMISCONV Don’t have Number of prior 

misdemeanor 

convictions 

F3 999 Unknown See above 

22  PRIORSER Prior incarceration Most serious prior 

conviction 

F2 99 Unknown See offense 

categories 

23        

24  PRIORSERSCORE Don’t have Seriousness score of 

prior conviction 

F2 State-specific If available  

25  PRIORFEL While we have this, it is not reliable.  

Offenses marked as felonies are likely 

felonies, but may not be; however, 

offenses marked as misdemeanors are 

likely misdemeanors. 

 

Was most serious prior 

conviction a felony?  

F1 1 felony 

2 misdemeanor 

3 local ordinance 

9 unknown 

  

26  PRIORSERSPEC We have constructed  a series of 

dummy variables to capture this 

information as incidents may involve 

more than one characteristic:  

PRIORDV: Domestic violence 

(1=yes/2=no);  PRIORDRETOH: 

Alcohol or drug involved 

(1=yes/2=no); PRIORSEXOFF sex 

offense (1=yes/2=no) 

Special characteristics 

of most serious prior 

offense 

F1 0 none 

1 domestic violence 

2 hate crime 

3 crime against LE 

officer 

4 gang-related 

5 alcohol/drug 

involved 

8 other 

9 unknown 

 

27  PPRISON See documentation for additional 

information 

Number of prior prison 

terms served 

F2 99 Unknown See above 

28  PJAIL Don’t have Number of prior jail 

terms served 

F2 99 Unknown See above 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

29  PPRISONMOS Don’t have Total number of months 

served in prior prison 

terms 

F3 999 Unknown See above 

30  PJAILMOS Don’t have Total number of months 

served in prior jail terms 

F3 999 Unknown  

31  PRSUPRVSN Used for analysis- indicates whether 

offender was previously under 

parole/probation supervision for this 

offense (current incarceration is a 

revocation of some sort) 

Parolee previously in 

community supervsion 

for this offense 

F1 1 Yes 

2 No 

9 Unknown 

 

 INCARCERATION INFORMATION  

32  INCOFF1  Most serious conviction 

that resulted in current 

incarceration 

F2  See offense 

categories 

33  INCOFF1SER Don’t have Seriousness of first 

conviction 

F2 State-specific Record if 

available and 

attach scale 

34  INCOFF1ATT  Was first conviction 

offense an attempt? 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

 

35  INCOFF1FEL While we have this, it is not reliable.  

Those offenses marked as felonies are 

likely felonies, but may not be; 

offenses marked as misdemeanors are 

definitely misdemeanors. 

Was first conviction 

offense a felony? 

F1 1 felony 

2 misdemeanor 

3 local ordinance 

9 unknown 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

36  INCOFF1SPEC We don’t have this for each offense, 

only for the conviction overall.   We 

have constructed  a series of dummy 

variables to capture this information:  

INCOFFDV: Domestic violence 

(1=yes/2=no);  INCOFFDRETOH: 

Alcohol or Drug offenses 

(1=yes/2=no); INCOFFSEXOFF sex 

offense (1=yes/2=no) 

Special characteristics 

of first conviction 

F1 0 none 

1 domestic violence 

2 hate crime 

3 crime against LE 

officer 

4 gang-related 

5 alcohol/drug 

involved 

8 other 

9 unknown 

  

37  INCANYVIOL Variable used for analysis- indicates 

whether current incident included any 

violent offense charges 

incarceration involves 

any violent offense 

 1 yes 

2 no 

 

  

38  INCANYPROP Variable used for analysis- indicates 

whether current incident included any 

property offense charges 

incarceration involves 

any property offense 

 1 yes 

2 no 

 

  

39  INCANYDRUG Variable used for analysis- indicates 

whether current incident included any 

drug offense charges 

incarceration involves 

any drug offense 

 1 yes 

2 no 

 

  

40  INCANYPUBORD Variable used for analysis- indicates 

whether current incident included any 

public order offense charges 

incarceration involves 

any public order offense 

 1 yes 

2 no 

 

  

41  INCANYOTHER Variable used for analysis- indicates 

whether current incident included any 

other types of offense charges not 

captured above 

incarceration offense 

includes ""other"" 

offense type 

 1 yes 

2 no 

 

  

42  INCOFF1SEN 

 

We only have total sentence imposed, 

not per charge.  We have called it 

INCOFFSEN. See documentation for 

additional information 

Sentence imposed for 

first conviction 

F3 In months 

000 Life 

If range, record 

maximum 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

43  INCOFF1SUS Don’t have Time suspended for first 

conviction 

F3 In months 

 

 

44  INCOFF2  Second most serious 

conviction that resulted 

in incarceration 

F2  See offense 

categories 

45  INCOFF2SER Don’t have Seriousness of second 

conviction 

F2   

46  INCOFF2ATT  Was second conviction 

offense an attempt? 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

 

47  INCOFF2FEL See variable 27 Was second conviction 

offense a felony? 

F1 1 felony 

2 misdemeanor 

3 local ordinance 

9 unknown 

 

48  INCOFF2SPEC Don’t have Special characteristics 

of second conviction 

F1 0 none 

1 domestic violence 

2 hate crime 

3 crime against LE 

officer 

4 gang-related 

5 alcohol/drug 

involved 

8 other 

9 unknown 

 

49  INCOFF2SEN Don’t have Sentence imposed for 

second conviction 

F3 In months 

000 Life 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

50  INCOFF2SUS Don’t have Time suspended for 

second conviction 

F3 In months 

 

If concurrent 

with first 

conviction, 

indicate as 

suspended time 

51  INCOFF3  Third most serious 

conviction that resulted 

in incarceration 

F2  See offense 

categories 

52  INCOFF3SER Don’t have Seriousness of third 

conviction 

F2   

53  INCOFF3ATT  Was third offense an 

attempt? 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

 

54  INCOFF3FEL See variable 27 Was third offense a 

felony? 

F1 1 felony 

2 misdemeanor 

3 local ordinance 

9 unknown 

 

55  INCOFF3SPEC Don’t have Special characteristics 

of third offense 

F1 0 none 

1 domestic violence 

2 hate crime 

3 crime against LE 

officer 

4 gang-related 

5 alcohol/drug 

involved 

8 other 

9 unknown 

 

56  INCOFF3SEN Don’t have Sentence imposed for 

third conviction 

F3 In months 

000 Life 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

57  INCOFF3SUS Don’t have Time suspended for 

third conviction 

F3 In months 

 

If concurrent 

with other 

conviction(s), 

indicate as 

suspended time 

58  INCTIME See documentation for limitations of 

this data. 

Total time served on 

incarceration sentence 

F3 In months Include time in 

prison, time 

served 

awaiting trial, 

time served in 

jail on prison-

eligible 

sentence  

59  INCLEFT Don’t have Total time left to serve 

on incarceration 

sentence 

F3 In months Time that can 

be imposed 

without 

resentencing 

(e.g., time 

suspended on 

original 

sentence) 

60  INCPCT Don’t have Percentage of imposed 

sentence served 

F2 %  

61  REENTRY Don’t have Did offender participate 

in reentry initiative? 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

Include any 

pre-release 

planning above 

what is 

normally 

provided  
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

62  ANYDISC Used for analysis- indicate whether any 

discipline in prison is documented 

during most recent incarceration 

Any history of 

discipline in prison 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

 

 PAROLE INFORMATION  

63  SUPDATE In final dataset Date parole supervision 

began 

mmddyyyy  Must be in 

2005 or 2006 

64  PARSTATUS 

 

See documentation for additional 

information 

Parole status as of 

12/31/08 

F1 1 on parole 

2 discharge –    

successful 

3 revocation – new 

offense 

4 revocation –  

technical violation 

5 absconded 

6 other 

Include only 

one event – 

e.g., if revoked 

but now back 

on parole, code 

revocation 

only  

65  EMPLOY  We added a category:  5- employed, 

unknown whether full or part time. 

 

 

 

Parolee employment 

status as of 12/31/08 

F1 1 fulltime 

2 parttime 

3 student 

4 unemployed 

8 Unknown 

9 Missing 

 

  

66  EMPNEW Variable used for analysis-combines 

employed full time, part time and 

student into one category; unemployed 

and unknown together 

Employment status as of 

12/31/08 

F1 1 Employed 

2 Not employed 

  

67  RISK  Risk assessment 

information available?  

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

68  RISKWHEN The most proximate risk assessment 

was captured, but some had been 

completed long before release 

When was risk needs 

administered 

 1 Within 90 days 

2 91 to 365 days  

 

69  RISKINST  Risk assessment 

instrument used 

F1 1 LSI-R 

2 Static-99 

3 local/in-house 

4 other 

9 unknown 

 

70  RISKLVL We have included  a second variable:  

RISKLVL_ORIG that reflects the 

original scoring (0-extreme) 

Risk level score F1 1 high 

2 medium 

3 low 

9 unknown 

If scoring 

cannot fit these 

categories, 

provide coding 

used 

71  GANG Gang membership from risk needs 

score 

Active gang 

membership in last 5 

years 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

 

72  EMPHX Employment history from risk needs 

score 

Employment history 12 

months prior to 

incarceration 

F1 1 employed 12 

consecutive months 

prior to incarceration 

2 

unemployed/employed 

less than 12 months 

 

73  AGEFIRST Age at first arrest from risk needs score age at first arrest F1 1 26 or older 

2 17 to 25 years 

old 

3 16 or younter 

 

74  ALCDRUG  Identified alcohol or 

drug problem 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

75  MENTAL  Identified mental health 

problem 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

 

76  SPECTEST All offenders are subject to drug testing 

at the PO’s discretion.   

The cases coded as ―unknown‖ did not 

have an automated parole agreement. 

Special conditions of 

parole – drug testing 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

Record ―yes‖ 

even if 

condition is 

standard 

77  SPECTRT  Special conditions – 

drug/alcohol treatment 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

 

78  SPECMH  Special conditions – 

counseling 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

 

79  SPECSEXREG  Special conditions – sex 

offender registration 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

 

 ARRESTS FOR NEW OFFENSES ON PAROLE  

80  ARR1DATEALL Date of arrest for either new offense or 

parole violation 

    

81  PAROFFF1ALL Type of offense for first arrest that 

includes parole violation 

    

82  ARR2DATEALL Date of second arrest for either new 

offense or parole violation 

    

83  PAROFFF2ALL Type of offense for second arrest that 

includes parole violation 

    

84  ARRNUM See documentation for additional 

information 

Total # of arrests while 

on parole 

F1  For new crimes 

only 

85  ARR1DATE   Date of first parole 

offense 

mmddyyyy   
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

86  PAROFF1 In some cases, there is only a 

conviction documented, not an arrest; 

this is noted with a ―99‖ here 

First parole offense F2  See offense 

categories 

87  PAROFF1SER Don’t have Seriousness of first 

parole offense 

F2  If available  

88  PAROFF1ATT  Was first parole offense 

an attempt? 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

  

 

 

89  PAROFF1FEL See variable 27 Was first parole offense 

a felony? 

F1 1 felony 

2 misdemeanor 

3 local ordinance 

9 unknown 

 

 

 

 

90  PAROFF1SPEC Dichotomous variables: 

PAROFF1DV 

PAROFF1DRETOH 

PAROFF1SEXOFF 

Special characteristics 

of first parole offense 

F1 0 none 

1 domestic violence 

2 hate crime 

3 crime against LE 

officer 

4 gang-related 

5 alcohol/drug 

involved 

8 other 

9 unknown 

  

91  PARCON1DATE Date of first conviction after parole      

92  PARCON1 See documentation for additional 

information 

First parole  

conviction 

F2  See offense 

categories 

 

93  PARCON1FEL See variable 27 Was first parole 

conviction a felony? 

 1 felony 

2 misdemeanor 

3 local ordinance 

9 unknown 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

94  PAR1SANC Don’t have Did conviction result in 

a new sentence? 

F1 1 new sentence 

imposed 

2 parole revocation 

3 other 

9 cannot be 

determined 

  

95  PARCON1SENT 

 

Don’t have Sentence imposed for 

first parole conviction 

F3 In months 

000 Life 

If range, record 

minimum 

 

96  PARCON1SUS Don’t have Time suspended for first 

conviction 

F3 In months 

 

  

 

97  ARR2DATE  Date of second parole 

arrest 

mmddyy    

 

98  PAROFF2  Second parole offense F2  See offense 

categories 

 

99  PAROFF2SER Don’t have Seriousness of second 

parole offense 

F2    

100  PAROFF2ATT  Was second parole 

offense an attempt? 

F1 1 yes 

2 no 

9 unknown 

  

 

 

101  PAROFF2FEL See variable 27 Was second parole 

offense a felony? 

F1 1 felony 

2 misdemeanor 

3 local ordinance 

9 unknown 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

102  PAROFF2SPEC Dichotomous variables: 

PAROFF2DV 

PAROFF2DRETOH 

PAROFF2SEXOFF 

Special characteristics 

of second parole offense 

F1 0 none 

1 domestic violence 

2 hate crime 

3 crime against LE 

officer 

4 gang-related 

5 alcohol/drug 

involved 

8 other 

9 unknown 

  

103  PARCON2  Second parole 

conviction 

F1  See offense 

categories 

 

104  PARCON2DATE Date of second parole conviction      

105  PARCON2FEL See variable 27 Was second parole 

conviction a felony? 

 1 felony 

2 misdemeanor 

3 local ordinance 

9 unknown 

  

106  PAR2SANC Don’t have Did conviction result in 

new sentence? 

F1 1 new sentence 

2 parole revocation 

3 other 

9 cannot be 

determined 

  

107  PARCON2SENT 

 

Don’t have Sentence imposed for 

second parole 

conviction 

F3 In months 

000 Life 

If range, record 

minimum 

 

108  PARCON2SUS Don’t have Time suspended for 

second conviction 

F3 In months 

 

  

 TECHNICAL VIOLATIONS  
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

109  TECHVIOLS  Total number of 

technical violations 

F2  Count each 

violation with 

a separate date 

as a separate 

violation 

110  TECH1DATE See documentation for additional 

information 

First technical violation 

date 

 

mmddyyyy  Exclude new 

offenses or 

violations 

related to new 

offenses 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

111  TECH1COND1 See documentation for additional 

information 

First condition violated F2 1 Fail drug test 

2 Fail to report to    

parole 

3 Fail to maintain 

employment or to 

report changes in 

employment 

4 Fail to allow parole 

officer to visit home 

or place of 

employment 

5 Fail to follow 

instructions and be 

truthful and 

cooperative 

6 Use alcoholic 

beverages 

7 Use, possess, 

distribute controlled 

substances or 

paraphernalia 

8 Use, own, possess, 

transport or carry 

firearm 

9 Change residence or 

leave state without 

permission 

10 Abscond from 

supervision 

11 Fail to attend drug 

treatment/education 

12 Fail to attend other 

treatment  

13 Fail to follow 

special conditions 

14 Other 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

112  TECH1STATUS Don’t have Status while awaiting 

sanction for first 

technical violation 

F1 1 in community 

2 in local jail 

3 in state prison 

4 in other detention 

8 other 

9 unknown 

 

113  TECH1SANCDATE See documentation for additional 

information 

Date of sanction for first 

violation 

mmddyyyy   
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

114  TECH1SANC1 See documentation for additional 

information 

Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 01 No sanction 

02 Increase reporting  

frequency  

03 Increase drug 

testing frequency 

04 Electronic 

monitoring  

05 Day reporting 

program 

06 Intensive parole 

program 

07 ―Shock‖ 

incarceration 

(detention/diversion 

center/jail) 

08 other 

09  revoked 

10  unknown, found 

guilty 

11 found not guilty, 

no sanction 

13 likely revocation 

14 likely shock 

incarceration 

99 unknown 

 

115  TECH1COND2  Second condition 

violated 

F2 See above  

116  TECH1SANC2 Don’t have Sanction imposed for 

second technical 

violation 

F2 See above 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

117  TECH1COND3  Third condition violated F2 See above  

118  TECH1SANC3 Don’t have Sanction imposed for 

third technical violation 

F2 See above  

119  TECH2DATE  Second technical 

violation date 

mmddyyyy    

120  TECH2COND1  First condition violated  See above   

121   TECH2STATUS Don’t have Status while awaiting 

sanction for second 

technical violation 

F1 See above   

122  TECH2SANCDATE  Date of sanction for 

second violation 

mmddyyyy    

123  TECH2SANC1  Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above 

 

 

124  TECH2COND2  Second condition 

violated 

F2 See above  

125  TECH2SANC2 Don’t have Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above  

126  TECH2COND3  Third condition violated F2 See above  

127  TECH2SANC3 Don’t have Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above   

128  TECH3DATE  Third technical violation 

date 

mmddyyyy    

129  TECH3COND1  First condition violated  See above   

130  TECH3STATUS Don’t have Status while awaiting 

sanction for third 

technical violation 

F1 See above   

131  TECH3SANCDATE  Date of sanction for 

third violation 

mmddyyyy   

132  TECH3COND1  First condition violated F2 See above  
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

133  TECH3SANC1  Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above 

 

 

134  TECH3COND2  Second condition 

violated 

F2 See above  

135  TECH3SANC2 Don’t have Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above  

136  TECH3COND3  Third condition violated F2 See above  

137  TECH3SANC3 Don’t have Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above  

138  TECH4DATE  Fourth technical 

violation date 

mmddyyyy     

139  TECH4COND1  First condition violated  See above    

140  TECH4STATUS Don’t have Status while awaiting 

sanction for fourth 

technical violation 

F1 See above    

141  TECH4SANCDATE  Date of sanction for 

fourth violation 

mmddyyyy     

142  TECH4COND1  First condition violated F2 See above    

143  TECH4SANC1  Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above 

 

   

144  TECH4COND2  Second condition 

violated 

F2 See above    

145  TECH4SANC2 Don’t have Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above    

146  TECH4COND3  Third condition violated F2 See above    

147  TECH4SANC3 Don’t have Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above    

148  TECH5DATE  Fifth technical violation 

date 

mmddyyyy      

149  TECH5COND1  First condition violated F2 See above     
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

150  TECH5STATUS Don’t have Status while awaiting 

sanction for fifth 

technical violation 

F1 See above     

151  TECH5SANCDATE  Date of sanction for 

fifth violation 

mmddyyyy      

152  TECH5SANC1  Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above 

 

    

153  TECH5COND2  Second condition 

violated 

F2 See above     

154  TECH5SANC2 Don’t have Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above     

155  TECH5COND3  Third condition violated F2 See above     

156  TECH5SANC3 Don’t have Sanction imposed for 

violation 

F2 See above     

157  VIODRUG Indicates whether this violation ever 

occurred during supervision- captures 

more than first 5 violations and first 

three conditions 

Parolee is violated for 

failed drug test and/or 

drug possession, use, 

distribution and/or 

arrested/cited for new 

drug offense 

      

158  VIOLABSCOND See above Parolee is violated for 

Fail to 

reprort/absconded 

      

159  VIOEMP See above Parolee is violated for 

fail to maintain and/or 

report changes in 

employment and/or 

education and/or 

community service 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

160  VIOVISIT See above Parolee is violated for 

fail to allow parole 

officer to visit home or 

place of employment, 

delayed access to home, 

blocking officer calls 

      

161  VIOTRUTH See above Parolee is violated for 

fail to follow 

instructions and be 

truthful and cooperative 

      

162  VIOETOH See above Parolee is violated for 

alcohol violation: use, 

possess, alcohol or 

beverage containers, 

and/or entering serving 

establishments 

      

163  VIOWEAP See above Parolee is violated for 

firearms, ammunition, 

or other deadly weapon 

      

164  VIOMOVE See above Parolee is violated for 

change residence or 

leave county/state 

without travel permit 

      

165  VIOSUBABTX See above Parolee is violated for 

failure to attend 

substance abuse 

education and/or 

treatment 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

166  VIOCOUNS See above Parolee is violated for 

failure to attend 

required counseling 

and/or treatment 

program 

      

167  VIOSPECCOND See above Parolee is violated for 

special conditions 

undefined and other 

things specified 

including not 

wearing/breaking/failing 

to return GPS, register 

as sex offender, 

interlock violations, not 

completing special 

parole program etc 

      

168  VIOOTHSTD See above Parolee is violated for 

standard conditions and 

procedures including 

search, abide by 

conditions of other 

states, curfew, 

association, pay costs, 

fingerprinting/photo 

      

169  VIOCONDUCT See above Parolee is violated for 

for unspecified conduct 

violation 

      

170  VIOEMPRES See above failure to report change 

to "employment and/or 

residence" not specified 

      



 104 

 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

171  VIOFINE See above failure to pay fines, fees, 

and/or restitution (also 

part of ―viootherstd‖) 

      

 REVOCATIONS  

172  REV1DATE  Date of first revocation mmddyyyy      

173  REV1REAS See documentation for additional 

information 

Reason for first 

revocation 

F1 1 = new arrest 

2 = technical 

violation(s) 

3 = other 

    

174  REV1REASNEW Added categories- see documentation 

for additional information 

Reason for first 

revocation new 

F1 1 = new arrest 

2 = technical 

violation(s) 

3= other 

4=likely new arrest 

5-likely tech viol 

    

175  REV1EMP We added a category:  5- employed, 

unknown whether full or part time. 

 

Employment status at 

time of first revocation 

F1 1 fulltime 

2 parttime 

3 student 

4 unemployed 

9 unknown 

 

 

    

176  REV1SEN Don’t have Sentence for first 

revocation 

F3 In months 

000 = life 

If range, record 

minimum 

sentence 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

177  REV1SENTYPE Added 9-unknown 

See documentation for additional 

information 

Type of sentence 

imposed for first 

revocation 

F1 1 entire time 

remaining on original 

sentence 

2 partial time 

remaining on original 

sentence 

3 new sentence 

4 other 

 

    

178  REV2DATE  Date of second 

revocation 

mmddyyyy      

179  REV2REAS  Reason for second 

revocation 

F1 1 = new arrest 

2 = technical 

violation(s) 

3 = other 

    

180  REV1REASNEW Added categories- see documentation 

for additional information 

Reason for first 

revocation new 

F1 1 = new arrest 

2 = technical 

violation(s) 

3= other 

4=likely new arrest 

5-likely tech viol 

    

181  REV2EMP We added a category:  5- employed, 

unknown whether full or part time. 

 

Employment status at 

time of second 

revocation 

F1 1 fulltime 

2 parttime 

3 student 

4 unemployed 

9 unknown 

 

 

    

182  REV2SEN Don’t have Sentence for second 

revocation 

F3 In months 

000 = life 
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 Name NM data comments Label Suggested  

Format/our 

format 

Value Comment 

183  REV2SENTYPE  Type of sentence 

imposed for second 

revocation 

F1 1 entire time 

remaining on original 

sentence 

2 partial time 

remaining on original 

sentence 

3 new sentence 

4 other 

    

184  REV1DATENOSHOCK Date of the first revocation that does 

not include shock incarceration 

       

185           

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 107 

Offense Categories 

 
Violent Offenses 

 

10 Murder (includes nonnegligent manslaughter) 

11 Rape  

12 Robbery 

13 Assault 

14  Hit and run 

15 Other sexual assault 

16 Other violent (includes negligent manslaughter and kidnapping) 

 

Property Offenses 

 

20 Burglary 

21 Larceny/theft 

22 Motor vehicle theft 

23 Fraud/Identity theft 

24 Receipt of stolen property 

25 Destruction of property/vandalism 

26 Possession of burglary tools  

27 Forgery 

28 Trespassing 

29 Other-property 

 

Drug Offenses 

 

30 Generic drug offense (type not specified) 

31 Heroin/cocaine/crack distribution/trafficking 

32 Methamphetamine distribution/trafficking 

33 Marijuana distribution/trafficking 

34 Heroin/cocaine/crack possession 

35 Methamphetamine possession 

36 Marijuana possession 

37 Other/unspecified drug distribution/trafficking  

38 Other/unspecified drug possession 

 

Public Order Offenses 
 

40 Weapons 

41 Flight/escape from custody 

42 Driving-related 

43 Drunkenness/vagrancy/disorderly conduct 

44 Liquor law violation 

45 Other public order  
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70 Other unspecified offenses 

99 Unknown/missing 

 

Revisions Made 5-10-10 

 

 

1. Deleted gun use variables from all offenses 

2. Special characteristics of offenses 

a. Added gang-related and drug-related 

b. Deleted human trafficking 

c. Added ―unknown‖ 

3. Changed ―minimum‖ to ―maximum‖ on sentence imposed instruction 

4. Added variables for seriousness score for offenses, if available 

5. Added a variable for percentage of incarceration sentence served 

6. Special conditions 

a. Changed ―MH counseling‖ to ―counseling‖ 

b. Added special condition for sex offender registration 

7. Added variables for status while awaiting sanction for technical violations 

8. Added variables for technical violation sanction dates 

9. Added an offense code for ―generic‖ drug offense (type unknown) 

 

 

 

 

Region codes   

1 Region 1: Santa Fe, Espanola, Las Vegas, Raton, Springer, Taos, Gallup, Grants, 

Farmington  

2  Region 2:  Albuquerque, Los Lunas 

3  Region 3:  Las Cruces, Anthony, Silver City, Deming, Socorro,  Truth or 

Consequences, Moriarty, Alamogordo, Ruidoso 

4  Region 4:  Roswell, Hagerman, Carlsbad, Artesia, Hobbs, Clovis, Portales, 

Tucumcari 

5  Region 2 Special programs:  Albuquerque special programs:  Community 

corrections (CC), Intensive Supervision Program (ISP) 1 & 2, sex offender; Los Lunas special 

programs: CC, ISP,  drug court, sex offender, Los Lunas Women’s Recovery Program, Men’s 

Recovery Academy; Bernalillo county district office and CC 

 

99   Missing 

    

District office codes     

Region 1 

101 Espanola 1b   

102 Espanola Community Corrections (CC)   

103 Farmington 11b   

104 Farmington 11c   
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105 Farmington CC   

106 Gallup 11a   

107 Gallup CC   

108 Grants 13b   

109 Grants CC   

110 Las Vegas    

111 Las Vegas CC   

112 Raton 8a   

113 Raton CC   

114 Santa Fe:  1a   

115 Santa Fe:  1c   

116 Santa Fe CC   

117 Santa Fe ISP   

118 Taos 8b   

119 Taos CC   

    

 Region 2   

201 Albuquerque District A   

202 Albuquerque District b   

203 Albuquerque District C   

204 Albuquerque District D   

205 Albuquerque District E   

206 Albuquerque unspecified  

    

 Region 2 special programs   

501 Albuquerque sex offender   

502 Alb drug court   

503 Alb cc   

504 Alb ISP 1   

505 Alb ISP 2   

506 Los Lunas CC   

507 Los Lunas District office   

508 Los Lunas Women's Recovery   

509 Los Lunas Men's Recovery   

510 Rio Rancho District Office   

511 Bernalillo CC   

512 Bernalillo District office   

    

 Region 3   

301 Alamogordo   

302 Alamogordo cc   

303 Anthony   

304 Deming   

305 Deming cc   

306 Las Cruces 3a   

307 Las Cruces 3b   
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308 Las Cruces 3c   

309 Las Cruces cc   

310 Lordsburg   

311 Moriarty   

312 Ruidoso   

313 Silver City   

314 Silver City cc   

315 Socorro   

316 Socorro cc   

317 Truth or Consquences   

    

 Region 4   

401 Artesia   

402 Carlsbad   

403 Carlsbad cc   

404 Clovis   

405 Clovis cc   

406 Hobbs   

407 Hobbs cc   

408 Portales   

409 Roswell   

410 Roswell cc   

411 Tucumcari   

 

999  Missing 
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Appendix 8: 

Supplemental Documentation for New Mexico 

 

Data sources 

 

We used data from two sources to construct the variables requested.  First, we used the State’s 

CMIS data, which is stored in a relational database.  Since these data were pulled from multiple 

tables within the CMIS database, we received multiple separate data files from Corrections.  

Each data file generally corresponds to a given table in the CMIS relational database.  Our data is 

culled from tables that include the offender’s demographics, employment history, family 

information, criminal history, legal status, PPO agreements, supervision contacts and violation 

allegations.  The reliability and completeness of the data varies.  

 

Second, we used data from New Mexico’s Department of Public Safety, which maintains the 

state’s criminal history records.  These data include all arrests as reported to DPS from 

participating agencies across the state.  Criminal history data in New Mexico is based on 

fingerprint cards.  These cards are to be taken at the time of arrest.  They serve as the source 

document for criminal history and are submitted to this State Repository by the arresting agency.  

Fingerprints are also taken at intake into prison and intake into probation and parole.     

 

We used all possible sources of data when constructing each variable.  For example, the sanction 

for a technical violation could be in one of two different fields (or in both fields) in the table that 

stores technical violations.  Where the same information could be found in multiple fields, we 

use all available fields to construct the variable.   Despite using multiple fields to construct any 

given variable, missing data is a problem across variables.   In addition, in some instances 

information for a given variable may be incongruous across different fields.  Where this was the 

case, we used all available information to determine the most appropriate entry for this variable.   

 

Details about variables in dataset/explanations 

 

Below is a description of variables that we have included in the dataset, but that were not 

requested by JRSA and as such are not included in the JRSA codebook.  In some instances, we 

could not provide the variables requested by JRSA, but could provide similar information.  

Please see the codebook for other variables that were added that did not require as much 

explanation. 

 

PARDUAL:  This variable indicates whether an offender is under parole supervision only or 

both parole and probation.  For most offenders who have dual status, they are required to serve 

both a parole and probation period, and oftentimes serve them consecutively.  Some offenders 

are released initially only on parole, but then violate and are subsequently required to serve both 

a parole and probation term.  This variable captures whether the offender is ever under dual 

supervision 

 



 

 112 

This is an important variable for New Mexico data because while parolees typically serve a one 

to two year term on parole (unless they are sex offenders), offenders serving a dual supervision 

term are under the supervision of PPD for a much longer period of time.  Thus, you will find that 

some offenders successfully complete their term of parole as noted in the PARSTATUS variable, 

but are revoked later on when serving the probation portion of their sentence.  Typically, the 

parole portion precedes the probation portion of the sentence, but for some offenders, it appears 

that the probation portion was served first.  In some cases, these may run concurrently.  This is 

among the issues we expect to clarify in our discussion with probation/parole staff.   

 

PRIORARR:  We are unable to construct the variable ―prior felony arrests‖ as requested.  We 

cannot distinguish between felonies and misdemeanors unless it is noted in the description of the 

offense itself, which is rarely the case.  Moreover, it is difficult to determine which arrests are 

associated with the current offense, but we have done so to the extent possible by using the data 

provided in the CMIS.
11

    

 

Instead, we have created PRIORARR.  This dichotomous variable reflects whether fingerprints 

were taken by a police department or Sherriff’s office or if there is a documented arrest in the 

CMIS criminal history data that is not associated with the current offense.  We did pull a small 

sample of hardcopy records to use for a reliability check.  The results suggest that this 

dichotomous variable is reliable in terms of a true positive.  However, there were a number of 

offenders who had a prior arrest that we did not capture here.  This is likely due to the limited 

nature of the data available- we have only New Mexico criminal history, the DPS data generally 

goes back only to 2002 and the CMIS Criminal History data is often not populated.  Thus, when 

the field indicates there is an arrest, there likely was one, but a negative result does not 

necessarily mean that the offender has never been arrested before (the data is problematic in 

terms of false negatives). 

 

While we tried to create a ―most serious‖ prior arrest variable, this proved to be highly suspect 

and we have omitted it from the dataset. 

 

ARR1DATEALL:  This variable contains the date of the first arrest after parole supervision 

began including those for parole violations 

 

PAROFF1ALL:  Offense type for the first arrest after parole supervision began. 

 

ARR2DATEALL:  This variable contains the date of the second arrest after parole supervision 

began including those for parole violations 

 

In some cases there is a very short time between arrests (for some, 1 day difference).  We cannot 

determine whether these might be the same incident with two sets of fingerprints submitted or 

different incidents. 

                                                 
11

 Specifically, we merged the incarceration date from the legal status table with that found in the criminal history 

data from CMIS (which includes the date incarceration began along with dates of arrests, offense, sentence, etc.) to 

determine the dates associated with the current offense.  We then flagged these dates in the DPS data and criminal 

history datasets as the current offense and excluded them from the data used to construct prior and subsequent 

offenses.   
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PAROFF2ALL:  Offense type for second arrest after parole supervision began. 

 

 

HASPRIORINC:   We have also constructed a dichotomous variable indicating whether there 

are any prior offenses leading to incarceration HASPRIORINC (1-yes, 2-no) using the method 

described above. Since we do not have court data from DPS, we cannot determine whether there 

are convictions unless it leads to incarceration, where fingerprints are taken upon admission.   

 

RISKWHEN:  We used the most proximate RNA available; for most parolees, this was within 

90 days of release (pre or post release). In some cases, the RNA was up to one year prior to 

release.  Since the risk level can and do change over time, we included this variable to indicate 

when the RNA was administered.  1= within 90 days prior to or post release; 2=91 to 365 days 

pre or post release.  

 

RISKLVL_ORIG:  This variable reflects the original risk level scores used in New Mexico, 

which includes 0 for ―extreme.‖    

 

PARCON1DATE:  Date of first incarceration after parole began.   

PARCON2DATE:  Date of second incarceration after parole began.   

 

REV1DATENOSHOCK:  Date of first revocation that does not include a shock incarceration 

 

 

Limitations of current data 

 

CHILDREN:  A comparison of hardcopy and automated records show that this variable is often 

different between these data sources.  In some cases, missing information can be found in the 

hardcopy records; in others, the hardcopy record is missing the information.  Additionally, 

sometimes the number of children differs.  This may be because the number of children has 

changed over time and the automated data does not reflect the written record. 

 

 

PPRISON:  This is likely underreported.  The DPS data that we have includes only offenses that 

have occurred in New Mexico; the criminal history data that originates in the CMIS does not 

include all prior offenses.  We will follow up with probation/parole to find out why this occurs.   

 

 

INCOFFSEN:  This data is pulled from the automated release data- we have no way of knowing 

whether it’s accurate.  Some cases include a sentence of ―0‖ and a few have negative numbers 

listed in this field. 

 

 

INCTIME:  The data is inconsistent, but generally includes only current incarceration time and 

often does not include presentence confinement credit, post-sentence confinement credit or time 
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spent incarcerated previously for this offense.  Also note that there are some incarceration times 

of 0 months- these offenders had likely been incarcerated for a STEPS violation. 

 

PARSTATUS:  Since offenders can be dual, sometimes their first status is successful 

completion of parole, but they are revoked later on while on probation.  If an offender is given a 

STEPS violation, this will be noted as revoked-technical violation.  The ―other‖ category 

includes the following:  pending revocation, unsatisfactory discharge, sent out of state for 

duration of supervision period and deceased.  We have also included 7- parole revoked, unknown 

whether tech violation or new arrest and 9-missing.  Note that while we have differentiated 

between revoked-new charge and revoked-technical violation, the data is sometimes 

contradictory and it is sometimes difficult to determine whether an offender has been revoked for 

a new charge or a technical violation.  That the offender is revoked is reliable, the reason is less 

so.  Unless the data indicated that the revocation was for a technical violation, we generally 

coded this as a new charge, but this may be incorrect.  In some cases, we note that the offender 

absconded or is revoked for a technical violation but there are no technical violations- this is 

because there is nothing in the technical violation table but the legal status data indicates that the 

offender failed to report.   

 

 

ARRNUM:  We have tried to ensure that the number of arrests reflects the actual number of 

subsequent arrests.  We have excluded any arrests that are only for a parole violation or a 

warrant, as ―warrant‖ is often the only charge listed in a parole violation.  While we have tried to 

ensure that we are not overcounting the number of arrests, it is possible that some of the arrests 

are duplicated- that is, since it is based on fingerprint data, it may be that the offender was 

fingerprinted on more than one occasion for the same offense (at booking, release, etc.). 

 

 

PARCON1:  We don’t have conviction, but have incarceration, so this variable is first parole 

offense leading to incarceration.  This does sometimes overlap with revocations.  The actual 

offense is sometimes difficult to ascertain.  Often, the original offense is listed along with other 

offenses when the offender returns to prison or is arrested again.  We have no way of knowing 

whether the offender committed the same offense again or if this is a listing of the original 

offense.   While we have tried to limit incarcerations to those that occur as a result of a new 

offense, there may be cases where incarcerations that are a result of a technical violation rather 

than a new offense are included.  

 

 

TECHVIOLS:  In some cases, there are no violations documented in the violations table, but the 

revocation data indicate that a violation occurred that resulted in the revocation. In that case, we 

coded the number of violations as ―999‖ 

 

TECH1COND1:  We cannot differentiate between 2-―fail to report to parole‖ and  10-―abscond 

from supervision‖ with our data; these have all been coded as 2-―fail to report.‖  ―Other‖ 

includes using drugs or alcohol or entering bars (unspecified which it is ), fail to report change in 

employment or residence (unknown which it is), fail to follow standard conditions, commit 

unspecified conduct violation, and fail to pay fees. 
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While we have tried to exclude technical violations that are associated with new arrests, in some 

cases we may not have been able to determine that the violation was a new offense due to the 

way the data is recorded in the automated data set (there is a code for new arrest, but sometimes 

the new arrest is listed as a conduct violation or something else- when we were able to determine 

this, we coded it appropriately, but it is likely that some were not detected.). 

 

 

TECH1SANC1:  Sanctions are not reliably documented.  Rather than note the sanction, data in 

this field includes anything from the status of the offender (ex:  absconded) to reason for 

violations-while sanctions are sometimes noted, it is not reliable.  When it is available, the 

sanction is for all of the violations on a particular date, not for each condition violated.  No 

sanction means either there really was no sanction or that the PO documented only that 

parole/probation was continued without any other explanation.    

The ―other‖ category here includes community service, treatment/detox, and died.  We added the 

following categories:  9- revoked 10-unknown but found guilty; 11- found not guilty, no 

sanction. 

 

 

TECH1DATE and TECH1SANCDATE:  Dates of violations are not reliably documented in 

this dataset - the date listed is the date the data was entered into the database.  This could occur 

up to a year after the actual violation.  Additionally, the sanction date is not reliably documented 

for the same reason.   

 

Conversations with Probation/parole personnel revealed that information about violations is 

often kept in the violation reports, which are stored as word documents on their server.   

 

REV1REAS:  We often cannot tell why an offender was revoked- depending on the data source 

(which table we use), we may get different reasons.  We have tried to resolve this as best we can, 

but most are still missing and there is some conflicting information.  There are a number of cases 

where we have coded the revocation reason as a new arrest but there are no new arrests listed, 

but the variable is coded this way because the violations data indicates a new arrest has occurred. 

 

Revocations include returns for steps violations and other short-term revocations but not other 

short term shock incarcerations (such as 24 hours/7 days, etc. that were served in jail rather than 

state custody).   

 

We added the following categories to try to offset the number of cases where the revocation 

reason cannot be determined definitively because the documentation does not exist in the 

automated data:  4-likely new arrest (this means that there is an arrest preceding the revocation 

(within 90 days) and there is no technical violation recorded within the same time period.  5- 

likely new technical violation (this means that there is a technical violation within 90 days (this 

includes some post revocation dates because the violations are not always entered on the date 

they occur) and there is no arrest recorded within the same time period.  In some cases,  7- both a 

tv and an arrest within 30 days- in this case, we really can’t tell, but suspect that the revocation 

would be due to the arrest and not the technical alone. 
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In some cases, the reason will indicate that a revocation occurred due to a technical violation or 

likely technical violation, but there are no violations in the dataset.  This occurred when there 

was no documentation in the violations table, but the legal status table indicated that the 

revocation was due to a technical either because it says revocation for technical violation, 

because the sanction is a steps violation which by policy should only occur when the violation is 

a technical violation or because the offender had failed to report prior to the revocation. 

 

While by no means definitive, the reliability check suggests that our ―guesses‖ are on target.  Of 

the few cases that involved ―likely technical violations‖ as the reason for revocation, this 

matched the reason in the hardcopy data of technical violation.  Thus, we have some reason to 

believe this is a good strategy, though should still be interpreted cautiously.   

 

REV1SENTYPE:  For the most part, we cannot tell from the data we have whether a new 

sentence is imposed.  For some, we can tell whether the entire time on parole is revoked or just 

partially.  However, that data is not available for most cases.  We have used 4 to refer to 

sanctions only and 5 is reserved for pending charges that have no resolution documented in the 

automated data. 

 

In some cases you will see that an offender was discharged successfully, but was revoked and the 

sentence type is ―entire time remaining on sentence.‖  This is due to the offenders who are on 

―dual‖ status- these offenders may have completed the parole portion successfully, but are 

revoked later during the probation portion of the supervision.  Likewise, if the offender is on dual 

status and has more than one revocation with ―entire time‖ as the sentence, this indicates that the 

offender was revoked once, and the entire parole sentence was revoked, the second time the 

entire probation sentence was revoked.  Note that if the offender is released from prison and 

begins on parole again, it may be that they are serving a new parole term rather than a 

continuation of the original parole term.  We don’t have court information that would let us 

know that- thus, it is only in very rare cases that we’d be able to determine that the incarceration 

involves a new sentence.  Generally, if the sentence is ―unknown‖ it means that the offender was 

released under some form of supervision (either parole or dual, not just probation)- we don’t 

know whether the parole was partially revoked or fully revoked and the offender was given a 

new sentence.  If the parole was fully revoked, but the probation portion was not, then the 

sentence type will be ―entire time‖ referring to the parole portion. 

 

SPECTRT, SPECMH, SPECSEXREG:  Nearly 15% of these are missing because the parole 

document was not in the automated data that was pulled for those who have special conditions.  

Thus, it may be safe to assume that if these are missing, only standard conditions apply (thus, if 

the special conditions are missing here, they likely do not have special conditions at all). 
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Appendix 9: 

Cox Proportional Hazard Models 

 

We estimated Cox proportional hazard models (survival models) to examine the relationship 

between our independent variables and the dependent variables days until first technical violation 

and days until revocation.  Cox proportional hazard models require two variables:  the time until 

an event occurs or until a subject leaves the study (days until violation/revocation or days until 

the end of the study) and a dichotomous indicator for whether or not the event occurred.  These 

models were substantively very similar to the logistic regression models presented in the main 

report, though it should be noted that the coefficients for logistic and Cox regression models are 

not directly comparable.   

 

There are only two consistent differences between the logistic regression and Cox regression 

models for technical violations.  First, offenders that have dual probation and parole status are 

statistically significantly less likely to receive technical violations in the survival models, while 

this status is not significantly related to violations in the logistic regression models.  Second, 

offenders in Bernalillo County on standard supervision are statistically significantly less likely to 

have technical violations than offenders in Region II on special supervision in the models, while 

this difference was not significant in the logistic regression models.   

 

Similarly, there are only a few notable differences between the logistic and survival analysis 

models for revocation.  Gender, while significant in Cox proportional hazard model, is not a 

statistically significant predictor of revocation in the final logistic regression model presented in 

the report.  Given that earlier versions of that logistic regression model found a significant 

relationship between gender and revocation, we are fairly confident that males have a higher risk 

for revocation than females.  Married offenders, according the survival models, have a lower risk 

for revocation than non-married offenders.  The marriage variable, while identical in direction, is 

not significant in the logistic regression model.  The logistic regression model indicates that there 

are significant differences between blacks and whites and Native Americans and whites for 

revocation, while these differences are not statistically significant in the survival model. 

Therefore, while there is some evidence that blacks and Native Americans have a higher risk for 

revocation than whites, the evidence for this difference is less substantial than the evidence 

regarding Hispanics.  Parolees with more prior prison stays have a higher risk for revocation than 

offenders with fewer prior prison stays, though this effect is only significant in the survival 

model.  There is reason to believe that prior prison stays are an important predictor of revocation, 

however, as this factor, while not statistically significant in the final logistic regression model, 

has the same direction in all models and is significant in several of the proceeding nested logistic 

models.   
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Cox Regression Coefficients for Violations 
  

Individual characteristics  

Gender (female omitted) 1.165* 

Age 0.991*** 

Race (White omitted) 

    Black 

    Native American 

   Hispanic 

 

1.250* 

0.851 

1.094 

Social ties  

Marital status (not married omitted) 0.950 

Employment(not employed omitted) 0.850*** 

Active gang membership (gang member omitted) 0.814** 

Criminal history  

Prior arrest  (none omitted) 1.161** 

Number prior prison stays 1.159*** 

Current offense  

Includes violent offenses (no omitted) 1.009 

Includes property offenses (no omitted) 1.215** 

Includes drug offenses (no omitted) 1.078 

Includes public order offenses (no omitted) 0.986 

Includes other offenses (no omitted) 1.107 

Length of incarceration  0.999 

Length of sentence 1.000 

Performance in prison  

Any discipline (no omitted) 1.128** 

Parole related variables  

Supervision type (dual omitted) 1.058 

Prior supervision (none omitted) 1.135* 

Treatment required (no omitted) 1.297*** 

Sex offender registration (not required omitted) 0.899 

Program/Region (special program in Region II omitted)  

   Outside Region II Standard 

   Outside Region II Special 

   Region II Standard 

0.865** 

0.756** 

0.728*** 

Constant 0.002*** 

-2LL 266.678 
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Cox Regression Coefficients for Revocation 
  

Individual characteristics  

Gender (female omitted) 1.220** 

Age 0.993* 

Race (White omitted) 

    Black 

    Native American 

   Hispanic 

 

1.201 

1.183 

1.142* 

Social ties  

Marital status (not married omitted) 0.866** 

Employment(not employed omitted) 0.834*** 

Active gang membership (gang member omitted) 0.790** 

Criminal history  

Prior arrest  (none omitted) 1.246*** 

Number prior prison stays 1.118*** 

Current offense  

Includes violent offenses (no omitted) 0.995 

Includes property offenses (no omitted) 1.201** 

Includes drug offenses (no omitted) 0.927 

Includes public order offenses (no omitted) 1.047 

Includes other offenses (no omitted) 1.065 

Length of incarceration  1.000 

Length of sentence 0.999 

Performance in prison  

Any discipline (no omitted) 1.098 

Parole related variables  

Supervision type (dual omitted) 1.300*** 

Prior supervision (none omitted) 1.051 

Treatment required (no omitted) 1.012 

Sex offender registration (not required omitted) 0.794 

Program/Region (special program in Region II omitted)  

   Outside Region II Standard 

   Outside Region II Special 

   Region II Standard 

0.747*** 

0.849 

0.831* 

Technical violations (none omitted) 

   Involves absconding 

   All other violations 

 

 

7.160*** 

5.636*** 

Has arrest (no omitted) 1.347*** 

-2LL 30993.179 
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Appendix 10: 

Current Incarceration Offense Types 

 

Most serious current incarceration offense 

Violent (N=1387) 
Murder 7.6% 

Rape 7.9% 

Robbery 15.3% 

Assault 47.4% 

Hit and Run 0.2% 

Other sexual assault 3.6% 

Other violent 17.8% 

  

Property Offenses (N=1311) 
Burglary 37.2% 

Larceny/Theft 23.1% 

Motor vehicle theft 10.1% 

Fraud/Identity Theft 7.9% 

Receipt of stolen property 5.0% 

Destruction of property/vandalism 0.6% 

Possession of Burglary tools 0.3% 

Forgery 14.9% 

Trespassing 0.1% 

Other-property 0.3% 

  

Drug Offense (N=918) 
Generic Drug Offense 82.7% 

Marijuana distribution/trafficking 0.8% 

Marijuana possession 0.3% 

Other drug distribution 11.3% 

Other drug possession 4.7% 

  

Public Order (N=712) 
Weapons 9.8% 

Flight/Escape from custody 2.3% 

Driving-related 83.9% 

Drunkenness/Vagrancy/Disorderly 

conduct 

0.1% 

Liquor Law Violation 0.4% 

Other public order 2.5% 

  

Other (N=89) 
Other unspecified offenses 100.0% 
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Second most serious incarceration offense  

Violent  (N=223) 
Rape 0.9% 

Robbery 6.7% 

Assault 34.9% 

Hit and Run 0.9% 

Other sexual assault 10.3% 

Other violent 46.1% 

  

Property Offenses (N= 530) 
Burglary 17.3% 

Larceny/Theft 30.2% 

Motor vehicle theft 14.7% 

Fraud/Identity Theft 5.2% 

Receipt of stolen property 6.6% 

Destruction of property/vandalism 6.2% 

Possession of Burglary tools 1.1% 

Forgery  16.9% 

Trespassing 0.9% 

Other-property 0.5% 

  

Drug Offense (N=253) 
Generic Drug Offense 711% 

Marijuana distribution/trafficking 1.5% 

Marijuana possession 0.3% 

Other drug distribution 11.0% 

Other drug possession 15.8% 

  

Public Order (N=339) 
Weapons 18.5% 

Flight/Escape from custody 6.5% 

Driving-related 33.0% 

Drunkenness/Vagrancy/Disorderly 

conduct 

0.8% 

Liquor Law Violation 1.1% 

Other public order 39.8% 

  

Other  (N=610) 
Other unspecified offenses 100% 
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Third most serious incarceration offense 

Violent  (N=27) 

Assault 33.3% 

Other violent 66.6% 

  

Property Offenses (N=141) 
Burglary 11.3% 

Larceny/Theft  18.4% 

Motor vehicle theft 10.6% 

Fraud/Identity Theft 4.5% 

Receipt of stolen property 12.0% 

Destruction of property/vandalism 12.0% 

Possession of Burglary tools 6.3% 

Forgery  18.4% 

Trespassing 0.7% 

Other-property 4.5% 

  

Drug Offense (N=70)  
Generic Drug Offense 47.1% 

Marijuana distribution/trafficking 1.4% 

Other drug distribution 12.8% 

Other drug possession 38.5% 

  

Public Order (N=120) 
Weapons 14.1% 

Flight/Escape from custody 15.0% 

Driving-related  14.1% 

Drunkenness/Vagrancy/Disorderly 

conduct 

0.8% 

Liquor Law Violation 2.5% 

Other public order 53.3% 

  

Other   (N=220) 
Other unspecified offenses 100% 
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Appendix 11: 

Descriptive Bivariate Statistics for Technical Violations 

 
 No violation One or more violations 

Gender (N=4345)** 

   Male 

   Female 

 

31.7% 

37.6% 

 

68.3% 

62.4% 

Age (N=4340)*** Mean =38.4 

(s.d. =10.53) 

Mean = 34.7 

(s.d. =9.37) 

Race (N=4324)*** 

   White 

   Black 

   Native American 

   Hispanic 

 

34.4% 

20.4% 

40.7% 

31.7% 

 

65.6% 

79.6% 

59.3% 

68.3% 

Marital status (N=4345)*** 

   Not married 

   Married 

 

30.9% 

37.3% 

 

69.1% 

62.7% 

Employment (N=4345)*** 

   Not employed 

   Employed 

 

26.4% 

35.2% 

 

73.6% 

64.8% 

Active gang membership  (N=4235)*** 

   Not gang member 

   Gang member 

 

35.4% 

14.5% 

 

64.6% 

85.5% 

Prior arrest  (n=4345)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

28.9% 

41.1% 

 

71.1% 

58.9% 

Number prior prison stays (N=4341) *** 

   None 

   One 

   Two 

   Three or more 

 

35.1% 

28.7% 

18.3% 

16.7% 

 

64.9% 

71.3% 

81.7% 

83.1% 

Includes violent offenses (N=4345)* 

   No 

   Yes 

 

33.5% 

30.4% 

 

66.5% 

69.6% 

Includes property offenses (N=4345)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

37.3% 

23.7% 

 

62.7% 

76.3% 

Includes drug offenses (N=4345) 

   No 

   Yes 

 

33.1% 

31.0% 

 

66.9% 

69.0% 

 

Includes public order offenses (N=4345)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

29.0% 

42.9% 

 

71.0% 

57.1% 

 

Includes other offenses (N=4345)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

33.7% 

27.8% 

 

66.3% 

72.2% 

Length of incarceration  (N=4345) Mean = 20.4 

(s.d. =24.10) 

Mean = 20.4 

(s.d. = 23.30 

Length of sentence  (N=4186) Mean = 57.6 

(s.d. =328.93) 

Mean = 62.5 

(s.d. =402.65) 
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 No violation One or more violations 

Any discipline (N=4345)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

38.9% 

25.8% 

 

61.1% 

74.2% 

Supervision type (N=4345)** 

   Dual 

   Parole only 

 

30.1% 

34.3% 

 

69.9% 

65.7% 

Prior supervision (N=4344)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

37.2% 

25.5% 

 

62.8% 

74.5% 

Treatment required  (N=4345)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

28.6% 

42.2% 

 

71.4% 

57.8% 

Sex offender registration  (N=4345) 

   No 

   Yes 

 

37.1% 

32.4% 

 

62.9% 

67.6% 

Program/Region  (N=4406)*** 

   Outside Region II Special 

   Outside Region II Standard 

   Region II Special 

   Region II Standard 

 

33.3% 

37.0% 

24.4% 

32.0% 

 

66.7% 

63.0% 

75.6% 

68.0% 

                    *p<.05 

                      **p<.01 

                      ***p<.001 
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Appendix 12: 

Descriptive Bivariate Statistics for Revocations 

 
 No revocation Revocation 

Gender (N=4419)*** 

   Male 

   Female 

 

47.5% 

54.8% 

 

52.5% 

45.2% 

Age (N=4414)*** Mean = 37.6 

(s.d. = 10.39) 

Mean = 34.2 

(s.d. = 9.18) 

Race (N=4398)** 

   White 

   Black 

   Native American 

   Hispanic 

 

51.6% 

39.5% 

48.9% 

48.2% 

 

48.4% 

60.5% 

51.1% 

51.8% 

Marital status (N=4419)*** 

   Not married 

   Married 

 

46.7% 

53.8% 

 

53.3% 

46.2% 

Employment (N=4419)*** 

   Not employed 

   Employed 

 

42.3% 

51.3% 

 

57.7% 

48.7% 

Active gang membership  (N=4308)*** 

   Not gang member 

   Gang member 

 

52.0% 

29.1% 

 

48.0% 

70.9% 

Prior arrest  (n=4419)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

59.2% 

44.1% 

 

40.8% 

55.9% 

Number prior prison stays (N=4415) *** 

   None 

   One 

   Two 

   Three or more 

 

51.1% 

42.8% 

39.3% 

31.0% 

 

48.9% 

57.2% 

60.7% 

69.0% 

Includes violent offenses (N=4419) 

   No 

   Yes 

 

49.3% 

46.8% 

 

50.7% 

53.2% 

Includes property offenses (N=4419)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

54.1% 

38.3% 

 

45.9% 

61.7% 

Includes drug offenses (N=4419) 

   No 

   Yes 

 

48.1% 

49.8% 

 

51.9% 

50.2% 

Includes public order offenses (N=4419)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

45.8% 

56.7% 

 

54.2% 

43.3% 

Includes other offenses (N=4419)* 

   No 

   Yes 

 

49.3% 

45.5% 

 

50.7% 

54.5% 

Length of incarceration  (N=4419) Mean = 20.5 

(s.d. = 25.86) 

Mean = 20.2 

(s.d. = 20.96) 

Length of sentence  (N=4258) Mean = 65.9 Mean = 54.95  
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 No revocation Revocation 

(s.d. = 456.04) (s.d. = 274.02) 

Any discipline (N=4419)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

55.1% 

41.6% 

 

44.9% 

58.4% 

Supervision type (N=4419) 

   Dual 

   Parole only 

 

48.6% 

48.5% 

 

51.4% 

51.5% 

Prior supervision (N=4418)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

53.2% 

41.7% 

 

46.8% 

58.3% 

Treatment required  (N=4419)*** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

46.3% 

53.9% 

 

53.7% 

46.1% 

Sex offender registration  (N=4419)** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

48.2% 

61.5% 

 

51.8% 

38.5% 

Program/Region  (N=4406)*** 

   Outside Region II Special 

   Outside Region II Standard 

   Region II Special 

   Region II Standard 

 

43.5% 

54.8% 

38.9% 

48.2% 

 

56.5% 

45.2% 

61.1% 

51.8% 

Technical violations  (N=4419)*** 

   None 

   Involves absconding 

   All other violations 

 

88.1% 

15.9% 

37.4% 

 

11.9% 

84.1% 

62.6% 

Has arrest (N=4419) *** 

   No 

   Yes 

 

58.0% 

25.9% 

 

42.0% 

74.1% 

                *p<.05 

                  **p<.01 

                  ***p<.001 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


