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Introduction 
 

Utah’s correctional system makes extensive use of parole. Three-fourths of all individuals leaving 
Utah’s prisons in 2005 and 2006 were released to parole supervision. Unfortunately, parole violations 
also have a major impact on Utah’s correctional system. In 2007 and 2008, Utah had 6,805 prison 
admissions – 3,208 (47.1%) of these were parolees returning to prison, and 2,639 (38.8%) were 
returned exclusively for violating parole conditions. Based on data from the Utah Department of 
Corrections, two-thirds of offenders paroled from prison will be returned within 3 years, with almost 
half of the total number of parolees returned for a violation of parole conditions without a new 
conviction. About one-sixth return with a new conviction, often a misdemeanor. While Utah recognizes 
that its parole return rate is higher than the national average, policy makers have historically 
supported an approach to parole that stresses offender accountability and revokes parole when 
offenders chronically fail to comply with conditions. Protecting the public from further criminal activity 
by parolees is the primary mission of the parole system. 
 

The Utah Board of Pardons and Parole (BOPP) is a 5-member board, appointed by the Governor and 
confirmed by the Senate, which is charged with the authority to make decisions regarding the length of 
incarceration, parole supervision, termination of sentence, commutation of sentence, and pardons, as 
well as violation and revocation of parole. All felony offenders sentenced to the state prison system are 
under their jurisdiction. Parole supervision in the community is provided by agents employed by the 
Utah Department of Corrections, which also operates the state prison system and the state probation 
system. Parole and probation agents are state employees who are located throughout the state and 
may supervise both probationers and parolees on the same caseload. 
 

Utah’s indeterminate sentencing and parole systems are unique in the nation. Offenders are sentenced 
to prison by the courts to a broad range of years – typically 0 to 5 years, 1 to 15 years, or 5 years to life 
– and BOPP makes the decision on when and how to release the offender. Unlike most other states, 
there are no statutory requirements for the amount of time the offender must serve within the range. 
In fact, BOPP has the authority to release an offender before the minimum time is served (although 
this is very uncommon). The only limit on their jurisdiction is the top end of the sentence range – that 
is, the prison time may not exceed 15 years if the sentence is 1 to 15 years. They have the authority to 
decide to release an offender to parole or to release an offender without supervision to a discharged 
status, even if the maximum sentence time has not been served. In the past few years, approximately 
75% of all releases have been to parole and the remaining 25% have been discharged. Only a small 
percentage of offenders are held until their sentences expire. 
 

Because of the indeterminate sentencing system, Utah does not grant prison “good time.” The decision 
on when to release an offender is based on several factors:  the initial sentence received; the type of 
crime committed (an offense against a person generally is expected to have to a longer prison stay 
than an offense against property, even with the same sentence); the criminal history of the offender; 
and the performance of the offender in prison. A release guideline with recommended times based on 
the type of crime and the criminal history of the offender is published by the Utah Sentencing 
Commission and employed by BOPP in their decision-making (see Appendix A). However, the 
instrument is regarded as a guideline only and is not binding on the decision process.  
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BOPP has jurisdiction over parolees and determines the conditions of parole and when parole will be 
revoked or terminated. With some exceptions, offenders on parole are given multiple chances to 
follow through with parole conditions before a revocation. Alternatives to a prison return, called 
“alternative events” by BOPP, are regularly employed with parolees who violate parole conditions.  
These alternative events in response to a violation of parole may include measures such as increased 
drug testing, participation in treatment, and tightened curfews. Parolees are rarely sent back to prison 
for their first failed drug test, though this becomes more likely as continued violations occur after 
multiple alternatives are tried. Once parole is revoked, the only limit on the time which an offender 
may spend in prison is the original maximum sentence length. The average length of stay for a parole 
condition violation in 2008 was around 9 months.   
 

Research from the 1990’s on the reasons for a conditions revocation in Utah showed that 
approximately a third were caused by absconding from supervision, a third by evidence of continued 
drug or alcohol use, and a third by failure to complete a program (e.g., substance abuse or sex offender 
treatment) that was required as a condition of parole. However, this research had not been replicated 
for a number of years before this current study. 
 

BOPP can revoke parole and re-parole offenders multiple times on the same sentence. Questions have 
arisen about the utility of giving offenders repeated chances on parole, and changes in the Board’s 
approach to this issue have taken place in the last few years. While BOPP members recognize the 
impact that their decisions have on both prison space and parole caseloads, their primary mission is to 
further public safety. Research on parole violations and multi-state comparisons has the potential to 
provide guidance in reducing this impact without increasing the rate of criminal activity among 
parolees. 
 

As of December 1, 2010, 3,146 offenders were on parole supervision in the state of Utah. In 
2009, 1,638 revocations of parole occurred, and 350 of these included a new conviction. Of the total 
prison population of 6,813 offenders on December 1, 2010, 35.2% had some history of a parole 
revocation. Utah is facing a prison housing crisis. The number of prison inmates has increased by 25% 
in the last 10 years, at least partially fueled by the cycle of parole, violation of parole, and return to 
prison for parole violations. Providing a better understanding of the causes of this cycle could help the 
state to control costly prison growth in the future. 
 

The present study and report are broken into two parts: a qualitative analysis of the parole system in 
Utah and a quantitative analysis of a cohort of parolees and their outcomes. The qualitative analysis 
includes a legal analysis of the parole system and recent changes in law and policy, as well as a survey 
of individuals currently working in the system (agents, supervisors, administrators, BOPP members and 
officers) to gauge their perceptions and attitudes about parole, the current system, response to parole 
violations, and suggestions for the future. The quantitative analysis follows offenders paroled from 
Utah’s prison system in 2005 and 2006 from their first release in this time period until December 31, 
2008, or until their parole ends through a revocation or discharge. 5,696 offenders were released from 
Utah’s prisons in 2005 and 2006. 4,318 (75.8%) of these offenders were released to parole supervision, 
while 1,378 (24.2%) were discharged without any type of supervision. This report will focus on the 
4,318 parolees and their experiences on parole. 
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Qualitative Analysis of Parole System 
 

Legal and Policy Description and Analysis 
 

Board of Pardons and Parole 
 

The State’s parole system is administrated by the Board of Pardons and Parole. The Board of Pardons 
and Parole is created by the Utah Constitution and laws enacted by the Legislature.1 According to the 
Utah Constitution, the purpose of the Board is to determine when and under what conditions 
individuals that have been convicted and are serving sentences should be released.2 The statute also 
grants the Board the ability to pardon, terminate, or commute offender sentences.3 
 

The Board has five full-time and five Pro Tempore members appointed by the Governor with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. One full time member acts as the chair. The Pro Tempore members sit at 
hearings when the full-time members or hearing officers are not available.4 
 

Parole Hearing Types 
 

Parole Grant. Each inmate whose sentence carries the possibility of parole has the right to a personal 
appearance before the Board at some point during his or her sentence to determine whether a parole 
date will be granted. The Board makes this determination within six months after the offender is 
committed to custody of the Department of Corrections.5 These original parole hearings are scheduled 
as follows: 
 

I. In cases where a life has been taken, the Board will review each case and schedule the original 
hearing based upon the unique facts of the case. Once an offender is committed to prison for 
such a conviction, the case will be reviewed by the Board as soon as practicable for a 
determination of the month and year for their original hearing. The Board will only consider 
information available to the court at the time of sentencing.6 

 

II. The Utah Administrative Code specifies that for first degree felony convictions where a life was 
not taken, if the most severe sentence imposed is greater than fifteen years to life, the original 
hearing will be scheduled after the service of fifteen years; if the most severe sentence imposed 
is a sentence of ten or fifteen years to life, the original hearing will be scheduled after the 
service of seven years; and if the most severe sentence imposed is less than ten years to life, 
the original hearing will be scheduled after the service of three years.7 

 

                                                            
1 U.C.A. 1953 §77-27-2, Utah Con. Article VII, Sec. 12. 
2 Id. 
3 Id. 
4 77-27-2(a)(i) 
5 U.C.A 1953 §77-27-7(1) 
6 R671-201-1 
7 R671-201-1 
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III. For sex offenses, third degree felony convictions will be scheduled after the service of twelve 
months; and second degree felony convictions will be scheduled after the service of eighteen 
months. 8 

 

IV. For all other offenses, original hearings are scheduled for third degree felony convictions after 
the service of three to four months; and for second degree felony convictions after the service 
of six months.9 

 

Inmates that are scheduled for death or life without parole are excluded from the provisions above.10 
 

According to the Utah Administrative Code, “if the hearing official presiding at a hearing has reason to 
believe that an offender may be mentally incompetent as defined in UCA 77-15-2, all proceedings shall 
be stayed pending a decision by the Board.  The Board may request a mental health expert to assist in 
determining whether the offender is competent, or is likely to become competent while housed in the 
custody of the Department of Corrections.”11 
 

Redetermination. The Board has established a policy for reviewing cases that were originally not 
granted a parole date. The policy specifies that “offenders will be eligible to apply for redetermination 
at five year intervals from the last time-related decision. A time-related decision is defined as a 
personal appearance hearing or redetermination review dealing with release or rehearing dates. 
Offenders who have been given a decision of natural life in prison will be eligible for redetermination 
at ten year intervals.” 12 
 

Rescission. After the Board makes a decision to grant an inmate a release or a rehearing that individual 
may, at any time, be referred to the Board for a review of that decision due to violations of prison 
regulations or new criminal convictions. The outcome of a rescission hearing may be to postpone the 
previously set release of rehearing.13 
 
Additionally, “if the rescission of a release or rehearing date is being requested by an outside party, 
information shall be provided to the board establishing the basis for the request. Upon receipt of such 
information, the offender may be scheduled for a rescission hearing.”14 
 

Parole Violation. The Board of Pardons specifies that “when an offender is alleged to have violated the 
terms or conditions of the parole agreement, Adult Probation and Parole may request that the Board 
issue a warrant for the offender’s arrest and return to prison. If a reviewing Board Member finds that 
probable cause exists for the allegations, a warrant may be issued. After probable cause has been 
established, and the offender has been returned to custody, the offender has the right to be heard at a 
Parole Revocation hearing, which is scheduled as soon as possible after a warrant is executed.” 15 

                                                            
8 Id. 
9 Id. 
10 Id. 
11 671-206-1 
12 R671-316-1 
13 R671-310-1 
14 Id. 
15  http://bop.utah.gov/victims.html 

http://bop.utah.gov/victims.html
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Parole Revocation. At the Parole Revocation hearing, the offender has the right to offer pleas to the 
parole violation allegations. The Board provides an attorney for the offender during the parole 
revocation process. Upon the entry of guilty or no contest pleas to the allegations, the hearing official 
may take testimony from the parole agent as well as the offender as to disposition. A summary of this 
hearing is then forwarded to the Board for consideration and decision.16 
 

If a plea of not guilty is entered, the parole revocation allegations may be set for an evidentiary 
hearing, at which the offender can be represented by an attorney of choice at the offender’s expense, 
or by the attorney provided by the Board.17 If the hearing officer believes that there is insufficient 
evidence to justify an evidentiary hearing, the issue will be routed immediately to the Board. If the 
majority of the Board agrees, the warrant will be withdrawn and the parolee will be released.18 
 

Special Attention. The Utah Administrative Code indicates that at any time during an offender’s 
incarceration or parole, the Board may review his case. This review may be the result of 
recommendations from prison caseworkers, parole agents, a request from the offender, or 
occasionally from an outside source.19 
 

Victim Notification of Hearing 
 

Utah law requires that victims be notified of parole grant hearings and rehearings.20 “Prior to April 29, 
1996, a victim was defined as an individual against whom the offender committed a felony or class A 
misdemeanor offense for which the hearing is being held, or a victim of record. After April 29, 1996, for 
the purpose of the right to be present and heard at a public hearing… a victim of crime also includes 
any victim originally named in the allegation of criminal conduct who is not a victim of the offense to 
which the offender entered a negotiated plea of guilty. A business may qualify as a victim for purposes 
of testifying.”21   
 

Three to four weeks before a hearing, the Victim Coordinator will notify the victims of the scheduled 
hearing date. Many times the only available information regarding the victim was obtained at the time 
of the crime or at the sentencing date. Often this information has changed or is no longer valid. If 
victims have a change of address or telephone number they are requested to inform the Board.22 
 

Parole 
 

According to Board policy, “Parole is a release from prison to supervision in the community before final 
expiration of the offender’s sentence. A parole agent is assigned to the offender by the Department of 
Corrections. The offender must follow the conditions of parole to remain in the community. The Board 
will set conditions designed to help the offender in overcoming factors contributing to their criminal 
behavior and to provide protection to the victim and society. These factors may include inpatient drug 
and alcohol therapy, sex offender or mental health therapy, completion of a halfway house program, a 

                                                            
16 R671-516 
17 R671-516-3 
18 R671-516-4 
19 R671-402-1 
20 UCA 77-27-5(2)(a), 77-27-9.5 
21 http://bop.utah.gov/victims.html 
22 Id. 

http://bop.utah.gov/victims.html
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“no alcohol” condition, intensive supervision Parole, electronic monitoring, restitution, or any other 
conditions the Board deems appropriate. Also, the Utah Department of Corrections maintains a sex 
offender registry for parolees convicted of a sex offense.”23 
 

If the victim has particular safety concerns, the Board may order a “no contact” clause to be made part 
of an offender’s special conditions of parole. A written request from the victim outlining specific fears 
and concerns and the need for a “no contact” clause should be submitted to the Board in writing.24  
This request can be made any time before the parole hearing or during the offender’s parole. 
 

Utah statute specifies that “every person committed to the state prison to serve an indeterminate 
term and later released on parole shall, upon completion of three years on parole outside of 
confinement and without violation, be terminated from the person’s sentence unless the parole is 
earlier terminated by the Board of Pardons and Parole.”25 
 

If the individual was convicted of “second degree felony for forcible sexual abuse, or sexual abuse of a 
child and aggravated sexual abuse of a child, or attempting, conspiring, or soliciting the commission of 
a violation of any of those sections,…shall, upon completion of ten years parole outside of confinement 
and without violation, shall be terminated from the sentence unless the person is earlier terminated by 
the Board of Pardons and Parole.”26 
 

Individuals who have been convicted of a first degree felony for any of the following reasons, will 
complete a term of lifetime parole outside of confinement and without violation unless the person is 
earlier terminated by the Board: child kidnapping, aggravated kidnapping involving sexual offense, 
rape, rape of a child, object rape, object rape of a child, forcible sodomy, sodomy on a child, sexual 
abuse of a child and aggravated sexual abuse of a child, or aggravated sexual assault.27 
 

Any person who violates the terms of parole, while serving parole, for any of the foregoing offenses, 
shall at the discretion of the Board be recommitted to prison to serve the portion of the balance of the 
term as determined by the Board, but not to exceed the maximum term.28 
 

Parole Progress and Violation Reports 
 

The Utah Administrative Code rule 671-509 dictates that “a parole agent or other representative of the 
Department of Corrections shall submit to the Board a parole progress/violation report when an 
incident occurs that constitutes cause to modify the conditions of or revoke parole.”29   
 

The rule gives several examples of incidents which should be reported to the Board through the report 
including: conviction of any misdemeanor or felony, significant violations of the general or special 

                                                            
23 Id. 
24 671-203-5 
25 §76-3-202(1)(a) 
26 §76-3-202(2) 
27 76-3-202(3)(a) 
28 76-3-202(4) 
29 R671-509-1 
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conditions of parole, and any incident which results in the parole agent placing the parolee in jail, 
under arrest, in detainment, or any other situation in which the parolee would be denied liberty.30 
 

The Rule specifies that “these reported parole violations shall be investigated and all incident reports 
along with a recommended course of action submitted to the Board within 72 hours of confinement or 
seven days from the date of the violation. The report shall advise the Board of the parolee’s 
adjustment and provide reasons for modification of the parole agreement conditions.  Police reports, 
court orders, and waivers of personal appearance from parolees shall be attached when applicable.”31 
 

Restitution  
 

Utah statute 77-27-6(1) specifies that the Board may also impose restitution as a condition of parole.32 
The Board may order the offender to make restitution in an amount not to exceed the actual damages 
to the victims.33 A restitution order may also address other criminal conduct admitted by the offender 
or as outlined in a plea agreement.34 
 

According to policy established by the Board, “restitution will be considered on a ‘case-by-case’ basis. 
The Board will order compensation to be made unless extraordinary circumstances exist that justify the 
setting aside of restitution. Once restitution is ordered by the Board, it becomes a special condition for 
the parole release agreement.”35 
 

Changes in the Law and Board Authority 
 

The Board has power to create and change rules as an administrative agency. This power is granted to 
them through the Utah Administrative Rulemaking Act.36 This gives them broad discretion to make 
changes to the rules that are used through administration. The Administrative Rulemaking Act defines 
a rule as “an agency’s written statement that: explicitly or implicitly required by state or federal statute 
or other applicable law; implements or interprets a state or federal legal mandate; and applies to a 
class of persons or another agency.”37 The Act further dictates that “an agency’s written statement 
that is made as a rule in accordance with the requirements of this chapter is enforceable and has the 
effect of law.”38 
 

Although there have been changes to the law since 2005, the majority of these changes have been 
minor and merely stylistic changes to the rules and statues. The greatest changes we see in the parole 
system occur with the changing of members of the Board. Since the Board has such broad discretion on 
the outcome of each individual parolee, the personal philosophy of each member affects the way in 
which the system is administrated. Although the Board members must work within the established 
rules, their personal opinions and viewpoints may cause them to be more lenient or strict with each 

                                                            
30 Id. 
31 Id. 
32 77-27-6(1) 
33 Id. 
34 77-27-6(4) 
35 http://bop.utah.gov/victims.html 
36 § 63G-3-102 
37 Id. 
38 63G-3-202(2) 

http://bop.utah.gov/victims.html
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individual parolee. Since the system is structured so that the Board members serve a term of five years, 
with one member’s term ending on March 1st of each year, the dynamic of the Board is always 
changing. 
 

Utah Parole System Survey 
 

The second avenue into exploring the parole system in Utah, as well as changes that have occurred in 
the treatment of parolees over the past five years, was to ask the opinions of individuals currently 
working in the parole system. To serve this purpose, on online survey was created (see Appendix B) 
and sent to members and hearing officers at the Board of Pardons and Parole (BOPP) and parole 
agents, supervisors, and administrators at Adult Probation and Parole (AP&P) within the Utah 
Department of Corrections. In the following, the survey, sample, and methods will be described more 
fully, and then a summary of the responses will be provided. 
 

Survey and Methods 
 

A set of survey questions was developed based on discussions and input from JRSA and other 
participating states in this project, members of BOPP, and the research team at the Utah Department 
of Corrections (see Appendix B for the final version of the survey). This survey was then converted to 
an online format using the online survey program SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com) to 
facilitate the distribution of the survey and recording of responses. For BOPP, approval to proceed and 
an e-mail list of the five Board members and 12 hearing officers was obtained from the Chair of the 
Board, and a link to the survey was e-mailed to each of these 17 individuals. For AP&P, approval to 
proceed was obtained from the Associate Director of the Department of Corrections and the Director 
of AP&P, and then a link to the survey was posted to the e-mail listserv for AP&P (555 total recipients) 
with a targeted message asking for responses only from individuals with direct involvement in parole 
(as opposed to those only or predominantly involved with the probation side).  
 

Sample 
 

Responses were received from a total of 174 individuals (BOPP N = 12; AP&P N = 162). Of those, 145 
(83.3%) fully completed the survey and 152 (87.4%) provided partial responses beyond the basic 
demographic and job questions on the first two pages of the survey (BOPP N = 10; AP&P N = 142). For 
this latter group of 152, respondents were mostly male (75.7%) and white (96.7%), with an average age 
of 44.84 (SD = 9.03, range = 25-64). More than three-quarters had received education beyond high 
school, and most (78.3%) had training and/or educational background in law enforcement/criminal 
justice. On average, respondents have worked in parole in Utah for 11.39 years (SD = 7.37, range = 0-
38).  
 
The table to the right shows the 
breakdown for the respondents 
by their role in the parole system. 
The majority of the respondents 
were parole agents (60.5%), with 
17.1% working a parole-only 

Respondents' Role in Utah Parole System 

 
N % 

BOPP (members & hearing officers) 10 6.6% 
Parole Administrators/Officials 16 10.5% 

Parole Supervisors 23 15.1% 
Parole Agents 92 60.5% 

Other (programming, correctional officers, etc.) 11 7.2% 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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caseload and 43.4% working a mixed caseload that also 
included probation and/or pre-sentence investigations. For 
those working in AP&P who provided a region number, the 
table to the right provides a regional breakdown by Utah’s six 
parole regions. The majority of responses came from 
individuals working in Region 2 (28.9%) or Region 3 (43.0%), 
which are also the regions with the greatest number of 
parolees (see cohort analysis in next section).  
 

Results 
 

The survey has a mixture of questions, some with multiple-choice (e.g., Yes/No) options or rating 
scales, and others with more open-ended responses. Additionally, after many of the sections asking for 
ratings of perceptions or attitudes, we provided respondents with the opportunity to give open-ended 
comments and further explanation of their answers. As we found these responses quite interesting, we 
have included them in an appendix at the end of the report (Appendix C). In the following, the answers 
to the multiple-choice and rating scale questions will be summarized and, where appropriate, broken 
down and analyzed by the different roles (BOPP, administrators, supervisors, agents) and regions of 
the state where the respondent works (for AP&P respondents only). For the open-ended responses 
and comments, important points (including consensus and points of disagreement) will be briefly 
summarized and the reader will be referred to the appropriate section of Appendix C. The comments in 
Appendix C have also been grouped by the role of the respondent in the parole system. 
 

Changes Since 2005. One of the first important questions for this analysis asked respondents whether 
they were working in parole in Utah in 2005 (the time of the cohort analysis that follows), and their 
perceptions of whether and how the system has changed between then and now. Just over three-
quarters (77.6%) were working in parole in Utah at the time, and many provided their thoughts on 
changes they have noticed over the past five years (see Appendix C, #1). With some exceptions, the 
general consensus appears to be that the approach has changed recently more than the official 
policies, mostly due to changes in the makeup of the Board and adjustments due to the tough 
economic conditions and budget cuts within the Department of Corrections (e.g., cuts in programming, 
fewer alternatives to offer, lack of bed space in the prison and jails). Many (especially agents and 
supervisors) feel that the system has become more lenient, tolerating more violations that otherwise 
would have resulted in revocation. Several also mentioned that the Board has been more likely 
recently to terminate sentences rather than offering parole. There has also been a more recent push 
for the use of evidence-based practices in parole supervision, with several respondents citing these 
changes in how the cases are managed and the use of such techniques as motivational interviewing. 
 

Goals and Success Factors in Parole Supervision. Respondents were asked to rate the importance of 
several goals in parole supervision. The tables on the next page provide the overall ratings on each goal 
as well as by respondent role and parole region (for AP&P respondents). Overall, the most important 
goals were clearly protecting the public, holding the offender accountable, and making sure the 
offender adheres to parole conditions. Helping the offender be successful was also important, though 
less so, and the balance between this rehabilitative goal and goals involving public safety and 

AP&P Repondents By Region 

 
N % 

Region 1 - Logan 6 5.0% 

Region 2 - Ogden 35 28.9% 
Region 3 - Salt Lake 52 43.0% 

Region 4 - Provo 14 11.6% 
Region 5 - St. George 7 5.8% 

Region 6 - Price 7 5.8% 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

12 
 

accountability tended to vary by role and region. Several respondents commented that restitution was 
far more important than fines and fees, one reason why this goal with these together was rated lower. 
 

Importance of Parole Supervision Goals by Respondent Role and Parole Region 
  BOPP Admin Supervisors Agents Other Total 
Supervision Goals Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 
Protect public from new crime 
by offender 

5.5 90.0% 5.6 93.7% 5.9 95.6% 5.7 92.4% 5.5 90.9% 5.69 92.7% 

Hold offender accountable 4.4 50.0% 5.4 87.5% 5.8 95.7% 5.5 88.1% 5.6 100% 5.49 87.5% 

Ensure offender follows parole 
conditions/BOPP directions 

4.7 70.0% 5.5 87.6% 5.3 82.6% 5.5 86.9% 5.5 81.8% 5.41 84.9% 

Help offender be successful 5.3 80.0% 5.3 93.7% 5.1 78.3% 5.0 71.7% 4.7 63.6% 5.05 75.0% 

Collect fines, fees, restitution 4.5 40.0% 4.4 56.3% 4.0 39.1% 3.9 38.1% 4.6 45.5% 4.05 40.8% 

Get offender off parole as 
quickly as possible 

2.1 20.0% 2.6 6.3% 2.3 13.0% 2.3 5.5% 3.0 36.4% 2.36 9.9% 

 

  Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6 
Supervision Goals Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 
Protect public from new crime 
by offender 

5.5 83.3% 5.9 97.1% 5.8 94.2% 5.5 85.7% 5.9 100% 5.7 85.7% 

Hold offender accountable 5.7 100% 5.8 97.1% 5.5 90.4% 5.4 78.6% 5.9 100% 5.6 85.7% 

Ensure offender follows parole 
conditions/BOPP directions 

5.5 83.3% 5.5 88.6% 5.4 88.5% 5.3 78.6% 5.6 85.7% 5.7 85.7% 

Help offender be successful 5.5 100% 4.9 68.6% 5.1 78.8% 5.2 85.7% 4.7 57.1% 5.3 85.7% 

Collect fines, fees, restitution 4.7 66.7% 3.6 37.2% 4.0 40.4% 4.6 50.0% 4.1 52.9% 4.7 57.1% 

Get offender off parole as 
quickly as possible 

2.7 16.7% 1.8 2.9% 2.4 11.5% 2.2 0% 2.1 0% 3.1 14.3% 

* Percent rating goal as very important (5 or 6 on scale from 0-6) 
         

Similarly, respondents were asked to rate the importance of several factors in helping offenders to be 
successful while on parole. The desire to change on the part of the offender was rated highest (see 
tables on the next page), followed by getting away from bad companions, finding employment, and 
getting support from family and friends. Education was rated relatively low compared to the other 
factors, though it should be noted that all were rated well above the midpoint on the scale (0-6). 
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Factors Influencing Success on Parole by Respondent Role and Parole Region 
  BOPP Admin Supervisors Agents Other Total 
Success Factors  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

Desire to change 5.3 80.0% 5.8 100% 5.7 95.6% 5.7 92.4% 5.7 90.9% 5.67 92.8% 

Getting away from bad 
companions 

5.1 70.0% 5.5 87.5% 5.4 82.6% 5.5 94.5% 5.5 81.8% 5.47 89.4% 

Employment 5.1 80.0% 5.5 93.7% 5.5 86.9% 5.3 83.7% 5.8 100% 5.37 86.2% 

Support from family, friends 4.7 60.0% 5.4 93.7% 5.3 86.9% 5.1 80.5% 5.2 72.7% 5.16 80.9% 

Mental health 4.8 70.0% 5.0 75.0% 4.6 65.2% 4.8 65.2% 5.3 72.7% 4.80 67.1% 

Treatment programs (e.g., 
substance abuse, sex offender) 

5.0 80.0% 5.1 75.1% 4.8 69.5% 4.6 63.1% 5.3 81.8% 4.78 67.8% 

Support from parole agent 4.4 50.0% 5.3 93.7% 5.0 73.9% 4.7 63.0% 4.7 54.6% 4.78 66.5% 

Education 4.3 40.0% 4.6 56.3% 4.8 65.2% 4.3 46.7% 4.7 54.6% 4.41 50.7% 

 

  Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6 
Success Factors  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

Desire to change 5.5 83.3% 5.9 100% 5.5 88.5% 5.9 100% 5.4 85.7% 6.0 100% 

Getting away from bad 
companions 

5.3 83.3% 5.7 94.3% 5.3 88.5% 5.9 100% 5.6 85.7% 5.7 100% 

Employment 5.3 100% 5.5 88.6% 5.3 84.7% 5.5 85.7% 5.6 85.7% 5.6 100% 

Support from family, friends 5.0 83.3% 5.0 85.7% 5.2 82.7% 5.7 100% 5.0 85.7% 5.1 71.4% 

Mental health 5.2 66.7% 4.7 68.5% 4.9 67.3% 5.0 71.4% 4.7 57.1% 5.1 85.7% 

Treatment programs (e.g., 
substance abuse, sex offender) 

4.7 66.7% 4.5 57.1% 4.9 76.9% 5.2 85.7% 5.3 100% 4.9 57.1% 

Support from parole agent 5.0 66.7% 4.8 74.3% 4.8 69.2% 4.9 64.3% 5.0 85.7% 5.3 71.4% 

Education 4.2 50.0% 4.5 57.1% 4.5 55.7% 4.8 57.2% 4.1 28.6% 4.1 42.9% 

* Percent rating factor as very important (5 or 6 on scale from 0-6) 
         

Responding to Violations. The next section of the survey asked respondents specifically about several 
types of parole violations, as well as how certain factors affect the potential response when violations 
do occur. For the latter, it appeared in general that public safety and current parole factors (i.e., how 
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the current violation relates to offender history, seriousness of the violation, holding the offender 
accountable) were more important than the offender’s past outside the context of the current parole 
situation. In fact, general risk of the offender as measured by the LSI-R was rated significantly lower 
than the other factors. Some other important factors mentioned in the comments include prior parole 
or probation attempts and performance on the current parole (e.g., doing well vs. previous violations). 
 

Factors Influencing Response to Parole Violations by Respondent Role and Parole Region 
  BOPP Admin Supervisors Agents Other Total 
Violation Response Factors  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

Risk to the public 5.4 90.0% 5.9 100% 5.7 87.0% 5.8 95.7% 5.6 90.9% 5.78 94.1% 

Relationship between violation 
and offending history 

5.1 80.0% 5.4 87.6% 5.7 91.3% 5.5 90.2% 5.7 100% 5.53 90.1% 

Seriousness of violation 5.1 80.0% 5.8 100% 5.4 82.6% 5.4 92.3% 5.6 90.9% 5.45 90.8% 

Accountability 4.3 40.0% 5.2 87.6% 5.3 82.6% 5.1 80.5% 5.4 81.8% 5.11 79.0% 

Seriousness of original offense 4.9 80.0% 4.3 56.3% 4.4 43.5% 4.9 72.9% 5.2 81.8% 4.78 67.8% 

Risk of the offender (LSI-R) 3.3 30.0% 4.8 56.3% 4.2 47.8% 3.4 30.5% 4.4 45.5% 3.73 36.9% 

 

  Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6 
Violation Response Factors  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

Risk to the public 5.8 100% 5.8 94.3% 5.7 90.4% 5.9 100% 5.7 85.7% 5.9 100% 

Relationship between violation 
and offending history 

5.2 83.3% 5.7 94.3% 5.4 84.6% 5.8 92.9% 5.4 85.7% 5.6 100% 

Seriousness of violation 5.5 83.3% 5.6 94.3% 5.3 86.5% 5.8 100% 5.7 100% 5.7 100% 

Accountability 5.3 100% 5.3 88.6% 5.0 69.2% 5.4 92.9% 4.9 71.4% 5.4 100% 

Seriousness of original offense 4.7 66.7% 4.7 71.4% 4.7 57.7% 5.1 85.7% 4.3 57.1% 5.3 85.7% 

Risk of the offender (LSI-R) 4.7 50.0% 3.3 28.6% 3.9 38.5% 4.1 50.0% 3.4 28.6% 4.1 42.9% 

* Percent rating factor as very important (5 or 6 on scale from 0-6) 
         

Not surprisingly, committing a new felony and absconding from supervision were rated the most 
serious in terms of potential violations, followed by failure to maintain a residence or complete a 
required program. Once again, several respondents mentioned that failure to pay restitution would be 
considered more serious than not paying fines or fees. Other violations considered to be serious 
include violating a no contact order (i.e., domestic violence or sex offender) or associating with other 
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known criminals. Several respondents also mentioned that the response of the offender and how the 
violation relates to the original offense can affect the seriousness (see similar question in next section). 
 

Seriousness of Parole Violations by Respondent Role and Parole Region 
  BOPP Admin Supervisors Agents Other Total 
Violations  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

New felony 5.6 90.0% 5.8 100% 5.9 100% 5.9 97.8% 5.9 100% 5.84 98.0% 

Absconding 4.5 40.0% 5.4 75.0% 5.4 86.7% 5.6 91.3% 5.6 90.9% 5.49 85.5% 

Failure to maintain a residence 3.9 30.0% 4.6 50.0% 4.7 56.5% 4.9 67.4% 5.3 81.8% 4.77 62.5% 

Failure to complete a program 
ordered by BOPP 

3.3 20.0% 4.6 62.5% 4.2 47.8% 4.5 53.3% 5.2 81.8% 4.44 53.3% 

Dirty urine 2.5 10.0% 4.4 43.8% 4.1 43.5% 4.2 41.3% 4.9 72.7% 4.17 42.1% 

Failure to maintain employment 3.0 10.0% 3.8 37.5% 4.5 60.9% 4.0 38.0% 5.2 72.7% 4.07 42.1% 

New misdemeanor 3.2 20.0% 3.9 31.3% 4.3 43.5% 4.1 38.0% 4.5 63.6% 4.05 38.8% 

Curfew violations 2.1 10.0% 3.6 18.8% 3.5 26.1% 3.4 22.8% 4.1 27.2% 3.39 22.4% 

Failure to pay restitution, fines, 
fees, etc. 

3.4 20.0% 3.1 12.5% 3.1 26.1% 3.3 20.7% 4.3 45.5% 3.31 22.4% 

 

  Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6 
Violations  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

New felony 6.0 100% 5.9 100% 5.8 96.2% 5.9 100% 5.7 100% 6.0 100% 

Absconding 6.0 100% 5.6 85.7% 5.4 84.6% 5.9 100% 5.6 100% 5.7 85.7% 

Failure to maintain a residence 4.8 83.3% 5.0 71.4% 4.8 67.3% 4.9 57.1% 4.9 42.9% 4.9 57.1% 

Failure to complete a program 
ordered by BOPP 

4.5 50.0% 4.3 45.7% 4.5 51.9% 4.9 71.4% 4.6 42.9% 5.0 71.4% 

Dirty urine 4.5 50.0% 4.5 42.9% 4.3 42.3% 4.4 50.0% 4.0 28.6% 4.7 57.1% 

Failure to maintain employment 4.2 50.0% 4.3 45.7% 3.9 40.4% 5.1 78.6% 3.4 0% 4.4 57.1% 

New misdemeanor 4.3 33.3% 4.0 42.9% 4.4 48.1% 3.8 14.3% 3.6 28.6% 4.0 28.6% 

Curfew violations 2.8 0% 3.6 28.6% 3.5 19.2% 3.9 28.6% 3.4 14.3% 3.4 28.6% 

Failure to pay restitution, fines, 
fees, etc. 

3.8 16.7% 3.1 25.7% 3.1 19.2% 4.1 35.7% 2.9 0% 4.3 28.6% 
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Use of Revocation and Context. The survey asked if there are formal 
revocation guidelines, whether statewide or on a more local or 
regional level. The response to this question was rather mixed, with 
57.4% indicating that formal guidelines do exist, and it tended to 
vary according to the region for respondents affiliated with AP&P 
(see table to the right). Respondents in Regions 4, 5, and 6 were 
more likely to indicate that there are formal guidelines. Also, those 
responding that formal guidelines exist were also asked how strictly 
they believe agents follow these guidelines. In general, the feeling is 
that parole agents tend to follow such guidelines at least somewhat 
strictly (Mn = 3.65, SD = 1.61).  
 

Respondents were also asked whether there is ever a case in which an offender can either commit a 
new crime or abscond from supervision and not have their parole revoked. For a new crime, the 
consensus (82.4%) was that there are plenty of cases where a new crime can be committed that does 
not result in revocation, though the comments consistently explain that this is most likely in cases of 
misdemeanors or traffic offenses (i.e., minor crimes) that do not involve assault or child abuse and are 
not related to the crimes for which the offender is on parole. For absconding, the response was less 

clear, with 56.1% stating that it is possible to abscond and not be 
revoked. This tended to vary by role and parole region (see table). 
Board respondents and AP&P administrators were more likely to 
answer in the affirmative, and respondents from AP&P Regions 4 
and 5 were less likely to say this was possible. A large number of 
respondents also offered explanations for their answer (see 
Appendix C #7). A consistent theme in these open-ended responses 
is that it likely depends on what happens while the offender is away 
from supervision (i.e., new crime) and the reasons for absconding, as 
well as the amount of time away and how the offender reacts when 
he or she returns. Many respondents cited that the offender would 
likely not get revoked as long as they returned in a “reasonable” 
amount of time, though this amount of time seen as reasonable 
varied considerably (i.e., from 1-2 days to a month). One agent who 
supervises sex offenders commented that absconding is especially 
serious with these offenders, as it is considered a felony and can 
potentially be a federal offense.  
 

As more serious violations tend to result in revocation, respondents were also asked how much several 
factors affect their consideration of the seriousness of the violation (see tables on the next page). Of 
the four factors provided, prior violations and the original offense were rated as having the most 
influence, followed by substance abuse history to a somewhat lesser extent. Once again, ratings of the 
risk level as measured by the LSI-R were relatively low, especially for agents and BOPP respondents.  
 
 
 

Are there formal revocation 
guidelines (either statewide 

or local/regional? 
Region 1 - Logan 33.3% 

Region 2 - Ogden 42.9% 
Region 3 - Salt Lake 56.3% 

Region 4 - Provo 78.6% 
Region 5 - St. George 85.7% 

Region 6 - Price 71.4% 
Overall 57.4% 

Are there cases where an 
offender can abscond and not 

have their parole revoked? 
BOPP 90.0% 

Administrators 80.0% 
Supervisors 57.1% 

Agents 50.0% 
Other 40.0% 

  Region 1 - Logan 50.0% 

Region 2 - Ogden 65.7% 
Region 3 - Salt Lake 60.4% 

Region 4 - Provo 28.6% 
Region 5 - St. George 28.6% 

Region 6 - Price 71.4% 

  Overall 56.1% 
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Factors Influencing Seriousness of Parole Violation by Respondent Role and Parole Region 
  BOPP Admin Supervisors Agents Other Total 
Factors  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

Prior violations 4.6 60.0% 5.1 80.0% 5.1 71.4% 5.0 72.8% 4.7 60.0% 4.97 71.6% 

Original offense 4.8 80.0% 4.7 66.7% 4.7 66.7% 4.9 65.2% 4.2 50.0% 4.76 65.6% 

Substance abuse history 3.6 30.0% 4.3 40.0% 4.5 52.4% 4.5 54.3% 5.0 60.0% 4.41 51.3% 

Risk level (LSI-R) 3.1 20.0% 4.3 40.0% 4.0 52.4% 3.2 25.0% 4.2 50.0% 3.50 31.7% 
 

  Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6 
Factors  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

Prior violations 5.0 83.3% 5.1 80.0% 4.9 68.8% 4.9 64.3% 5.0 71.4% 5.0 71.4% 

Original offense 4.5 50.0% 4.7 57.1% 4.7 58.3% 5.1 92.9% 4.6 71.4% 5.0 71.4% 

Substance abuse history 4.3 50.0% 4.4 45.7% 4.4 52.1% 4.9 64.3% 4.4 57.1% 4.4 42.9% 

Risk level (LSI-R) 4.2 50.0% 3.0 25.7% 3.7 37.5% 4.1 35.7% 3.4 28.6% 4.0 28.6% 

* Percent rating the influence of the factor as very high (5 or 6 on scale from 0-6) 
       

Respondents were then provided with four types of offenders based on risk (high, moderate, low) and 
nature of the offense (sex offender) and asked how many non-criminal, non-absconding violations an 
offender should be allowed 
before parole must be revoked 
(see table on right). In general, 
few felt that the first violation 
warranted a revocation if it did 
not involve a new crime, 
regardless of risk (with the 
exception of sex offenders). The 
greatest amount of variation in 
these opinions by role or region 
was seen in Regions 2 and 3 in relation to sex offenders, where these respondents were more likely 
than other regions to say that sex offenders should be revoked on the first violation. 
 

General Opinions About Parole and Revocations. The next section of the survey asked respondents 
questions about the need for discretion in making revocation decisions, the general perception of the 
number of revocations in the state, some attitudes toward parole in general, some causes of parole 
violations, and whether revocation is considered a failure. Respondents overwhelmingly tended to 
think that some amount of subjectivity and discretion is necessary when deciding whether to revoke a 
parolee (97.9%), and most of the comments in Appendix C (#8) reflected some variation of the theme 
that each situation and offender is different and should be considered individually. Just over 40% felt 
that the number of parole revocations in Utah was about right, with the rest split between the opinion 
that the number is either too low (36.1%) or too high (23.6%). Despite some issues with the wording of 
the question (asking for the “general” perception rather than “your” perception may have been 

Number of non-criminal, non-absconding violations before 
parole must be revoked 

 
High Risk Mod Risk Low Risk Sex Off. 

Revoked on first 16.3% 3.4% 2.7% 32.0% 
Second 38.8% 20.4% 7.5% 37.4% 

Third 38.1% 53.7% 42.2% 26.5% 
Fourth 2.0% 15.0% 26.5% 0.7% 

Five or more tolerated 4.8% 7.5% 21.1% 3.4% 
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confusing to some respondents), the 
opinion about whether the number of 
revocations is too high or too low did 
vary somewhat by parole region, with 
those from Region 2 most likely to feel 
the number is too low and those from 
Regions 1, 4, and 5 most likely to feel it is 
about right (see table). Respondents who 
either felt the number was too high or 
too low were also asked to provide 
suggestions for how it can be increased 
or decreased. Appendix C (#9) provides these comments along with the respondent’s answer to the 
original question. Most who say it is too low tend to feel that the state lets offenders get away with too 
much and should start holding them more accountable. Many of these also acknowledge the tough 
economic times and the need for more beds in the prison or other options with consequences (i.e., a 
parole violator center, more use of jails). Many who say it is too high tend to be on the side of feeling 
that more needs to be done to help offenders be successful on parole, including programs and other 
options for alternative events (which have also been affected by recent budget cuts at the state level).  
 

Next, respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with several general attitudinal 
statement about parole (see tables below and on next page). Generally, higher levels of agreement 
were found for statements suggesting that it is somewhat easy to tell how an offender will do on 
parole by meeting them and that violations can be found if the agent wants to. Fewer respondents felt 
that parolees should not be able to violate any conditions without revocation, and very few believe 
that parole does not work (though slightly more in Region 2). 
 

Attitudes About Parole by Respondent Role 
  BOPP Admin Supervisors Agents Other Total 
  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

I can tell just from meeting the 
offender whether he or she 
will end up back in prison 

3.2 50.0% 3.6 60.0% 3.7 71.4% 3.7 65.2% 3.8 80.0% 3.66 65.5% 

Parolees should not be 
allowed to violate any 
conditions without revocation 

1.6 0% 2.7 33.3% 2.1 14.3% 2.4 13.5% 2.5 20.0% 2.35 15.1% 

A parole agent can always find 
a violation for any parolee if 
he or she wants to 

4.0 70.0% 3.7 60.0% 3.5 42.9% 3.6 59.6% 3.8 60.0% 3.66 57.9% 

Parole doesn't work and is a 
waste of time 

1.9 0% 1.5 6.7% 2.0 9.5% 1.9 7.9% 1.6 0% 1.84 6.9% 

 
 

What is the general perception of the number of parole 
revocations in Utah? 

 
Too high Too low About right 

Region 1 - Logan 0.0% 16.7% 83.3% 
Region 2 - Ogden 17.6% 55.9% 26.5% 

Region 3 - Salt Lake 27.1% 39.6% 33.3% 
Region 4 - Provo 21.4% 14.3% 64.3% 

Region 5 - St. George 14.3% 0.0% 85.7% 
Region 6 - Price 42.9% 42.9% 14.3% 

Overall 23.6% 36.1% 40.3% 
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  Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6 
  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

I can tell just from meeting the 
offender whether he or she 
will end up back in prison 

3.7 66.7% 3.9 67.6% 3.6 64.6% 3.6 57.1% 3.1 57.1% 3.4 71.4% 

Parolees should not be 
allowed to violate any 
conditions without revocation 

2.2 16.7% 2.5 20.6% 2.6 20.8% 1.8 7.1% 1.9 0% 2.0 0% 

A parole agent can always find 
a violation for any parolee if 
he or she wants to 

3.5 66.7% 3.7 58.8% 3.6 54.2% 4.0 71.4% 3.4 42.9% 3.0 28.6% 

Parole doesn't work and is a 
waste of time 

1.0 0% 2.4 14.7% 1.7 6.3% 1.3 0% 1.1 0% 1.4 0% 

 

Respondents were also asked to rate the importance of several factors in causing parole violations (and 
ultimately revocation). These are listed in the tables below in order of importance, though all were 
rated fairly high with the exception of economic pressures. Other factors cited in the comments 
include mental health issues, substance abuse, lack of employment or skills, and lack of support.  
 

Factors Causing Parole Violations by Respondent Role and Parole Region 
  BOPP Admin Supervisors Agents Other Total 
  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

Bad companions 4.7 70.0% 5.2 66.7% 5.4 85.7% 5.3 91.0% 4.9 60.0% 5.26 84.2% 

Unwillingness to change 4.6 50.0% 5.1 73.3% 5.4 85.7% 5.3 83.1% 5.3 80.0% 5.24 80.0% 

Addiction and substance abuse 5.3 90.0% 5.7 100% 5.1 76.2% 5.1 79.8% 5.5 100% 5.22 83.4% 

Gang involvement 4.9 80.0% 5.3 80.0% 5.1 71.4% 5.2 86.5% 5.5 100% 5.21 84.2% 

Criminal thinking patterns 4.9 70.0% 5.3 73.3% 5.4 81.0% 5.1 78.7% 4.8 60.0% 5.14 76.6% 

Economic pressures 3.6 30.0% 3.8 33.3% 4.2 42.9% 3.8 40.4% 4.3 50.0% 3.90 40.0% 
 

  Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6 
  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 

Bad companions 5.0 83.3% 5.4 91.2% 5.2 87.5% 5.8 100% 5.7 85.7% 5.3 71.4% 

Unwillingness to change 5.5 83.3% 5.6 91.2% 5.0 75.0% 5.5 85.7% 5.1 85.7% 5.4 85.7% 

Addiction and substance abuse 5.0 66.7% 5.2 55.9% 5.2 83.3% 5.6 92.9% 5.1 71.4% 5.3 85.7% 

Gang involvement 5.2 66.7% 5.3 91.2% 5.1 81.3% 5.6 85.7% 5.9 100% 5.1 85.7% 

Criminal thinking patterns 4.8 50.0% 5.4 85.3% 5.0 77.1% 5.5 92.9% 4.9 71.4% 5.1 71.4% 

Economic pressures 3.5 33.3% 3.6 35.3% 3.9 39.6% 4.3 35.7% 4.3 57.1% 3.7 42.9% 

* Percent rating factor as very important (5 or 6 on scale from 0-6) 
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When asked if a parole revocation was considered to be a failure, a majority of respondents (63.4%) 
stated that it was not. This did tend to vary somewhat by region, mostly accounted for by the fact that 
all seven respondents from Region 6 felt that it was indeed a failure. Many respondents provided 
explanations for their answer, and these are found in Appendix C (#11) along with their answer to the 
original question. In general, a large proportion of the comments suggested that revocation many 
times is part of the overall process and considered to be a learning experience or “time out”. Many 
preferred to call it a “setback” rather than “failure.” Some who did feel that it is a failure cited the fact 
that it often takes a lot to get revoked, and that this tends to show that the offender is not committed 
to changing their behavior.  
 

Related to this, respondents were further asked if there are any other alternative options that they 
would like to see available to offenders who violate parole before they are revoked. Again, the 
responses to this open-ended question are provided at the back in Appendix C (#12). The vast majority 
of respondents used this to push for the new parole violator center that has been discussed for several 
years now, but has yet to find the funding or a location. Similarly, others mention the need for 
“halfway back” programs and more use of the jails for shorter stays in response to violations, as well as 
more programming and treatment options. 
 

Parole Agent Questions. Finally, the agents and those working directly with parolees were asked to 
rate the importance of several factors on their decisions regarding parole revocation recommendations 
(see table on next page). The nature of the violation (including seriousness and whether it is a technical 
violation vs. a new crime) was rated as the most important factor, followed by offender attitude and 
the number of previous alternative events that had been offered. Factors such as offender 
employment and support system were still found to be important, though less so than most of the 
other factors. Once again, the importance of the offender’s LSI score was downplayed by the agents. 
 

The final question asked agents to rate the amount of flexibility and discretion they felt they had in 
reporting violations to the Board. In general, agents did not feel they had much discretion (Mn = 2.08, 
SD = 1.99), with 36.0% rating their level of flexibility and discretion at 0. Looking at the follow-up 
comments to this question (Appendix C #14), most agents stated that they are required to report all 
violations to the board. According to some, their discretion comes in the recommendations they can 
make about what should be done, not in whether or not to report the violation(s).  
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Agents: Factors Influencing Decisions on Parole Revocation Recommendations by Parole Region 
  Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6 Total 
  Avg %* Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % Avg % 
Nature of violation (e.g., 
technical vs. new crime) 

5.4 100% 5.7 100% 5.7 91.4% 5.7 100% 5.3 100% 5.0 75.0% 5.64 95.3% 

Offender attitude 5.2 80.0% 5.5 87.0% 5.0 74.3% 4.3 85.7% 5.0 33.3% 4.8 50.0% 5.20 77.9% 

Number of previous alternative 
events offered 

5.0 80.0% 5.2 82.6% 5.1 77.1% 5.1 85.7% 5.0 66.7% 5.0 75.0% 5.10 81.4% 

Substance abuse 5.0 100% 5.0 78.3% 4.6 51.4% 5.0 71.4% 4.7 66.7% 5.0 75.0% 4.81 66.3% 

Verbal directive from your RA or 
higher up 

4.8 60.0% 4.5 52.2% 5.0 77.1% 4.4 71.4% 4.7 66.7% 4.5 50.0% 4.80 68.6% 

Availability of appropriate 
alternative events 

4.2 60.0% 5.0 73.9% 4.6 54.3% 5.0 85.7% 5.3 100% 5.3 75.0% 4.77 66.2% 

Non-compliance with reporting 
requirements, travel restrictions 

4.2 40.0% 4.9 73.9% 4.6 51.4% 4.7 57.1% 4.7 66.7% 5.5 75.0% 4.73 60.5% 

Offender criminal history 5.0 80.0% 4.8 60.9% 4.4 45.7% 4.7 71.4% 5.0 66.7% 4.8 50.0% 4.55 52.3% 

AP&P policies 4.6 60.0% 4.4 43.5% 4.5 68.6% 4.4 85.7% 5.7 100% 5.0 50.0% 4.53 61.6% 

Offender employment 4.2 40.0% 4.6 69.6% 3.7 22.9% 4.6 57.1% 4.7 66.7% 5.3 75.0% 4.27 47.7% 

Offender support system (e.g., 
family, community, church) 

3.6 20.0% 4.4 56.5% 3.9 31.4% 4.7 57.1% 4.7 66.7% 5.3 75.0% 4.24 45.4% 

BOPP policies 3.8 40.0% 4.1 52.2% 4.3 51.4% 4.0 42.9% 5.0 100% 4.8 50.0% 4.22 52.4% 

LSI score 3.8 40.0% 2.5 13.0% 3.0 14.3% 3.1 0% 4.0 33.3% 4.0 25.0% 3.01 16.3% 

* Percent rating factor as very important (5 or 6 on scale from 0-6) 
          Note: Only 3 responses from Region 5, 4 from Region 6, and 5 from Region 1 
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Quantitative Analysis of Parole Outcomes 
 

Methods and Data Sources 
 

Data for this analysis were obtained from two main sources: the Department of Corrections database 
(OTRACK) and the Utah Criminal History Repository (UCCH). OTRACK is the database for the prison and 
parole systems and is also used by BOPP to track their hearing and decision processes. The target 
population was identified using OTRACK to locate all offenders who were paroled in Utah during 2005 
and 2006. Since many of these offenders were paroled more than once during 2005 and 2006, the first 
parole in this period was used as the starting point for parole follow-up. A target parole date and data 
on the admission leading to the target parole were obtained for each of the 4,318 offenders. 
 

Data required for the analysis for the identified offenders were obtained from OTRACK along with the 
information necessary to obtain arrest records from the UCCH. Demographic information was obtained 
from OTRACK, which collects data on date of birth, race, ethnicity, gender, educational level, and 
marital status. Criminal history information was obtained from both OTRACK and UCCH. OTRACK has 
more complete information on the set of offenses which have come under the jurisdiction of the state 
correctional system, while UCCH has less detailed data on a broader set of arrests and convictions. A 
combination of the two data sources provides the most complete information. 
 

Information on prior incarcerations and the target incarceration were obtained from OTRACK. Data on 
conditions of parole supervision and the process and outcome of supervision were also obtained from 
OTRACK.  Arrests occurring during parole were obtained from UCCH, while the ultimate outcome of 
parole and the final status of the offenders were found in OTRACK. 
 

Results 
 

Demographic Description 
 

The tables to the right show the 
demographic characteristics of the 4,318 
parolees released in 2005 and 2006. The 
offenders, like the prison population, were 
more likely to be male and young. While the 
majority of the offenders were white, the 
percentage of minority groups is much 
higher than in the general Utah population.  
Overall, 28.5% of the parolees were 
identified as members of a racial or ethnic 
minority. 
 

  

Demographic Characteristics of Parolees 
Gender  Marital  

Male 83.9% Married/Commonlaw 19.7% 
Female 18.1% Divorced 30.0% 

Avg. Age 35.1 yrs. Single 44.1% 
  Separated 4.4% 

  Widowed 1.2% 
  Unknown 0.6% 

Race and Ethnicity of Parolees 
 Hispanic Not Hispanic Total 
White 17.4% 71.2% 88.5% 
Black 0.4% 4.9% 5.3% 
Native Amer./Alaskan 
Native 

0.0% 4.1% 4.1% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 2.1% 2.1% 
Unknown   0.1% 
Total 17.8% 82.1%  
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2.8% of the offenders had an 8th grade education or less. Another 
18.8% had attended some high school but had not completed 12th 
grade. 56.4% had completed high school, with another 7.6% receiving a 
GED. 8.8% had attended some college. Data were missing for 5.4% of 
the parolees. 5.1% of the parolees were veterans. 
 

Criminal History 
 

72.1% of the parolee sample had a prior felony arrest (with an additional 5.2% having prior arrests that 
were missing degree information), with an average of 3.1 prior felony arrests (SD = 2.4). 87.4% had a 
prior misdemeanor arrest, with an average of 5.4 prior misdemeanor arrests (SD = 4.5). The count of 
arrest dates with either a felony or misdemeanor offense could overlap if both were present on arrest 
date(s). Approximately 25% of arrest data were missing information on degree of offense. The average 
number of total prior arrest dates for the parolees was 8.3 (SD = 7.0). 
 

59.3% of the sample had a prior conviction, with 
37.6% convicted of a prior felony and 47.4% of a 
prior misdemeanor. The most serious prior 
conviction was a felony for 37.6 % and a 
misdemeanor for 20.5%.   
 

27.9% had a 3rd degree conviction (the lowest 
level of felony), 8.7% had a 2nd degree conviction 
(the next level), and 1.0% had a 1st degree or 
capital conviction (the highest level of felonies).   
 

The table on the next page gives more detail on the offense 
type for the most serious prior conviction for the 2,560 
parolees with a prior conviction. 8.8% had been convicted of 
a violent offense, 2.6% of a sex offense, 25.2% of a property 
offense, 16.0% of a drug offense, 0.8% of a weapons 
offense, 4.1% of a driving offense, and 1.3% of a public 
order offense. 
 

42.1% (1,820) of the parolees had a prison stay prior to the 
one that resulted in their parole for this study, with an 
average of 2.2 stays (SD = 1.6). 45.2% had been in prison on 
one occasion, 23.3% on two, 12.9% on three, and 18.6% on 
four or more prior occasions. The total amount of time served in prison prior to this parole averaged 
40.6 months (SD = 39.6). 3,126 (72.4%) of the parolees had been on probation in Utah at some time 
prior to their release from prison.    
 

Type of Admission and Time Served 
 

68.8% of the 4,318 parolees had been in prison on a new commitment, 15.5% on a new commitment 
plus a parole violation, and 15.7% on a violation of parole alone.  One offender was admitted after 
 

Educational Levels 
8th Grade or Less 2.8% 
9th through 11th Grade 18.8% 
High School 56.4% 
GED 7.6% 
College 8.8% 
Unknown 5.4% 

Number of Prior Convictions 
 

Prior Felony 
Convictions 

 
 

% 

Prior 
Misdemeanor 

Convictions 

 
 

% 
0 62.4% 0 52.6% 
1 17.9% 1 15.8% 

2-5 18.3% 2-5 24.8% 
6-10 1.4% 6-10 5.7% 
11+ 0.0% 11+ 1.0% 

Seriousness of Most Serious Prior 
Conviction (Degree) 

 Number % 
Capital Felony 1 <0.1% 
1st Degree Felony 42 1.0% 
2nd Degree Felony 377 8.7% 
3rd Degree Felony 1205 27.9% 
Class A Misdemeanor 727 16.8% 
Class B Misdemeanor 156 3.6% 
Class C Misdemeanor 3 <0.1% 
Unknown/Other 49 1.1% 
 2560 59.3% 
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Offense Type of Most Serious Prior Conviction 
 Number % 

Murder (w/ non-negligent manslaughter) 6 0.1% 
Rape 10 0.2% 
Robbery 63 1.6% 
Assault 226 5.2% 
Other sexual assault 102 2.3% 
Other violent (w/ negligent manslaughter 
and kidnapping) 

87 2.0% 

Burglary 326 7.5% 
Larceny/theft 343 7.9% 
Motor vehicle theft 15 0.3% 
Fraud/Identity theft 73 1.6% 
Receipt of stolen property 59 1.7% 
Destruction of property/vandalism 14 0.3% 
Possession of burglary tools 2 <0.1% 
Forgery 223 5.2% 
Trespassing 2 <0.1% 
Other-property 30 0.7% 
Marijuana possession 3 <0.1% 
Other/ drug distribution/trafficking 364 8.4% 
Other/ drug possession 325 7.5% 
Weapons 36 0.8% 
Flight/escape from custody 17 0.4% 
Driving-related 179 4.1% 
Drunkenness/vagrancy/disorderly conduct 1 <0.1% 
Liquor law violation 3 <0.1% 
Other public order 50 1.2% 
Unknown/missing 1 <0.1% 
 2560 59.3% 

 
having an appeal reversed, and is included in other analyses with the new commitments. Looking at 
more detail on the new commitments, 37.9% of these offenders were in prison on a simple new 
commitment, 16.3% on a commitment for a new crime combined with a probation violation 
commitment, and 14.6% on a probation violation commitment alone.   
 

The time served in prison was an average of 24.5 months for new commitments, 22.4 months for new 
commitments plus parole violations, and 8.2 months for parole violations.  The time served by parole 
violators was significantly less than that served by the other two groups (F(2, 4315) = 97.4, p < .01), 
which did not differ from each other. 
 

  Months Served in Prison by Admission Type 
 N Mean Min Max 
New Commitments 2971 24.5 3.3 372.2 
New Commitment /Par Viol 671 22.4 2.0 267.8 
Parole Violation Alone 676 8.2 1.1 170.6 
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Instant Offenses and Revocation Offenses 
 

Offenders in Utah’s prisons may have multiple active offenses in different statuses – generally these 
are either under a new commitment or a parole revocation. Offenders may have both types of offenses 
running during a single prison admission. For the purposes of this study, we have distinguished 
between offenses which were on a new prison commitment and those on a revocation of parole. The 
instant offense described here is the most serious offense for new commitments, not the most serious 
active offense. Offenders in prison on a parole revocation alone are reported in the instant offense as a 
parole revocation. Offenders with both a parole revocation and a new commitment will have the most 
serious new commitment offense reported as the instant offense and the most serious other active 
offense as the revocation offense. The revocation offense will describe the most serious active offense 
on which the offenders received a parole revocation. Offenders who did not have offenses under a 
parole revocation will not have a revocation offense. 
 

For example, an offender was previously paroled for a 1st degree robbery (a very serious offense) and 
was in prison in this instance for a revocation of that offense as well as for a new commitment on a 3rd 
degree theft (a less serious offense). The instant offense for this offender is the 3rd degree theft and 
the revocation offense is 1st degree robbery. If the offender were only in prison on the parole 
revocation, his instant offense would be described as a parole revocation and his revocation offense as 
1st degree robbery.     
 

This distinction is important to understanding time served in prison. BOPP bases its release decisions 
mostly on the instant offense, rather than the most serious of the total set of active offenses. For the 
example offender, the time served in prison for this admission will be based mostly on the 3rd degree 
theft, with the 1st degree robbery figuring in release decisions as part of criminal history. Offenders in 
prison on parole revocations alone generally serve an average of 8 months in prison regardless of the 
seriousness of the original offense for which they were paroled. 
 

Instant Offense. Using this definition of instant offense, 
13.2% of the parolees had a violent offense, 6.9% had a sex 
offense, 27.3% a property offense, 26.9% a drug offense, 
1.3% a weapons offense, 7.1% a driving offense, and 1.5% a 
public order offense. 5.5% had a capital or 1st degree 
conviction (carrying a sentence of life or 5 years to life), 
23.0% had a 2nd degree (1 to 15 years), 52.2% had a 3rd 
degree (0 to 5 years), and 3.7% had misdemeanor 
convictions (6 months or 1 year).   
 

Because of the large number of offenders who have 
sentences with life as the top of the range, Utah uses 45 years (540 months) to estimate the maximum 
sentence for capital and 1st degree offenders. Using this estimate, the average maximum sentence of 
the parolees (excluding the parole violators) was 121.8 months or 10.1 years.   
 
 
 

Seriousness of Most Serious Instant 
Offense (Degree) 

 Number % 
Capital Felony 4 <0.1% 
1st Degree Felony 233 5.4% 
2nd Degree Felony 992 23.0% 
3rd Degree Felony 2253 52.2% 
Class A Misdemeanor 146 3.4% 
Class B Misdemeanor 14 0.3% 
Parole Violation 676 15.7% 
 4318 100.0% 
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Offense Type of Most Serious Instant Offense 
 Number % 

Murder (w/ non-negligent manslaughter) 61 1.4% 
Rape 36 0.8% 
Robbery 176 4.1% 
Assault 209 4.8% 
Other sexual assault 264 6.1% 
Other violent (w/ negligent manslaughter and kidnapping) 124 2.9% 
Burglary 321 7.4% 
Larceny/theft 326 7.5% 
Motor vehicle theft 6 0.1% 
Fraud/Identity theft 139 3.2% 
Receipt of stolen property 104 2.4% 
Destruction of property/vandalism 12 0.3% 
Possession of burglary tools 0 - 
Forgery 228 5.3% 
Trespassing 0 - 
Other-property 42 1.0% 
Marijuana possession N/A - 
Other/ drug distribution/trafficking 435 10.1% 
Other/ drug possession 728 16.9% 
Weapons 58 1.3% 
Flight/escape from custody 26 0.6% 
Driving-related (Driving under the Influence) 307 7.1% 
Drunkenness/vagrancy/disorderly conduct 0 - 
Liquor law violation 1 <0.1% 
Other public order 39 0.9% 
Parole Violation 676 15.7% 
 4318 100.0% 

 
Revocation Offense. Offenders in prison on a parole revocation, either with or without instant 
offenses, also had a most serious revocation offense identified. 5.8% of the total 4,318 parolees had a 
revocation on a person offense. 3.7% had a sex offense, 
11.4% had a property offense, 7.8% a drug offense, 0.5% a 
weapons offense, 1.7% a driving offense, and 0.3% a public 
order offense. 2.7% had a 1st degree felony on revocation, 
12.9% a 2nd degree, and 15.6% a 3rd degree. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Seriousness of Most Serious 
Revocation Offense (Degree) 

 Number % 
Capital Felony 0 - 
1st Degree Felony 116 2.7% 
2nd Degree Felony 555 12.9% 
3rd Degree Felony 675 15.6% 
Class A Misdemeanor 1 <0.1% 
Class B Misdemeanor 0 - 
No Revocation Offense 2971 68.8% 
 4318 100.0% 
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Offense Type of Most Serious Revocation Offense 
 Number % 

Murder (w/ non-negligent manslaughter) 22 0.5% 
Rape 29 0.7% 
Robbery 131 3.0% 
Assault 56 1.3% 
Other sexual assault 129 3.0% 
Other violent (w/ negligent manslaughter and kidnapping) 40 0.9% 
Burglary 136 3.1% 
Larceny/theft 149 3.5% 
Motor vehicle theft 15 0.3% 
Fraud/Identity theft 46 1.1% 
Receipt of stolen property 48 1.1% 
Destruction of property/vandalism 1 <0.1% 
Possession of burglary tools 0 - 
Forgery 91 2.1% 
Trespassing 0 - 
Other-property 7 0.2% 
Marijuana possession N/A - 
Other/ drug distribution/trafficking 180 4.2% 
Other/ drug possession 158 3.7% 
Weapons 22 0.5% 
Flight/escape from custody 5 0.1% 
Driving-related (Driving under the Influence) 73 1.7% 
Drunkenness/vagrancy/disorderly conduct 0 - 
Liquor law violation 0 - 
Other public order 9 0.2% 
No Parole Revocation Offense 2971 68.8% 
 4318 100.0% 

 
Risk Assessments 
. 

Prison.  The Utah prison system has a classification scheme that is designed to predict the 
incarceration dangerousness of the offenders in prison. Most of Utah’s prisoners are housed in 
medium risk housing – levels 3 and 4. Only 11.6% of the 4,318 parolees had been classified as high risk 
(levels 1 and 2) during their most recent prison stay. At the time of their release, 5.2% of the offenders 
were classified as high risk, 55.5% as medium risk, and 39.3% as low risk (levels 5 and 6). 
 

Parole. The Utah Department of Corrections uses the LSI-R (Level of 
Service Inventory) to assess offender risk levels and assign parolees to a 
level of supervision based on their scores. The parolees in this study 
averaged a risk score of 27.8. 4.6% were classified as low risk (0-13), 
19.7% were classified as medium risk (14-22), and 75.7% were classified 
as high risk (23 and higher). 
 

LSI-R Scores 
Low (0 to 13) 4.6% 
Medium (14 to 22) 19.7% 
High (23 and above) 75.7% 
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The LSI-R includes questions on the offenders’ use of alcohol or drugs. 44.2% of the parolees in this 
study were rated as having a current drug or alcohol abuse problem in their LSI-R. 
 

The mental health status of offenders is also rated. 35.9% of the parolees in this study were reported 
to have a current mental health problem. 
 

Conditions of Parole 
 

BOPP sets conditions of parole 
at the time of release from 
prison.  BOPP has several 
different sets of standard 
conditions to suit the offender 
circumstances. For example, sex 
offenders receive a set of 
standard conditions that is 
different than other types of 
offenders. Sex offender 
standard conditions include sex 
offender registration and 
treatment. Gang members also 
receive a specialized set of 
standard conditions.   
 

Additional conditions can be included by BOPP based on offender circumstances. None of the parolees 
were given a special condition requiring drug testing; however, submitting to “chemical analysis” is a 
standard condition of parole in Utah, so all parolees may be drug tested at any time. 51.2% were given 
a requirement for drug treatment or evaluation, and 32.9% were given a requirement for mental 
health treatment, evaluation, or medication. 11.9% of the offenders were registered sex offenders. 
 

Parole Supervision 
 

Utah’s Department of Corrections has organized parole supervision on a geographical basis, with six 
Adult Probation and Parole (AP&P) Regions covering the state. Region 1 is in the northern part of the 
state, covering three counties and headquartered in Logan. Region 2 covers four mid-northern 
counties and is headquartered in Ogden. Region 3 supervises the largest number of offenders in the 
state, includes two counties, and is headquartered in Salt Lake City.  Region 4 is centered in Provo and 
includes four counties in the middle of the state. Region 5 is responsible for three counties in the 
southwestern part of the state and is headquartered in St. George. Region 6 covers the largest 
geographical area, including 13 counties in the eastern part of the 
state, and is headquartered in Price.   
 

The majority of parolees have traditionally been supervised in the Salt 
Lake and Ogden regions (2 & 3). One-third of the parolees (34.1%) in 
this study were released to supervision in the Salt Lake AP&P Office, 
with an additional 13.6% released to halfway houses or the Transition 
Center under the supervision of the Salt Lake Region. 14.7% were 

Special Conditions of Parole 
Drug testing N/A Sex offender 

registration 
11.9% 

Drug treatment special 
conditions 

51.2% Sex offender treatment 1.6% 

Drug treatment 0.9% Transition services 42.8% 
Drug treatment evaluation 21.9% Financial (fines, fees, 

restitution) 
52.3% 

Attend AA meetings 29.0% Curfew 12.8% 
Mental health special 
conditions 

32.9% Abstinence 37.1% 

Mental health 
medications 

30.5% Electronic monitoring 1.3% 

Mental health treatment 
evaluation 

3.6% Intensive supervision 2.1% 

Parolees by Regions 
Region 1—Logan  3.5% 
Region 2—Ogden 31.7% 
Region 3—Salt Lake 47.7% 
Region 4—Provo 5.2% 
Region 5—St. George 4.1% 
Region 6—Price 7.3% 
Unknown .4% 
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released to Ogden, with an additional 7.1% released to a halfway house in Ogden, and 9.9% were 
released to other AP&P Offices in Region 2. 
 

About one-third (32.9%) were assigned to a Day Reporting Center at release, with another 2.9% 
assigned to a Treatment Resource Center. 20.1% were sent to a halfway house with treatment 
programs and residential requirements. 5.1% went to the Salt Lake Transition Center, which provides 
transitional housing only. 
 

At the time of their parole, offenders are assigned to one of four levels of supervision based on their 
scores on the LSI-R and other considerations. 2.5% of the parolees were assigned to minimum 
supervision, 14.8% to medium, 64.0% to high, and 3.8% to intensive supervision (13.5% were missing 
this information).   
 

First Major Event Following Release Through 12/31/2008 
 

This section describes the first major event for the parolees in the sample. These were defined as 
either a new prison commitment or new probation sentence. For the 4,318 offenders released to 
parole, 615 (14.2%) were returned to prison with a new conviction and 2,030 (47.0%) were returned 
with a violation of parole conditions alone. Five additional offenders were returned for an undefined 
reason. Adding these outcomes together, we see that by the end of 2008, 61.3% of the parolees had 
been returned to prison. 
 

Fewer offenders successfully completed parole. 876 (20.3%) had a successful completion of parole 
during the follow up period, and 500 (11.6%) were still on parole without any major event. 162 (3.8%) 
of the parolees were unsuccessfully discharged and 89 (2.1%) were discharged for other reasons – 
discharged to other jurisdictions or deported from the country.  41 of the offenders (0.9%) died during 
the follow up period. 
 

Time to First Event Through 12/31/2008 
 

Parolees who were returned to prison came back quickly. Those who came back with a new conviction 
(615 offenders) were returned in an average of 9.8 months, and those who were returned on a parole 
violation were returned in an average of 10.3 months.   
 

For offenders who were still on supervision at the end of the follow up period, the average time on 
supervision was 32.8 months. Those who were successfully discharged from parole had an average 
time of supervision of 20.4 months. Offenders with an unsuccessful exit from parole were on 
supervision for an average of 23.5 months, and those who exited as the result of a deportation or a 
hold from another jurisdiction had been supervised an average of 26.0 months.   
 

Final Status as of 12/31/2008 
 

1,136 (26.3%) of the offenders released on parole were still on parole at the end of the follow up 
period, either as a continuation of their original status or after a re-release to parole. 963 (22.3%) of 
the offenders were in prison, 80 (1.9%) were on probation, and 42 (1.0%) had been convicted on a new 
offense but not yet sentenced; 2,097 (48.6%) were discharged. 
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Arrests and Convictions While on Parole 
 

According to the Utah Criminal History Repository (UCCH), 33.0% of the parolees were arrested at least 
once while on parole (0.5% of the parolees could not be matched to criminal history records). An 
additional 8.7% had a conviction in OTRACK but no arrest record in UCCH. There were an average of 
1.3 arrests for the group arrested (SD = 0.6). The average time to the first arrest was 9.0 months (SD = 
7.1). 43.6% of the arrests were felonies. The most serious offenses are described in the following table: 
 

Most Serious Arrest Offense While on Parole 
Degree of Most Serious Arrest 
Offense 

 Offense Type of Most Serious Arrest 
Offense 

 

Misdemeanor 56.4% Murder 0.3% 
Felony 43.6% Sex 0.7% 
  Person 17.5% 
  Property 27.6% 
  Drug 25.2% 
  Other 28.5% 

 
28.2% of the parolees were convicted of a new offense committed while they were on parole. 67.0% of 
these convictions were for felonies and 32.3% were for misdemeanors. Only 10 parolees were 
convicted of a new 1st degree offense. The most serious offenses are described in the table on the next 
page. Almost all new convictions resulted in a return to prison, even for misdemeanor offenses. 95.4% 
of convictions resulted in a prison term. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  

Seriousness of 1st and 2nd Parole Conviction (Degree) 
 1st Conviction 2nd Conviction 
 Number % Number % 
Capital Felony 0 - 0 - 
1st Degree Felony 10 0.2% 0 - 
2nd Degree Felony 103 2.4% 19 0.4% 
3rd Degree Felony 702 16.3% 192 4.4% 
Class A Misdemeanor 375 8.9% 79 1.8% 
Class B Misdemeanor 17 0.4% 2 <0.1% 
Class C Misdemeanor 1 <0.1% 0 - 
Unknown/Other 9 0.2% 2 <0.1% 
No Parole Conviction 3101 71.8% 4024 93.2% 
 4318 100.0% 4318 100.0% 
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Most Serious Offense Type of 1st and 2nd Conviction while on Parole 
 1st Conviction 2nd Conviction 
 Number % Number % 

Murder (w/ non-negligent manslaughter) 6 0.1% 0 - 
Rape 1 <0.1% 0 - 
Robbery 11 0.3% 6 0.1% 
Assault 75 1.7% 18 0.4% 
Hit and run 5 0.1% 1 - 
Other sexual assault 19 0.4% 3 <0.1% 
Other violent (w/ negligent manslaughter and kidnapping) 33 0.8% 4 <0.1% 
Burglary 60 1.4% 16 0.4% 
Larceny/theft 85 2.0% 33 0.8% 
Motor vehicle theft 1 <0.1% 2 <0.1% 
Fraud/Identity theft 59 1.4% 20 0.5% 
Receipt of stolen property 44 1.0% 10 0.2% 
Destruction of property/vandalism 5 0.1% 0 - 
Possession of burglary tools 1 <0.1% 0 - 
Forgery 83 1.9% 25 0.6% 
Trespassing 2 <0.1% 0 - 
Other-property 31 0.7% 7 0.2% 
Marijuana possession N/A - N/A - 
Other/ drug distribution/trafficking 93 2.2% 24 0.6% 
Other/ drug possession 314 7.3% 54 1.3% 
Weapons 59 1.4% 11 0.3% 
Flight/escape from custody 16 0.3% 2 <0.1% 
Driving-related (Driving under the Influence) 153 3.5% 40 0.9% 
Drunkenness/vagrancy/disorderly conduct 3 <0.1% 0 - 
Liquor law violation 2 <0.1% 0 - 
Other public order 56 1.3% 18 0.4% 
No new conviction 3101 71.8% 4024 93.2% 
 4318 100.0% 4318 100.0% 

 
 Violations of Parole 
 

In Utah’s parole system, offenders may violate parole without a revocation of parole. Decisions on 
which violations should lead to a parole revocation are made by Utah’s BOPP. Under BOPP and Utah 
Department of Corrections policies, all violations should be recorded and reported by parole agents to 
the BOPP. The agents make a recommendation to BOPP on whether the violation should result in a 
return to prison. Generally, these recommendations are followed. 
 

74.5% of the parolees in the study had at least one violation of parole during 
the study period. The average number of different violation dates, 
representing different episodes, was 2.0, with a range from 0 to 26 
violations. For those who had violations, the average number was 2.7. The 
average time to the first reported violation was 6.2 months, with a range of 0 
to 44.1 months. Offenders had a wide range of violations and often violated 

Number of Technical 
Violation Episodes 

0 25.5% 
1 25.3% 
2 17.3% 
3 12.9% 

4 or more 19.0% 
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multiple conditions of parole in a single episode.   
 

 Violated Conditions of Parole  
 

Utah’s BOPP uses more than 100 conditions of parole with offenders under their supervision. For the 
purposes of this report, these conditions were classified into 15 categories, with the most serious being 
that offenders not commit any further criminal conduct. In Utah, violations of this condition can lead to 
additional court action and a new commitment or may not involve a new conviction, even though 
BOPP determines that the parolees have committed a “criminal conduct” violation. The table below 
lists the categories of conditions which were violated by offenders during the study period. The 
percentages represent the portion of total parolees (including those who did not have a violation) who 
committed one or more violations of the listed conditions (and thus add to more than 100%). Up to 
five conditions were recorded for each violation episode, though the table includes all violations (not 
just those recorded in the data file for JRSA). Note that possession of firearms or controlled substances 
are probably reported in criminal conduct rather than in the separate categories designated by JRSA. 
 

The most common violation was new criminal conduct, followed by failing a drug test and absconding 
from supervision. Other commonly violated conditions included failing to follow special conditions, 
failing to maintain employment, and failing to attend drug programs.   

 
Total Conditions Violated 

Commit criminal conduct 38.1% 
Fail drug test 36.3% 
Abscond from supervision 35.5% 
Fail to follow special conditions 29.0% 
Other 22.3% 
Fail to maintain employment or to report changes in employment 20.2% 
Fail to attend drug treatment/education 19.9% 
Fail to follow instructions and be truthful and cooperative 15.2% 
Fail to attend other treatment  14.1% 
Use alcoholic beverages 11.2% 
Use, own, possess, transport or carry firearm* 2.2% 
Fail to allow parole officer to visit home or place of employment 2.0% 
Change residence or leave state without permission 1.6% 
Fail to report to parole 1.6% 
Use, possess, distribute controlled substances or paraphernalia* 0.2% 

*These categories are most likely to be reported as criminal conduct 
 

The most serious condition violated during five different possible violation events was also examined. 
The first table on the next page lists the most serious condition violated at the first event. The 
percentages represent offenders who had a first violation. Failing a drug test was the most common, 
followed by criminal conduct and absconding from supervision.    
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Most Serious Condition Violated on First Violation 
Fail drug test 28.4% 
Commit criminal conduct 26.4% 
Abscond from supervision 18.6% 
Fail to follow special conditions 8.0% 
Fail to attend other treatment  6.2% 
Use alcoholic beverages 3.4% 
Fail to attend drug treatment/education 2.8% 
Fail to follow instructions and be truthful and cooperative 2.0% 
Other 2.0% 
Fail to maintain employment or to report changes in employment 1.3% 
Use, own, possess, transport or carry firearm* 0.3% 
Change residence or leave state without permission 0.2% 
Fail to report to parole 0.2% 
Use, possess, distribute controlled substances or paraphernalia* 0.1% 
Fail to allow parole officer to visit home or place of employment 0.1% 

*These categories are most likely to be reported as criminal conduct 
 
The following table lists the sanctions received by the offenders on the first violation. The most 
common sanction by far was prison return, followed by other and no sanction.   
 

Sanction Received on First Violation 
No sanction 13.9% 
Prison return 41.6% 
Other 16.2% 
Increase or change substance abuse treatment or evaluation 11.4% 
Day reporting program 5.8% 
Increase reporting frequency 4.5% 
Electronic monitoring 3.0% 
Shock incarceration 2.5% 
Increase drug testing frequency 1.0% 
Intensive parole supervision 0.2% 

 
Additionally, the most serious condition violated was compared to the sanction received (see the first 
table on the next page). Absconding was most likely to result in a return to prison (78.3% of absconders 
were returned to prison), followed by criminal conduct (65.3%). Note that a prison return was the most 
common sanction for the majority of conditions violated. 
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Sanctions Received by Violation Type 
Most Serious Condition Violated Most Common Sanction  
Commit criminal conduct Prison 65.3% 
Abscond from supervision Prison 78.3% 
Use, own, possess, transport or carry firearm Too few to analyze  
Use, possess, distribute controlled substances or paraphernalia Too few to analyze  
Fail to attend drug treatment/education Prison 44.0% 
Fail to attend other treatment  Prison 31.3% 
Fail to follow special conditions Prison 31.7% 
Fail drug test No sanction 18.7% 
Change residence or leave state without permission Too few to analyze  
Fail to report to parole Prison 50.0% 
Use alcoholic beverages Increase/change substance 

abuse conditions 
26.4% 

Fail to follow instructions and be truthful and cooperative No sanction 28.1% 
Fail to allow parole officer to visit home or place of employment Too few to analyze  
Fail to maintain employment or to report changes in employment Prison 42.9% 
Other Other 30.2% 

 
As mentioned previously, parolees may have had more than one violation episode before their parole 
was revoked. The following table lists the most serious violation in the episode which led to a 
revocation of parole:  
 

Most Serious Condition Violated on Revocations 
Commit criminal conduct 37.6% 
Abscond from supervision 33.0% 
Fail to follow special conditions 7.5% 
Fail to attend other treatment  6.1% 
Fail drug test 6.0% 
Fail to attend drug treatment/education 4.1% 
Use alcoholic beverages 1.4% 
Fail to follow instructions and be truthful and cooperative 1.3% 
Fail to maintain employment or to report changes in employment 1.2% 
Other 0.9% 
Use, own, possess, transport or carry firearm 0.2% 
Change residence or leave state without permission 0.2% 
Fail to report to parole 0.2% 
Fail to allow parole officer to visit home or place of employment 0.1% 
Use, possess, distribute controlled substances or paraphernalia 0.0% 

 
Like the total violations and first violation tables, criminal conduct and absconding were likely to occur 
prior to revocation. While failing a drug test was common overall and on the first violation, it was not 
as likely to be the most serious violation preceding a revocation.  
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Revocations of Parole 
 

61.3% of the parolees had a revocation of parole. In 
14.2% of these cases, the revocation was accompanied 
by a new conviction. In 18.9% more of these cases, the 
parole was revoked for allegations of new criminal 
conduct, even though a new conviction did not occur. 
The rest (28.2%) involved revocation on a technical violation(s) only.  
 

Regression and Survival Analyses 
 

A main goal of this study was to explore factors that help predict and explain parole violations and 
revocations and distinguish between offenders who violate and/or are revoked and those who avoid 
one or both of these outcomes. Additionally, it was important to examine how long it generally takes 
violations and revocations to occur and what factors might extend or decrease this time. Thus, we 
conducted a series of logistic regressions predicting the likelihood of violating parole, having parole 
revoked in general, and distinguishing between those that violate without revocation from those who 
are also revoked; a linear regression to predict number of parole violations during the parole period in 
question; and survival analyses of the time (in months) to the first parole violation and the first 
revocation for those experiencing such outcomes. Various possible predictors of each outcome were 
explored, including demographic variables, criminal history and instant offense characteristics, risk, 
parole region released to, parole conditions set, and type of parole violation(s). Here is a list of 
variables included in the initial models for each analysis: 
 

• Demographic – Age at Parole Release, Sex, Hispanic Ethnicity, Education (highest grade) 
• Criminal History (before current parole offense) – Number of Prior Prison Stays, Number of 

Prior Felony Convictions, Number of Prior Misdemeanor Convictions 
• Instant Offense Characteristics (offense that put offender on current parole) – Highest Severity 

of Instant Offense (from 1 = Class C Misdemeanor to 7 = Capitol Felony), Instant Offense Type 
(new commitment only vs. parole violation) 

• Offender Risk Assessment (prior to release) – LSI-R Total Score, Highest Prison Classification 
During Qualifying Prison Commitment 

• Parole Supervision Region – Two Variables Coding for Region 2 (Ogden) and Region 3 (Salt Lake) 
vs. Other Regions 

• Parole Conditions – Registered Sex Offender, Drug/Alcohol Treatment Special Condition, 
Mental Health Counseling Special Condition, Transition Services Special Condition, Financial 
Special Condition 

• Most Severe Violation Committed on First Parole Violation Date (for linear regression on total 
number of technical violations and survival analysis for first technical violation) – Criminal 
Conduct, Absconding, Fail Drug Test 

• Types of Technical Violations Committed at Any Time During Parole (for logistic regressions 
predicting revocation and survival analysis for first revocation) – Criminal Conduct, Absconding, 
Fail Drug Test, Fail To Attend Drug Treatment/Education, Fail To Attend Other Treatment 

 

In the following discussion of each analysis, only the factors that were statistically significant (p < .05) 
in the final model will be discussed. 

Revocations 
 N % 
No revocation 1669 38.7% 
Technical only 1217 28.2% 
Technical for criminal conduct 817 18.9% 
With a new conviction 615 14.2% 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

36 
 

Logistic Regression Predicting At Least One Parole Violation. First, we conducted a logistic regression 
analysis predicting the likelihood of committing at least one parole violation during the current parole 
period. As described above, 74.5% of the paroled offenders in this sample committed at least one 
parole violation. Ten of the 18 variables examined in the model were significant predictors of 
committing one or more parole violations (see table). For demographics, offenders who were younger 
(age OR = 0.76) and male (OR = 1.40) 
were more likely to commit a parole 
violation. Additionally, having more 
prior prison commitments (OR = 1.29) 
and more prior misdemeanor 
convictions (OR = 1.12) increased the 
likelihood of violations. Unexpectedly, 
offenders committing more severe 
offenses leading to the incarceration 
for their current parole were less 
likely to violate (OR = .75). This may 
show that these offenders feel they 
have more to lose if they commit a 
violation (and that they may receive a 
less lenient response). Offenders with 
higher risk scores, both in terms of 
the LSI-R total score (OR = 1.63) and 
the highest recent prison classification 
(OR = 1.12), were more likely to 
commit a parole violation, as were those in Region 3 (OR = 1.31) compared to other parole regions. For 
the special conditions examined, registered sex offenders were almost twice as likely to commit a 
parole violation (OR = 1.99), and having transition services as a special condition also increased the 
chances (OR = 1.26). 
 

 Survival Analysis of Time to First Parole Violation. A survival analysis of the time (in months) to the 
first parole violation was conducted. The average time to first technical violation was just over six 
months (Mn = 6.2, SD = 6.7), although the median was 3.8 months. Since 3,217 (74.5%) offenders had 
at least one reported violation, sufficient numbers were included to allow analysis of the possible 
predictors discussed above. The survival curve, controlling for the variables included in the model, is 
shown on the next page. This shows clearly that the curve is much steeper in the first 10 months on 
parole, indicating that the majority of offenders are committing their first violation during this period, 
starting right after release. In the Cox Regression results, a significant odds ratio (OR) below 1 indicates 
a decreased risk for a quicker time to violation (longer time to violation than average), while a 
significant odds ration greater than one indicates an increased risk for quicker time to violation 
(shorter time to violation than average). 
 

Predicting the Commission of At Least One Parole Violation 
Demographics 

 Age at Parole (-) 
Male (+) 

Criminal History 
Prior Prison Commitments (+) 
Prior Misdemeanor Convictions (+) 

Instant Offense Characteristics 
Highest Severity of Instant Offenses (-) 

Risk 
Total LSI Score (+) 
Highest Prison Classification during Qualifying Prison 
Commitment (+) 

Parole Region 
     Region 3 (+) 
Conditions of Parole 

Registered Sex Offender (+) 
Transition Services Special Condition (+) 

All variable significant at p < .05 in final Logistic Regression model 
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14 of the initial 21 variables in the survival model were statistically significant predictors of time to first 
parole violation (see table). Those 
that predicted shorter periods of time 
to first violation included: prior prison 
stays (OR = 1.10), total LSI-R risk score 
(OR = 1.15), highest recent prison 
classification (OR = 1.07), release to 
either Region 2 (OR = 1.26) or Region 
3 (OR = 1.32), and special conditions 
involving drug or alcohol treatment 
(OR = 1.18) or transition services (OR 
= 1.09). Factors that predicted longer 
time to first violation (lower risk) 
included: older age at release (OR = 
0.86), a more severe instant offense 
(OR = 0.87), a parole revocation 
among the instant offenses (OR = 
0.87), a financial special condition of 
parole (OR = 0.89), and having the 
most serious violation on the first 
violation date be either criminal 
conduct (OR = 0.61), absconding (OR = 
0.77), or a failed drug test (OR = 0.83). 
This latter finding regarding the type 

Predicting Time to First Parole Violation 
Demographics 

 Age at Parole (-) 
Criminal History 

Prior Prison Commitments (+) 
Instant Offense Characteristics 

Highest Severity of Instant Offenses (-) 
Parole Violation in Instant Offenses (-) 

Risk 
Total LSI Score (+) 
Highest Prison Classification during Qualifying Prison 
Commitment (+) 

Parole Region 
     Region 2 (+) 
     Region 3 (+) 
Conditions of Parole 

Drug/Alcohol Treatment Special Condition (+) 
Transition Services Special Condition (+) 
Financial Special Condition (-) 

Most Serious Violation Committed on First Violation Date 
Criminal Conduct (-) 
Absconding (-) 
Fail Drug Test (-) 

All variables significant at p < .05 in final Cox Survival Regression model 
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of violation seems to indicate if the offender’s first violation is going to be one of the most serious, it 
will likely happen somewhat further into parole than less serious violations. 
 

Regression Analysis on Number of Parole Violations. A regression analysis on the total number of 
parole violations in the current parole period was also conducted. Parole violations ranged from zero 
to 26, with an average of 2.0 (SD = 2.1) and a median of one. Just over one-quarter (25.5%) of parolees 
had no violations, another one-quarter (25.3%) had one violation, 17.3% had two, 12.9% had three, 
and 19.0% had four or more. A similar model to the one described for the survival analysis above was 
tested.   
 

Fifteen potential predictor variables were examined: the 12 that were previously examined in relation 
to time to first parole violation and three new dummy-coded variables from the most serious technical 
violation type at the first violation.  
 

Of the 21 potential predictor 
variables, nine were statistically 
significant predictors of total 
violations committed in the model 
(see table), and 14% of variance in 
parole violations was explained 
(most of which was explained by 
the type of violation committed on 
the first date). Those who had 
either a criminal conduct (β = -.22) 
or an absconding (β = -.20) 
violation at their first violation had 
fewer parole violations. This is 
likely due to the fact that those 
types of serious violations on the 
first parole violation more often lead to an immediate revocation and no further opportunity for new 
violations. On the other hand, having a failed drug test (β = .13) as the most severe violation on the 
first parole violation date was associated with having more parole violations. The other significant 
factors in the model had much weaker effect sizes. Older offenders (age β = -.05) again tended to have 
fewer violations. Offenders on parole in Region 2 (β = -.07)  also tended to have fewer total violations – 
this may be related to the slightly more punitive attitudes seen in this region from the survey in the 
previous section, as offenders may not be allowed time to violate as much before being revoked. Those 
who had more prior prison commitments (β = .06) and those who had special conditions involving 
drug/alcohol treatment (β = .06) had more parole violations, while those who had conditions involving 
sex offender registration (β = -.06) or transition services (β = -.06) had less. The final model predicting 
total parole violations demonstrates that, in Utah, having more parole violations generally has more to 
do with the response of the corrections system to the offender than the characteristics of the offender. 
 

Logistic Regression Predicting Parole Revocation. A logistic regression model was also tested that 
predicted the likelihood of an offender having their parole revoked based on the factors discussed 
above. The one change that was made for the revocation analyses was that instead of the most serious 

Predicting Total Parole Violations 
Demographics 

 Age at Parole (-) 
Criminal History 

Prior Prison Commitments (+) 
Parole Region 
     Region 2 (-) 
Conditions of Parole 

Registered Sex Offender (-) 
Drug/Alcohol Treatment Special Condition (+) 
Transition Services Special Condition (-) 

Violation Type – Most Severe Violation on First Parole Violation Date 
Criminal Conduct (-) 
Absconding (-) 
Fail Drug Test (+) 

All variables significant at p < .05 in final Linear Regression model 
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violation at the first violation date (criminal conduct, absconding, failed drug test), this model included 
several more serious violations that could have been committed at any time during the parole period 
prior to the potential revocation (criminal conduct, absconding, failed drug test, and also failure to 
attend drug treatment/education or other treatment). As described above, 61.3% of the paroled 
offenders in this sample committed at least one parole violation. Of the 23 factors in the model, 15 
were significant predictors of revocation in this sample. This included all five of the parole violation 
types that were tested, which were by far the strongest predictors of revocation. For example, 
offenders who engaged in new criminal conduct (OR = 15.74) or absconded from supervision (OR = 
14.82) at any time during their current parole period were around fifteen times more likely to have 
their parole revoked than offenders who did not engage in such behavior. Failing to attend drug  
treatment/education (OR = 5.90) or other 
treatment (OR = 7.93) was also highly likely to 
end up in revocation, as was failing a drug test 
(OR = 2.77). The results of these failed parole 
conditions relate back to an earlier table that 
showed the most likely sanctions for different 
types of violations, with the four strongest 
out of these five (with the exception of a 
failed drug test) most likely to end up with a 
sanction of prison. It’s also possible that failed 
drug tests tend to occur multiple times, which 
then initiates the revocation. Of the other 10 
significant predictors, some of the strongest 
predicting increased likelihood of revocation 
(controlling for the violation type) were sex 
offender registration (OR = 1.95) and LSI-R 
total risk score (OR = 1.36). Regions 2 (OR = 
1.83) and 3 (OR = 1.49) had significantly 
higher revocation rates than the other 
regions, even controlling for the other factors 
in the model. Having a transition services 
special condition also increased the likelihood 
of revocation (OR = 1.29). Surprisingly, more 
educated offenders were also more likely to 
have their parole revoked (education OR = 1.22). Similar to the models with violations, older age at 
release (OR = 0.86) and more serious instant offenses (OR = 0.81) predicted a lower likelihood of 
revocation.  
 

In an attempt to further distinguish between offenders that violate their parole only and those that 
violate and are ultimately revoked, we tested the same logistic regression model on only those 
offenders in the sample with one or more technical violations during their current parole period. The 
model was very similar, though five of the 15 significant factors in the more general model failed to 
reach significance in this restricted model: prior misdemeanor convictions, highest recent risk 
classification within the prison, sex offender registration, transition services special condition, and 

Predicting Revocation of Parole 
Demographics 

 Age at Parole (-) 
Education (+) 

Criminal History 
Prior Misdemeanor Convictions (+) 

Instant Offense Characteristics 
Highest Severity of Instant Offenses (-) 

Risk 
Total LSI Score (+) 
Highest Prison Classification during Qualifying Prison 
Commitment (+) 

Parole Region 
     Region 2 (+) 
     Region 3 (+) 
Conditions of Parole 

Registered Sex Offender (+) 
Transition Services Special Condition (+) 

Violation Types at Any Time During Parole 
Criminal Conduct (+) 
Absconding (+) 
Failed Drug Test (+) 
Fail to Attend Drug Treatment/Education (+) 
Fail to Attend Other Treatment (+) 

All variable significant at p < .05 in final Logistic Regression model 
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violations involving a failed drug test. The other ten remained strong predictors of revocation for this 
group of offenders in a similar direction as above. 
 

Survival Analysis of Time to First Parole Revocation. A survival analysis of the time to the first parole 
revocation was conducted. The average time to first revocation was just over ten months (Mn = 10.2, 
SD = 7.9), with the median somewhat lower at 8.2 months, indicating that the majority of revocations 
occur prior to ten months. Since 2,649 offenders (61.3%) had a reported revocation, sufficient numbers 
were included to allow analysis of a number of possible predictors. The survival curve, controlling for 
the variables included in the model, is shown on the right. This shows that the curve becomes steeper 
between around 5 and 15 months into parole, indicating that the majority of offenders are having their 
parole revoked during this 
period. Once again, in the 
Cox Regression results, a 
significant odds ratio (OR) 
below 1 indicates a 
decreased risk for a 
quicker time to revocation 
(longer time to revocation 
than average), while a 
significant odds ratio 
greater than one indicates 
an increased risk for 
quicker time to revocation 
(shorter time to revocation 
than average).  
 

The same 23 factors as the 
logistic regression above 
were examined in relation 
to time to first parole 
revocation. 14 of these 23 
factors were significant predictors of the time to first revocation (see table). More prior prison 
commitments (OR = 1.06), higher risk scores on the LSI-R (OR = 1.17), more severe prison classification 
during the qualifying prison commitment (OR = 1.09), and having a special condition involving 
transition services (OR = 1.10) all increased the risk for a shorter time to first parole revocation. Older 
parolees (age OR = 0.83), those who had a more severe offense at the qualifying prison commitment 
(OR = 0.90), and those with a financial special condition (OR = 0.90) had lower risk of a quick parole 
revocation (longer time out). Of the violation types, those who had failed to attend drug 
treatment/education (OR = 1.16) or other treatment (OR = 1.34) had increased risk for faster time to 
parole revocation. As a failure to attend required treatment would be quickly noticed by parole 
officers, it is not surprising that having this type of violation could lead to faster revocation. On the 
other hand, having a criminal conduct violation (OR = 0.80), absconding from supervision (OR = 0.89), 
or failing a drug test (OR = 0.72) were associated with reduced risk of quick revocation. Once again, 
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possible explanations could be that criminal conduct violations are not detected as quickly as some 
other types of violations, while drug test failures are allowed to occur more often prior to a revocation.  
 

Predicting Time to First Parole Revocation 
Demographics 

 Age at Parole (-) 
Criminal History 

Prior Prison Commitments (+) 
Instant Offense Characteristics 

Highest Severity of Instant Offenses (-) 
Risk 

Total LSI Score (-) 
Highest Prison Classification during Qualifying Prison 
Commitment (+) 

Parole Region 
     Region 2 (+) 
     Region 3 (+) 
Conditions of Parole 

Transition Services Special Condition (+) 
Financial Special Condition (-) 

Violation Types at Any Time During Parole 
Criminal Conduct (-) 
Absconding (-) 
Failed Drug Test (-) 
Fail to Attend Drug Treatment/Education (+) 
Fail to Attend Other Treatment (+) 

All variables significant at p < .05 in final Cox Survival Regression model 
 

Further Regional Analysis of Violations and Revocations 
 

The two final tables on the next page provide a regional breakdown of information on violations, 
arrests, and revocation during the current parole period being examined (first table), as well as a 
breakdown of risk and history of the offenders within each region. It bears noting again that the vast 
majority (79.9%) of parolees are released into either Region 3 (Salt Lake) or Region 2 (Ogden). These 
would also be considered the two most “urban” regions in the state (with Provo being the third).  
 

Region 2 (Ogden) has the highest rates for violation (79.1%) and revocation (67.8%). Region 3’s (Salt 
Lake) revocation rate (59.7%) is lower, though time to revocation is the quickest (though not 
significantly lower than Regions 1 or 2). Regions 1 (Logan), 5 (St. George), and 6 (Price) have 
significantly below average violation and revocation rates, and the time to violation and revocation is 
greater for Regions 5 and 6. There is, however, significant variation in the level of risk and prior history 
of the parolees across the regions, though the seriousness of the offense that initiated the qualifying 
prison time for the current parole did not vary by region. As previous analyses have shown, however, 
many of these differences in violation and revocation rates, as well as time to first violation and first 
revocation, in Regions 2 and 3 held even when controlling for many of these factors and others.  
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Current Parole Release Violations, Arrests, and Revocations by Parole Region 

Region N Violation 
Avg 

Violations 
Time to  

Violation1 
New 

Arrest Revoke 
Time to 
Revoke 

1 - Logan 150 68.0% 1.46 6.65 33.8% 51.3% 9.83 

2 - Ogden 1368 79.1% 1.97 5.85 32.6% 67.8% 9.83 
3 - Salt Lake 2082 73.4% 2.07 5.88 28.2% 59.7% 9.52 

4 - Provo 226 69.5% 2.50 6.68 46.0% 61.5% 10.75 
5 - St. George 180 71.1% 1.81 9.60 48.0% 52.8% 15.75 

6 - Price 310 70.3% 1.99 7.60 45.4% 53.9% 13.21 
Overall 4318 74.5% 2.02 6.20 33.0% 61.3% 10.16 

 
Risk, History, and Instant Offense by Parole Region 

Region N High Risk 
Prior 

Felony 
Prior 

Prison 
Instant 
Revoke 

Instant 
Serious 

1 - Logan 150 67.1% 37.3% 34.0% 24.0% 4.33 

2 - Ogden 1368 80.9% 40.7% 43.9% 30.8% 4.33 
3 - Salt Lake 2082 75.4% 33.2% 42.8% 32.8% 4.39 

4 - Provo 226 64.5% 48.7% 47.6% 38.9% 4.30 
5 - St. George 180 75.9% 42.8% 34.4% 23.3% 4.36 

6 - Price 310 68.1% 43.2% 34.5% 24.5% 4.31 
Overall 4318 75.7% 37.6% 42.2% 31.2% 4.36 
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Conclusions 
 

• The qualitative analysis of the Utah parole system, along with a quantitative analysis of a cohort 
of parolees released to parole in Utah in 2005 and 2006, provided some interesting and valuable 
information toward understanding the process and outcomes of parole in this state.  

 

• First, Utah’s sentencing and parole system is clearly unique in the country, especially considering 
the practice of indeterminate sentencing that leads to a great amount of authority and influence 
over parole decisions on the part of the Board of Pardons and Parole (BOPP). The predominant 
goals of the parole system appear to be to protect public safety and hold the offender 
accountable, with rehabilitation and helping the offender to be successful playing a somewhat 
secondary role. There does not appear to be much consensus on the presence of formal 
revocation guidelines in the state. 

 

• While some may disagree over whether the levels are higher than or lower than they should be, 
the revocation and return to prison rate in Utah is relatively high at 61.3% through 2-3 years on 
parole within the 2005-2006 cohort examined here. The average offender lasts about six months 
to his or her first violation and about ten months to a revocation. Additionally, many of these 
revocations are returned to prison on technical violations without a new crime. 

 

• An even higher percentage of offenders (74.5%) commit at least one parole violation during their 
time on parole. Most individuals working in the parole system feel that success on parole is most 
driven by a desire to change on the part of the offender, and that factors such as bad 
companions, an unwillingness to change, addiction and substance abuse, gang involvement, and 
criminal thinking patterns are important causes of parole violations. 

 

• Engaging in new criminal behavior (especially a felony) and absconding from supervision are 
generally considered to be the most serious violations of parole, and these are very likely to end 
up in revocation, though these violations (and their resulting revocations) tend to take longer to 
show up than some lesser violations. Other violations that tend to be important predictors of 
revocation include failing drug tests and failing to attend required drug treatment or other 
programs. Importantly, many survey respondents stressed that prior violations are an important 
factor that influences perceptions of the seriousness of a new violation, and that a correlation 
between the violation and the original parole offense is an important consideration in how a 
violation is dealt with. 

 

• With the exception of age, parole violations and revocations are not very strongly related to the 
characteristics of the offender. Rather, the best predictors of violation and revocation tend to be 
past behavior and how the system structures the parole experience for the offender (i.e., 
conditions) and the response to these conditions. In this case, response options become all the 
more important. 

 

• While many in the parole system (especially agents) do not appear to have much confidence in 
the LSI-R as a risk instrument, it was one of the most consistent person-level predictors of all the 
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parole outcomes that were analyzed. In general, higher risk individuals are more likely to violate 
and have their parole revoked, and this is more likely to happen sooner than those lower in risk. 

 

• Parole Regions 2 (Ogden) and 3 (Salt Lake) supervise a large percentage of the parolees in the 
Utah system. These two regions also tend to have higher violation and revocation rates than 
other regions, as well as shorter times to these outcomes. While only a trend, survey data 
seemed to show that agents, supervisors, and administrators working in Region 2 were 
somewhat more punitive in their perceptions and attitudes about parole. 

 

• Future research with this cohort data will also look to compare the paroled cohort described in 
this report to a smaller group of offenders discharged from prison without any type of official 
supervision to see if there are any important differences in their outcomes. Important factors 
such as offender attitude that were cited by survey respondents are difficult to test in archival 
cohort data such as this, so other methods will be needed in the future to look into such 
questions. 

 

• While much of these findings are likely unsurprising to practitioners and policy makers, this 
project represents an important update on past work and can serve to inform policy decisions in 
the parole system moving forward. Once again, having effective options with consequences that 
protect the public while providing a balance between offender accountability and helping the 
offender change and be successful on parole will become more important. This could include a 
parole violator center and/or more “halfway back” programs, as many survey respondents 
offered. 
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Appendix A: Utah Adult Sentencing and Release Guidelines 
 

(see: 
http://www.sentencing.utah.gov/Guidelines/Adult/2010%20Adult%20Sentencing%20and%20Release
%20Guidelines.pdf for full document) 

 

http://www.sentencing.utah.gov/Guidelines/Adult/2010%20Adult%20Sentencing%20and%20Release%20Guidelines.pdf
http://www.sentencing.utah.gov/Guidelines/Adult/2010%20Adult%20Sentencing%20and%20Release%20Guidelines.pdf
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Form 2 

AGGRAVATING AND MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES 
(Use Form 4 also for Sex Offenses with Three Alternative Minimum Lengths of Stay) 

 
Note any aggravating or mitigating circumstances that may justify departure from the guidelines by entering 

the page number of the presentence report where the court can find supporting information. 
This list of aggravating and mitigating factors is non-exhaustive and illustrative only. 

 
Aggravating Circumstances 

Only use aggravating circumstances if they are not an element of the offense. 
PSI Page # 
_____1.  Established instances of repetitive criminal conduct. 
_____2.  Multiple documented incidents of violence not resulting in conviction. (Requires court approved 

stipulation.) 
_____3.  Offender presents a serious threat of violent behavior. 
_____4.  Victim was particularly vulnerable. 
_____5.  Injury to person or property loss was unusually extensive. 
_____6.  Offense was characterized by extreme cruelty or depravity. 
_____7.  There were multiple charges or victims. 
_____8.  Offender’s attitude is not conducive to supervision in a less restrictive setting. 
_____9.  Offender continued criminal activity subsequent to arrest. 
_____10. Sex Offenses: Correction’s formal assessment procedures classify as a high risk offender. 
_____11. Offender was in position of authority over victim(s). 
_____12. Financial crime or theft crime involved numerous victims, an exploitation of a position of trust, a 

substantial amount of money, or receipt of money from sources including, but not limited to, equity in a 
person’s home or a person’s retirement fund. 

_____13. Offender occupied “position of trust” in relation to murder/homicide victim(s) (U.C.A. 76-3-406.5(2)) 
_____14. Offense constitutes a “hate crime” in that it is likely to incite community unrest; cause community to 

reasonably fear for physical safety or freely exercise constitutionally secured rights (U.C.A. 76-3-203.4) 
_____15. Violence committed in the presence of a child. 
_____16. Other (Specify)________________________________________________________ 
 

Mitigating Circumstances 
 

_____1. Offender’s criminal conduct neither caused nor threatened serious harm. 
_____2. Offender acted under strong provocation. 
_____3. There were substantial grounds to excuse or justify criminal behavior, though failing to establish a 

defense. 
_____4. Offender is young. 
_____5. Offender assisted law enforcement in the resolution of other crimes. 
_____6. Restitution would be severely compromised by incarceration. 
_____7. Offender’s attitude suggests amenability to supervision. 
_____8. Offender has exceptionally good employment and/or family relationships. 
_____9. Imprisonment would entail excessive hardship on offender or dependents. 
_____10. Offender has extended period of arrest-free street time. 
_____11. Offender was less active participant in the crime. 
_____12. All offenses were from a single criminal episode. 
_____13. Offense(s) was “possession only” drug offense.(see “possession only” offenses, Addendum B) 
_____14. Offender has completed or has nearly completed payment of restitution. 
_____15. Other (Specify)________________________________________________________ 
 

Days of Jail Credit ______________ 
Guidelines Placement Recommendation _______________________________________________ 
AP&P Recommendations _______________________________________________ 
Reason for Departure _______________________________________________ 

 
OFFENDER NAME: ______________________________ 
SCORER NAME: ______________________________ 
DATE SCORED: ______________________________       Rev. 4/2007 
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Form 4 
 

Aggravating and Mitigating Circumstances Associated with 
Offenses with Alternative Minimum Lengths of Stay 

(Also use Form 2 for all sex offenses) 
 

Utah law provides alternative indeterminate lengths of stay (6 years to life, 10 years to life, or 15 years to 
life) in addition to life without the possibility of parole (LWOP) for sex offenses represented by columns A, B, and 
C on Form 3 – Sex Offender Matrix. The court shall order the term of 15 years to life, for offenders convicted of 
one of these offenses unless aggravating and mitigating circumstances justify departure. Aggravating 
circumstances may exist which justify an upward departure to LWOP. Similarly, mitigating circumstances may 
justify a downward departure to an indeterminate term of ten years to life or six years to life. The responsibility to 
weigh aggravating and mitigating circumstances in each case rests with the court. The pre-sentence investigator 
should note any aggravating or mitigating circumstance that merits consideration by the court by entering the 
page number of the presentence report where the court can find supporting information. 
This list of aggravating and mitigating factors is non-exhaustive and illustrative only. 
 

Aggravating Circumstances 
 

The following aggravating circumstances should only be considered if they are not an element of 
the offense. 
 
PSI Page # 
_____1. The victim suffered substantial bodily injury or serious bodily injury. 
_____2. The offender has a prior history of such offenses. Prior history could be dependent on number 

of victims, length of involvement, number of incidents, or continued involvement subsequent to 
arrest. 

_____3. The offense was characterized by extreme cruelty or depravity. 
_____4. The victim was unusually vulnerable. 
_____5. There existed a relationship of special trust or offender was in position of authority over 

victim(s). 
_____6. Offender has previously failed to complete treatment or has completed treatment and reoffended. 
_____7. The suspect was not a member of the victim’s immediate family. 
_____8. The defendant exhibited grooming, stalking or enticing behaviors. 
_____9. Other (Specify) _______________________________________________________ 
 

Mitigating Circumstances 
 

_____1. The offense represents a single incident with the offender having no prior history of such 
offenses. 

_____2. The offender was exceptionally cooperative with law enforcement. 
_____3. Incest offender has strong, supportive family relationships. 
_____4. Offender is a good candidate for a recognized treatment program. Substance abuse 

treatment may be appropriate if the offense was specifically substance related. 
_____5. Developmental disabilities of the offender may be considered in mitigation if highly structured 

alternatives can be utilized to control the offender’s criminal behavior. 
_____6. Other (Specify) _______________________________________________________ 
 
OFFENDER NAME: ______________________________  DATE SCORED: ____________ 
 
SCORER’S NAME: _______________________________ 

 
Rev.4 /2007 

  



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

49 
 

Appendix B: Utah Parole System Survey 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

50 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

51 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

52 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

53 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

54 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

55 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

56 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

57 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

58 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

59 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

60 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

61 
 

 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

62 
 

Appendix C: Utah Parole System Survey – Open-Ended Question Responses 
 

1. Open-ended description of differences in parole system between 2005 and 2010: 
 
(BOPP) 
It has changed slightly, but not in ways that will be apparent to most people.  The majority of the change is due 
simply to a change in philosophy among the board members, who are now more skeptical now about the 
rehabilitative value of parole.   More offenders are now being terminated, rather than paroled. 
 

Parole Agents appear mostly as law enforcement officers, rather than the mixture of both law enforcement 
officers and social workers. 
 

I believe the department of corrections and to some extent the board is willing to accept significantly more 
criminal behavior on the part of parolees in the community 
 

more alternative events and tolerance for violations, technical violations are usually the result of multiple 
violations for the same conduct rather than a one-time incident. 
 

The BOPP is granting fewer parole opportunities before ordering Termination of sentence (which usually 
includes incarceration time). 
 

The biggest change in the system is our approach to managing drug offenders.  The Board is requiring less time 
for drug offender abd the parole department is seeking to keep offenders on parole when it is simply a drug-
usage violation and attempt more interventions.  A second area is avoiding the use of parole when an offender 
is very low risk and/or there have been previous attempts at treatment and supervision. 
 
(Administrators/Officials) 
The Atmosphere has shifted from staff genuinely trying to rehabilitate offenders to let an offender do whatever 
they want as long as they don't have to do the paper work. 
 

The changes have been good, and with the implementation of case plans and motivational interviewing it has 
changed how we deal with offenders and also dealing with violations. 
 

Slightly better pre-release procedures.  Lack of crucial bed space and significant cuts in programming for parole 
offenders. 
 

A lot added to the area of Case Management and Evidence Based Practices.  A lot more work given to the 
agents, without more money/more time/ more training or support.  The case management piece though 
important is difficult to manage with time constraints.  This really should be a third party treatment oriented 
group that can help the agent with all of the need areas of the offender. 
 

We are seeing more terminations of sentence and less supervision with some offenders.  The BOP is less likely to 
approve "restart parole" as an alternative event to violations. I'm not sure if this is a policy change or a practice 
change. 
 

More terminations than before.  Less time being served by the offenders. 
 

Evidence based now. 
 

Increased training and efforts to address recidivism have been enhanced.  Consequences of violations have 
weakened. 
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We are more concerned about offenders and a lot less concerned about staff or staff issues.  Evidence based 
practices (the academic) seems to override common sense (the practical). 
 

we struggle in a normal fashion with rehabilitation and have hopefully become more accountable to the agency 
and the public...but the direction has been the same 
 

They are controlled by Budget and lack of resources rather than keeping up with offender population growth. 
 

Today's policy is less punitive.  Less time spent in prison and less available sanctions. 
 
(Supervisors) 
There appears to be more focus on pre-parole, case plans, and teamwork with DIO and APP and close the gap 
and maintain a continuous plan for success which circles between the two divisions as the offender spins 
through the revolving door. There is still a lot of work to do. These steps are the first on many to come. 
 

More emphasis on offender rehabilitation. 
 

Agents have to be more creative to keep the offender in the community after violations due to limited resources 
and lack of bed space in prison/jail for technical violations. 
 

I don't think policy has changed much but we have been severely limited by budget problems. We are unable to 
conduct close to the same level of psychosexual testing important to determining risk to the community. 
 

Offenders are being paroled from maximum security status to residential treatment or straight parole with little 
if any intervention.  They are going from maximum lockdown to street supervision without a re-entry phase to 
help them become sociable.  If this were changed significant emotional issues could be resolved before these 
offenders hit the streets and recommit serious crimes. 
 

I don't know if policy has changed or is just being interpreted differently.  The Board has become a much more 
difficult entity to work with.  They have distanced themselves from DOC and agents in particular making it more 
difficult to work out solutions to problems. 
 

The direction of parole supervision has changed quite a bit, we are moving more and more toward transitional 
services, intervention, and assisting parolees to be successful in the community.  We are using alternative events 
to incarceration rather than returning parolees back to prison for technical violations. 
 

Offenders remaining in the community longer with more violations; Board considering less parole opportunities; 
Board terminating more offenders early (PV process). 
 

It appears to lean more towards treatment rather than incarceration 
 

My decision making has not changed.  I now have to staff parole return decisions but have not had any major 
disagreements relating to offenders we wanted to continue to work with in the community and ones we sent 
back to prison.  Prison overcrowding is always an issue but I work in a sex offender specialized unit and have 
received support from my administration and BOP relating to decisions overall.  Occasional differences of 
position occur with BOP (denial of warrants/denial of alternative events). 
 

More lenient and not interested in holding offenders accountable and keeping Public Safety as the ultimate goal. 
 

I am not sure if the policy has changed as much as practice.  The lack of effective punishment and intervention 
for a particular crime or behavior is evident.  The ineffectiveness of treatment and/or intervention is a result of 
lack of punishment in conjunction with the appropriate supervision, whether said supervision is parole or prison.  
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Offenders should be limited on the opportunities of parole.  Parole should be based on their amenability to 
comply in the community not necessarily on a matrix of time served.  If the offender can not comply within a 
controlled environment then the same behavior will occur in the community.  Past behavior is a good predictor 
of future behavior.  With more appropriate programming in the prison the offender could be prepared for 
release if appropriate behavior is exhibited in the prison setting.  After several opportunities for success on 
parole has resulted in the offender's failure to comply or their absconding, the reward is either additional 
opportunities on parole coupled with short prison time served or granted an early termination of sentence with 
one or two years additional time.   The concept of rewarding bad behavior has resulted in a true increase in 
recidivism (the return to criminal habits or activities).  Parolees are returning to prison with new charges and 
others after termination from supervision are committing new offenses.  The increases of court caseloads are 
evident.  In the court I represent AP&P in, offenders whose AP&P supervision had been terminated has taken up 
to 45% of the court calendar.  Many of them were terminated early from prison, parole or probation.  The 
crimes are usually equal or greater than the supervision offenses.  The offender's believe their behavior is not 
criminal or in violation, which are minimized and reinforced by the correctional system through ineffective 
alternative events, sanctions or lack of appropriate amounts of incarceration.  The community safety is at risk 
due to prolonged ineffective practices of directives and supervision.  Offenders believe it is easier to get 
leniency, than to comply with the conditions of supervision.  The offender knowing accepts the "slap on the 
hand."   The offenders do not see a need to change their criminal behavior, due to the rewards.  The offender 
will only change his behavior if ownership of the behavior is made.  Said ownership would create a meaningful 
effort in the intervention or treatment which would result in either learning pro-social behaviors or stopping 
said behavior.    The practice has caused the ineffectiveness of community supervision in general due the release 
of inappropriate offenders to the community resulting in larger caseloads for the officer to ineffectively 
supervise.  The offenders today are more aggressive, disrespectful and angry.  Longer incarcerations with work 
details, laboring in meaningful projects, have shown in the past to be effective in conjunction with treatment 
and education.    The liability in the supervision of offenders has increased over the years it makes it scary for 
some agents to supervise some of them.  The financial burden of this population on the budget can no longer be 
an excuse for the ineffectiveness of all parties involved.  Creativity and out of the box planning and performance 
is needed.  Reviewing working programs from the past, programs from other parts of the country and reviewing 
or our own data on what worked and what did not is critical at this time.    If what we are doing now in practice 
and decision making is based on the current policy then policy has change more than I thought and should 
return.  The will ensure public safety along with the liability of all parties. 
 

we are more on a level of allowing offenders to move at their pace. We have moved to a more therapeutic type 
of supervision rather than a correctional supervision. 
 

I see things changing to focus more on working with individuals in the system to make lasting changes in their 
lives, rather than focusing primarily on punishment and compliance.  The recent move to implement such 
techniques as Motivational Interviewing into our process is a good example.  The focus in now on whatever is 
evidence-based practice, which is what has been demonstrated to work. 
 

Not really significant 'policy' change, but significant change in how and when we decide to return to offenders to 
custody has changed. Due to limited resources (custody beds) we more actively track prison returns. We record 
the number of 'alternative events' weekly has a parole team, we track the number of returns, both technical and 
for new crimes. We must staff technical returns with Regional Administration to get approval to have them 
returned to prison. We highly encourage parole supervision staff to find every way possible to keep parolees in 
the community if at all possible. The vast majority of time we don't return parolees to prison unless they have 
committed new crimes or repeatedly violated their release conditions or they have absconded. 
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Shorter revocation periods of incarceration.  More tolerance for violations by administrators and BOP members 
trying to conserve bed space.  More focus on alternative events in an attempt to rehabilitate 
 

I believe the staff at the Board of Pardons & Parole has become elitist and difficult to work with. 
 
(Agents) 
MI, LSI assessments, alternative events, time incarcerated, 
 

Feel added pressure from administration to not return parolees to prison.  Parolees in the community have no 
fear of returning to prison.  Not only do I feel the policy with parole has changed, but more importantly the 
attitude of the parolees. 
 

I wasn't as heavily involved back in 2005, but from what I can tell, there has been a trend to allow more chances, 
or alternative events, now then there was a few years back. 
 

More treatment oriented 
 

It seems the department and the BOP have become more lenient on the offenders and not holding them 
responsible for their actions. It appears they let the offenders get away with more and have less to work with as 
consequences to actions. There is a perception that it is harder to have offender's returned to the prison. It also 
appears the agents have less latitude in dealing with their case loads and have to get approval for certain actions 
as it pertains to violations. It seems the department is at times more worried about the count at the prison than 
the violations committed by offenders. 
 

It seems the parole board in Utah has become more lenient and that hearing officers are making fewer decisions 
taking more under advisement than in the past. There is the perception that Agents recommendations are not 
taken seriously and that it is harder now to get someone returned to the prison than in the past. The DOC also 
appears to be more lenient on violations. 
 

Less special conditions of parole. People who go to prison for DUI get out of prison without a alcohol stipulation 
because they don't want them back. It would be better to have determinate sentencing if sent to prison. Then 
you could manage the population better and the budget.  You could also get rid of the BOP. 
 

We are doing more work without more resources. 
 

The department of Corrections has shifted from offender acountability to allowing offender's to violate 
conditions of the court and the BOPP 
 

less strict and less likely to incarcerate 
 

Less acceptable alternative events that are Board approved. 
 

More chances with less opportunities. 
 

much softer 
 

Can’t return parolees who need to be incarcerated.  Reduced resources for offenders. 
 

Offenders are not held accountable for their actions to the point they should.  I know that budget issues have a 
lot to do with this.  Time served on significant violations is not appropriate and at times a joke. 
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Offenders are not held as accountable for their violations as in the past, and there has been a substantial drop in 
options for alternative events. 
 

Lower standards of supervision.  Fewer options for violations leaving them on the street longer while in violation 
to save prison bed space. 
 

We have no more half-way back programs.  We have no more funding for treatment.  We can't send people 
back unless they have new charges.  Most alternative events have been taken away from us due to no money. 
 

Currently parolees are granted more alternative events before a warrant is requested.   Many are going back on 
new crimes. 
 

We do have bed space now for parole violators.  Back in 2005 it didn't seem we were even able to request a 
warrant for their return to prison even when justified.  On the downside because of budget problems over the 
last several years many programs the department had have been gutted. 
 

WE ARE BEING FORCED TO BE SOCIAL WORKERS NOT OFFICERS. MI TRAINING SHOULD BE PRACTICED BY 
THERAPISTS. 
 

Unable to prevent more serious crime because people who are committing violations, but have not yet received 
new crimes, remain in the community.  Example: if your unemployed and using.....you’re most likely stealing, 
thieving and committing other crimes but have not been caught. 
 

a lot more accepted/required alternative events. 
 

You can't send someone back unless they have six to eight alternative events or a new charge.  It's really 
frustrating.  Parolees know they won't go back for using drugs. 
 

Offenders are getting way more chances before going back to prison. They’re not doing any better we’re just not 
sending them back as quickly. 
 

Money is the driving force behind parole.  With budget short falls it has changed how long a offender is held in 
prison and has cut many of the treatment programs upon their release. 
 

No transition team, and parole only agents 
 

notifying BOPP of all minor infractions while a person is on parole 
 

Getting offender more personally involved in their own parole success. 
 

Giving too many chances before they are ultimately returned to prison 
 

The Dept. has removed the teeth from parole supervision by forcing the use of alternative events for violations 
which should (and need to) result in revocation. As such, the offenders scorn the attempts to supervise them in 
the community. This has manifested itself in the form of contempt for their agents and statements to the effect 
of "this is only my fourth positive ua, I still have three left before you can send me back." 
 

Administration has more tolerance for criminal activity by the parolees.  We now (except generate some paper) 
ignore conditions that contribute to criminal behavior.  We have switched more to a model that by ignoring 
escalating criminal behavior by parolees we can keep them out of prison and keep our numbers artificially low.   
We are operating at just over 50% of the national average of prison beds per one million people. 
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I think the policy has changed from immediate revocation to more alternative events that fit the specific 
offender better. 
 

The major changes are that parole is more geared to finding out what changes need to take place to reduce 
recidivism.  We are looking more into their risk/needs and they are getting more alternative events before being 
sent back to prison. 
 

The direction has changed to allow parolee's more alternative events (parole violations) before we return them 
to prison. This focus has allowed offenders more opportunities to succeed. (For those few who want to change.) 
The down side is offenders know we must work with them more and those who do not wish to do well take 
advantage of the situation. 
 

How violations are handled has changed. Offenders are not revoked as often. 
 

Due to economy and diminished tax revenue the DOC and BOPP have become less likely to incarcerate 
probationers and parolees for minor and technical violations. 
 

Trying to help the offender more now than before. 
 

Less accountability for offenders. Offenders are allowed more violations before being returned to the prison. 
Prison stays are shorter. It often seems as though the offenders are rewarded for bad behavior by shorter prison 
stays. I think we are sending the wrong message to the offenders and the public. 
 

Less focus on keeping the community safe.  More willing to give parolees multiple chances, even after significant 
violations.  Less willingness by AP&P to stand our ground in the face of BOPP and other administrators.  
Definitely less understanding of AP&P agent's role as law enforcement first, with other secondary 
characteristics...i.e. some administrators wanting agents to not wear "tactical" gear in the field. 
 

I believe it has gotten more lax.  We are so worried about bed space at the prison we don't incarcerate anyone 
or the sentences are too lite. 
 

Parole appears to be more offender friendly, rather than focus on protecting the public 
Much more lenient.  Parolees are not held as accountable as they have been in the past. 
 

Obtaining a parole revocation seems much more difficult.  Parolees need to violate more often and more 
severely before a revocation can be requested. 
 

Changes every year.  The justice system has no teeth.  Parolee's violate regularly and they do not receive 
punishment.  They are let go of instead of having to take responsibility for their actions.  Every time they use 
drugs they are committing a new felony.  New felonies should have consequences. 
 

Number of violations that have to be committed to warrant incarceration. 
 

More attention is paid towards rehabilitation and effecting change.  Offenders get more chances while on 
parole.  Agents are required to spend more time working with offenders. 
 

A lot more intervention then punishment 
 
(Other) 
moved toward "alternative events" allowing offenders more opportunity to stabilize before revoking parole  
underlying agent attitudes still remain, thus minimizing effective change. 
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Inmates being released too soon. They should do more time. 
 

They have demanded more of staff. Seems they change the names of programs that have failed or done little to 
affect parole and brought them back under a new name and said look at what we have. Possibly this has nothing 
to do with policy but more procedure. 
 

implementation of core mission goals: evidence based practices, motivational interviewing, case action plan, 
sensitivity training, and required alternative events to incarceration 
 
 

2. Other goals (besides those listed) that you would rate as important: 
 
(BOPP) 
collection restitution is very important; collecting fines and fees is not at all important. 
 

fines and fees are unimportant.  Regardless of the DOC's public stance, supervision Fees should be abolished 
because they are collected ahead of restitution, and they are figured into the regional budget whether they are 
collected or not. 
 
(Administrators/Officials) 
Programming 
 

balance between offender's success and protection of the public...public safety first 
 
(Supervisors) 
We can only help those that want help 
 

Financial collections have been difficult during poor economic times / Restitution should be priority over fees 
 
(Agents) 
having the offender's take more responsibility for their actions and not give them excuses for what they do 
 

getting behavior change 
 

Get offenders to change their behavior and attitudes towards authority interactions. 
 

The Board's reluctance to terminate compliant offenders early is detrimental to overall parole compliance and 
offender motivation. 
 

quick intervention when behavioral regression is discovered 
 

Collecting restitution is important, but I view fines and fees as less important. 
 
(Other) 
provide assessment and recommended treatment 
 

employment assistance, resources for transportation 
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3. Other factors (besides those listed) important to the success of offenders on parole: 
 
(BOPP) 
Eliminate financially crippling effect of collection from offenders of fines, center service fees, and supervision 
fees 
 

stable residence is extremely important 
 
(Supervisors) 
Lack of available resources for variety of treatment options / Desire to change can be affected by other factors 
 

learning new non-criminal activities and hobbies 
 

consequences that are meaningful 
 
(Agents) 
accountability and taking responsiblilty for their own lives and actions 
 

You should seperate SA tx and Sex offender Tx into two different cats. 
 

education, employment and their desire to improve their situation. 
 

PROGRAMMING IS A WASTE OF TAX PAYERS MONEY. ONLY THOSE OFFENDERS WHO WANT TO CHANGE 
SHOULD BE OFFERED THERAPY. 
 

The system needs to be firm and fair.  They need to be held accountable for engaging in behavior that leads to 
criminal activity. 
aggressive urinalysis and field/home visits by probation/parole officers 
 
(Other) 
access to psychotropic medication as needed; education about how to succeed on parole (specific criteria) and 
coaching 
 

these are the core risk factors determined by the Level of Service Inventory risk assessment 
 

Getting away from old neighborhoods, habits, and life styles. 
 
 

4. Other factors you consider when responding to a parole violation: 
 
(BOPP) 
total number of prior parole and probation opportunities and prison commitments. 
 
(Supervisors) 
prior parole attempts 
 
(Agents) 
Risk to own safety. 
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LSI SHOULD NOT BE THE DETERMINING FACTOR. MANY OFFENDERS WHO SCORE LOW ON THE ASSESSMENT 
ARE FOUND VIOLATING PAROLE. IT WAS A GREAT MONEY MAKER FOR SOMEONE. 
 

accountability, taking responsibility for behavior 
 

Sex Offender Risk Factor is not measured by LSI-R.  MnSost did measure risk factors. 
 

consideration is given when a person has done well for quite some time then has a violation, 
 

The emphasis should be risk or endangerment to themselves or others. 
 

Was the violation as a result of association with other felons. 
 

number of prior violations 
 
(Other) 
mental health status; environmental factors : homelessness, family support, work 
 

you can't change the way sex offenders are hot wired, so their relationship between violation and offending 
history  warrants a 6 
 
 

5. Other violations not listed that you consider serious: 
 
(BOPP) 
Failure to pay restitution is serious; failure to pay fines and fees is not. 
 

failure to pay restitution should be seen as separate and more serious than failure to pay fines or fees, and in big 
white collar cases, it should be a very big deal. 
 

I view failure to pay restitution much differently than failing to pay a fine.  They are not the same.  Restitution 
should be a priority! 
 
(Administrators/Officials) 
Associations, Not being cooperative, truthful and honest with parole agent 
 

No contact violations for sex offenders and domestic violence offenders 
 

association with convicted felons 
 
(Supervisors) 
This is a very broad category (each offender and violation history is different) / Pattern of similar violations can 
increase the seriousness / Correlation of the commitment offense and violation can be a factor in the 
seriousness of the violation 
 

associations, alcohol - EVERY Parolee should have a no alcohol clause automatically 
 
(Agents) 
Failure to be truthful when found in violation. 
 

Any violation of parole suggests a lack of dedication and increases the risk to the public 
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Association with other felons is a significant contributor to parole violations. 
 

associating with criminals 
 

Contact with children (or other Group A Sex Offender condition)---Extremely serious 
 

Associations with other felons/or those involved in criminal activity is extremely serious. 
 
(Other) 
failure to report to P.O as directed; failure to register as sex offender 
 
 

6. Explanation of whether offender can commit new crime and NOT get parole revoked: 
 
(BOPP) 
It would determine the seriousness of the new crime.  If it is a Class B or otherwise minor offense, they may 
continue on parole. 
 

happens all the time; usually new misdemeanors 
 

Yes misdemeanor and status offenses 
 

Usually misdemeanor violations 
 

If the new crime doesn't fall under the Board's jurisdiction & if the Board is not informed of the new conviction. 
 

When the new crime does not represent significant risk to the community and the offender has otherwise 
demonstrated his stability in the community and compliance with parole.  This scenario would suggest maybe a 
lapse in judgment, situational depression, or drug use that can be managed without disrupting everything but 
returning the offender to custody. 
 
(Administrators/Officials) 
usually misdemeanor offenses depending on the offense, traffic or theft 
 

Certain low level misdemeanors. 
 

Misdemeanor and citation offenses are often dealt with as an alternative event. 
 

Some misdemeanor offenses where public safety is not compromised. 
 

Traffic violations, minor crimes. 
 

Misdemeanors/traffic-can work with.  Felony = trip back to prison. 
 

DUI's are the big one.  Most misdemeanors 
 

Minor misdemeanor and traffic offenses. 
 

misdemeanors are case by case some have different weight than others and  can add conditions but not always 
a revocation 
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They are doing well prior to the new offense and it is not serious in nature or threatens personal safety such as a 
property offense as compared to an assaultive offense. 
 

It happens all the time.  New misdemeanor offenses rarely are cause for revocation. 
 
(Supervisors) 
Felony vs Misdemeanor connected to seriousness of crime. 
 

Awaiting a trial or plea. Dismissed cases not held in evidentiary process as allegations. Offenses charged or plead 
to MA or Below. Failure to file charges in a timely manner. 
 

If the crime is unknown to parole agent; or known but not reported to BOP; or reported to BOP but decision is to 
remain on parole. 
 

type of crime, what offender has in place, treatment, employment, housing, number of violations prior, attitude 
towards fixing the problem 
 

minor Misd offense 
 

The board of pardons does not have jurisdiction over class B misdemeanors; and pending the significance of the 
crime and how it relates to the parole status, at times an officer may allow the offender to remain on parole 
even though he or she has committed a new crime. 
 

Criminal Cases, Misdemeanor B and some Misdemeanor A.  All new criminal cases are taken on a case by case 
basis.  Overview of mitigating and aggravating circumstances are evaluated with a center staff, then through 
staffing the decision is made to request warrant or conduct an alternative event. 
 

We have had parolees remain on parole with new misdemeanors; however, a standard response for specific 
violations does not exist.  Each offender's circumstances, treatment, public safety, etc. is considered. 
 

Many offender commit misdemeanor offenses and they are not returned to prison it is dealt with using 
programming or other alternative events. 
 

New crimes such as a DUI or a petty theft when that is not the offender’s main problem dynamic or the offender 
has been overall compliant for an extended period of time.  Our BOP does not have jurisdiction of MB 
convictions. 
 

Crimes such as infractions and other minor offenses.  Such as fishing without a license, theft of services etc. 
 

Misdemeanor Bs.  They can serve their time in Jail (time may be more punitive than prison) and parole could be 
continue with an extension of time for time served.  If said crime is in similar or an entry crime towards the 
supervision crime revocation would occur. 
 

Class B Misdemeanor some class A Misdemeanors 
 

minor infractions like shoplifting mv violations 
 

I'm not sure, but I believe the parole may not be revoked if the offense is a minor misdemeanor. 
 

If the crime is minor in nature, generally a Class B Misdemeanor or below, and not related to violence, we often 
inform the parole board and then let the offender stay out and deal with the case in court. 
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I've see parolees arrested with new felonies weeks after leaving prison and the BOP would not take them back! 
 
(Agents) 
DUI and other misdemeanor offenses 
 

Misdemeanor conviction. 
 

Absconding doesn't always result in revocation. 
 

Offender's are frequently arrested and charged with traffic offenses, and driving without licenses, I don't think 
these types of offenses deem revocation.  Also some minor misdemeanor offenses, such as intoxication, or 
disorderly conduct etc. should be looked at to see if it is related to the original offense, if the community was in 
jeapordy, is it the beginning of a crime spree, was it related to associates or gang activity, was the crime 
committed to support a drug habit. 
 

If the county attorney does not feel there is enough evidence to prosecute, but there is still enough evidence for 
an evidentiary hearing with the BOPP. 
 

Misdemeanor 
 

Yes I have seen many misdemeanor violations where the offender has not been returned to the prison. 
 

some MA's & MB's., traffic tickets and so on. 
 

Misdemeanors and infractions 
 

happens all the time 
 

some misdemeanors 
 

Misdemeanor offenses 
 

Minor offense non related to original offense. 
 

Class B crime and some Class A crimes 
 

Traffic Violations 
 

misdemeanor crimes 
 

depending of what crime is committed, Misd or Felony.  Circumstances and what positive things they may have 
done.  Felony should almost always revoke parole. 
 

Crimes which are Class B Misdemeanors or less severe. With exception to child abuse, assaultive crimes and DUI. 
 

Non violent misdemeanors 
 

Misdemeanors don't always revoke parole. 
 

Dependant on the seriousness of the crime.  Alternative sanctions could be considered if it is a lesser crime 
(Class A/B/C Misdemeanor). 
 

Misdemeanor offenses generally don't bring a revocation unless it endangers the community. 
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Misdemeanor charges 
 

They might be in possession of drugs and paraphernalia.  An Agent may decide to utilize an alternative event 
rather than formally charge them. 
 

Several years ago I had a parole pickup a DUI and was asked by admin. not to request a warrant.  I have had 
parolees pick a new shoplift Class B Misdemeanor for example and have not requested there parole be revoked. 
 

MISDEMEANOR CRIMES AND TRAFFIC OFFENSES. 
 

Possession of illegal substance. 
 

Misd Theft, citations, ect... 
 

If they commit a new misdemeanor, DUI, or drug offense.  The only misdemeanor they issue on is domestic 
violence or assault. 
 

I have seen them not go back for a DUI 
 

Misdemeanor's not involving victims. 
 

Midemeanors B and below 
 

It seems that when a misdemeanor is committed, the BOPP just wants to be aware of the violation and not 
necessarily revoking the parole. Just depends on the severity of the misdemeanor. 
 

misdemeanor offenses Class B or Class C misdemeanor 
 

Commit misdemeanor offense and try to work with the offender to complete an alternative event. 
 

Class B/C Misdemeanors 
 

Misdemeanor DUI used to be cause of revocation, but they are now considered alternative events. 
 

some misdemeanor offenses 
 

If staffing supervisors decline the warrant request. 
 

Most new criminal misdemeanor charges have not resulted in their parole being revoked. 
 

offender may be doing very well and be able to get back on track quickly after violation i.e. keep job, home, not 
using... 
 

Traffic violations, Class A,B Misdemeanors 
 

Depends upon the crime and how creative the agent is in coming up with an appropriate sanction 
 
It happens.  Sometimes Offenders are given a minor punishment, sanction, or alternative event instead of 
revoking parole. 
 

Every revocation has to be staffed by a supervisor to make sure the guidelines are followed.  Revocation isn't 
recommended unless the offender has multiple violations or has a pending felony.  Most misdemeanor arrests 
do not have a revocation recommendation. 
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Could commit a crime as a misdemeanor or other non related to original offense but a felony almost always will 
revoke 
 

If the new offense is nothing similar to their original offense and the situation can be mitigated, the violation can 
be reported to the Board, the offender can attend court hearings and if convicted an update to the Board with a 
recommendation can be submitted.  Most Class A Misdemeanors are pled down to B's and the Board looks at 
those as technical violations.  Working with the offender with accountability and continued treatment is more 
important than returning with no thought to the circumstances and possibilities of continued parole. 
 

Certain misdemeanor or infraction offenses. 
 

This is not very common but I have had a few instances where a new crime has been committed but the 
offender was allowed to remain on parole while the charges were adjudicated.  Most of these are Class A and 
Class B Misdemeanors, and there was not a reasonable concern that the offender was a risk to public safety. 
 

if the new crime is a misdemeanor or if the offender has been doing extremely well and progressing in all other 
areas and the crime did not cause serious harm to anyone. 
 

not usually sometimes if it is a minor misdemeanor 
 

Minor offenses 
 

An example would be crimes like DUI. It used to be crimes like these would result in the revocation of parole and 
a return to prison. Now there is a shift and it seems the BOP does not take such matters as seriously, even 
though they are a serious public safety risk. 
 

Certain misdemeanors, especially traffic. 
 

traffic and misdemeanor B or C most of the time 
 

The ultimate decision rests with the Board of Pardons.  They don't always have to revoke & reinstate parole but 
should be notified and provided a recommendation by AP&P 
 

Depends on the crime, a misdemeanor. 
 

Depends on the crime committed and the details of the incident. 
 

Several misdemeanor cases/charges do not result in revocation. 
 

Class B Misdemeanor or lower. and sometimes a non-violent crime which is a Class A Misdemeanor. 
 

If the crime is an infraction 
 

If it a misdemeanor.  Or even if it is a felony, sometimes it just doesn't seem to serve justice best to send them 
back.  Maybe the offender is doing really well in all other areas.  It's pretty case specific, but yes it does happen. 
 

Misdemeanor crimes to not always warrant a revocation 
 

Misdemeanor offenses. 
 

A misdemeanor. 
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misdemeanors and some felony charges are handled with alternative events and are allowed to remain in the 
community. 
 

Generally misdemeanors are handled by alternative events, unless there is a history related to the original crime 
which the offender is on parole. 
 
(Other) 
Misdemeanor not related to original crime or substance abuse charge 
 

Re-entry into the United States. Committs a new crime in another state more serious than ours. 
 

some misdemeanor offenses not under the BOPP's jurisdiction 
 

Substance abuse problems 
 
 

7. Explanation of whether an offender can abscond from supervision and NOT get parole 
revoked: 

 
(BOPP) 
This sometimes happens when an offender absconds but turns himself in shortly thereafter.  In such cases, 
where AP&P recommends against revocation the board may allow the offender to remain on parole. 
 

There are occasions when the person will abscond but AP&P has not informed the Board. 
 

but it shouldn't happen, unless it makes absolutely no sense to extradite him etc. 
 

The Board can elect to recall warrants for absconding when notified by AP&P and does 
 

If they turn themselves in in a short period of time 
 

If they turn themselves in within a reasonable time frame. 
 

Most often this occurs when the offender voluntarily reports and the issues leading to the absconding are 
manageable.  If the offender has shown some general compliance before absconding and there are other 
options, such as a placement in a center or treatment, that are appropriate to the overall situation, we have 
either not issued or recalled a warrant. 
 
(Administrators/Officials) 
Halfway house: If offender found by Halfway house staff or comes back on his own, he may be allowed to stay in 
the program on parole. 
 

reason for absconding, maybe offender moved and did not notify agent and was located quickly 
 

If no other crime committed while on the run and circumstances of the absconding. 
 

If they report into the office and are sober or willing to enter the program necessary to deal with their individual 
circumstances, we have recalled the warrant. 
 

Depending on the length of time the offender has absconded and the situation regarding the absconding. 
 

Did they turn themselves in, in a timely manner (1-2 days after absconding). 
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Depends on the attitude of offender and how long they are gone. 
 

We have been told if they have been fugitive for less than 30 days to consider other alternative events other 
than revocation. 
 

Not for an extended period of time. 
 

if we find them in short order we often try and work with them 
 

It would depend on long there gone from supervision.  There might have been a lapse in communication that 
caused the issue and it could be worked and dealt with in a manner other than revocation. 
 

It depends on the length of time they were unaccountable. 
 
(Supervisors) 
No new criminal charges & absconding duration. 
 

No new charges.. 
 

If absconded time frame is short and there are no new known charges, the parole agent or BOP may elect to 
continue parole. 
 

if no serious new crimes, any alternative events available, prior history 
 

A warrant can always be recalled at the discretion of the parole officer pending the totality of the circumstances 
that led up to the absconsion.  Also if the offender takes off and then realizes he had a 'brain fart' and turns 
himself in, a review of that matter can be taken into the totality of what should be done with them. 
 

A person could walk away from our center, then return to the center.  We would review the case with center 
staff to determine if the person would return to prison.  If the person returned to prison, we would advise the 
BOP of mitigating circumstances and request a shorter period of time at prison before another parole attempt. 
 

The duration and reason for the absconsion is considered - warrant recall can be considered. 
 

If they are not gone to long, they turn themselves in and they have not committed a new crime. 
 

A warrant can be recalled if the offender's conduct during time of absconsion is not aggravating.  Restaffed cases 
can come up with alternatives to revocation. 
 

If they turn themselves in within a week or so of the absconding taking place. 
 

Time served in the revocation should reflect the time absconded. 
 

Depending on how they did on parole before they absconded.   The length of time they were gone.    Did they 
commit any other violations or new crimes when they absconded. 
 

Probably not. 
 

At a minimum we seek revocation for absconding, but if the offender self-surrenders and hasn't committed any 
new offenses we often recommend only a brief incarceration and new parole date--depending upon the 
offender’s criminal background and supervision history. 
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This would send the parolee the message that if you’re in violation or using drugs - simply don't report!  There is 
nothing AP&P can do to you.  Bottom line, either our state wants a parole system (which means accountability) 
OR let's just do away with it all together!  We are becoming "window dressing" for public to feel good when in 
fact the parolees know we have no teeth and chances are they will get away with it or if they are caught, not 
much will happen to them.  The parolees are starting to see parole as a joke because there really aren't too 
many consequences being given. 
 
(Agents) 
depending on amount of time unsupervised, alternative events, increased supervision 
 

maintains phone contact and turns self in might be better addressed by alternative sanctions. 
 

Later surrender and are given an alternative event. 
 

If they report/return within a reasonable time after being declared fugitive. Such as in a CCC setting. 
 

Some if not most offenders on parole have been in the system for some time and fear the consequences of 
minor offenses or slip ups as listed above, and fail to report, or run scared, avoiding their parole officer for only 
that reason, if the unaccountability is not for an extended period of time, more crimes aren't committed, and 
the especially if the offender comes to his/her senses and turns themselves in, parole should be continued.  I 
also feel it is the parole officer's responsibility to make the offender feel like they can contact their parole officer 
at any time by telephone to discuss consequences and potential outcome for the violation or reason the 
offender has absconded.  If the parole officer has established this rapport from the onset of parole and been 
honest, I have found in my experience most will contact the parole officer and turn themselves in.  Of course if 
they have started a new crime spree, this is less likely to happen. 
 

Supervisor's discretion. 
 

Turns self in and goes into a program 
 

If the offender has not been gone for more than 30 days. 
 

If they abscond and come in and say they were using drugs, you can put them in a program and notify the BOP. 
 

Fugitive status is impossible to supervise and; therefore, must have a revocation. 
 

once again it happens all the time 
 

Once they have absconded, a warrant will be requested. 
 

Absconds for a short period of time and returns to compliance without new charges. 
 

It should be reviewed as someone who isn't willing to participate on parole and should be held for a longer 
period of time 
 

Depending on circumstances and how long they have been unaccountable 
 

When they abscond, there is no supervision or accountability.  This creates public safety issues. 
 

After absconding they report to AP&P within a reasonable length of time, and with no new charges. (No more 
than two weeks after warrant issued.) 
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If the they turn themselves in 
 

Abscontion should be an instant warrant and revocation but I have found residential treatment as an acceptable 
alternative to prison. 
 

If the offender absconds probation and/or parole they should rightly have consequences for that. 
 

*Not on my caseload. I supervise sex offenders and if they abscond it is a new felony and can be a Federal 
offense. 
 

Depending on the length of time they are gone;  if they turn themselves in. 
 

Not that I am aware of. 
 

Yes, a few times but it is rare.  If they abscond for a very short time and have a very good reason I still try to 
work with them. 
 

ACCOUNTABILITY NEEDED. 
 

Depends on length of time, warrant recall, knowing they will reparole in 90-120 days. 
 

If they return shortly or they call and let us know where they are. 
 

warrants have been recalled when offender has been gone for a short time. 
 

Happens all the time! 
 

If they are only gone for a1-2 days, it is possible to treat the violation as an alternative event. 
 

We are frequently asked to recall warrants if the offender is caught within a couple of weeks. 
 

Duration of unaccountable period, seriousness of supervised offense, number of prior alternative events. 
 

We are frequently asked to recall warrants on parolees who have absconded supervision if they have not been 
gone "too long." 
 

If the absconding period is less than 10 days.  The parole supervisor reviews each absconding case to see if we 
cannot revoke their parole.   Reports are sent out each week tallying the number of revocations of parolees.  
These reports are sent statewide in order to keep revocations low. 
 

There should never be, this is a case of accountability, but must be in contact and working with the agent to be 
successful if the choice is to abscond, there must be a consequence whether parole is revoked or jail time is 
appropriate, hence the need for a violator center. 
 

They turn themselves in in a timely manner and continue parole positively. 
 

If the offender is gone a short time and turns themselves in. The offender may be amenable to services from a 
Parole Violator Center or Detox/treatment in lieu of prison, based on their personal commitment to be 
successful. 
 

absconds for short periods of time and returns on their own and shows remorse and desire to do better 
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Depends on how long they absconded for and what they were doing while they were gone.  Also depends on 
whether they turned themselves in or a warrant was issued. 
 

AP&P agents are frequently asked to recall warrants on offenders who abscond supervision if they are not gone 
long. 
 

Absconding is the most traditional of violations.  We do not tolerate fugitives.  If an offender has absconded, 
there is a reason. 
 

The ultimate decision rests with the Board of Pardons.  They don't always have to revoke & reinstate parole but 
should be notified and provided a recommendation by AP&P 
 

Yes, if they return to the center after absconding. 
 

Depends on the absconsion time frame and the accountability of the offender. 
Several probationer and parole's can abscond and still continue once being located. 
 

He is arrested and a report is sent to the BOP asking for a warrant recall and the offender be placed on 
probation. 
 

Absconsion shows an absolute lack of commitment to the terms of parole 
 

If they abscond for a short amount of time, come back on their own and are amenable to whatever treatment or 
sanctions are recommended. 
 

I don’t make decisions about parole revocation, so I can’t answer this question 
 

Once they are found they may serve a small amount of time.  One case scenario was a fugitive parolee was 
located in Connecticut.  Extradited back to Utah after nearly a year, and he only served a short amount of time 
and was terminated without another parole. 
 

A couple of years ago, agents were required to recall warrants and work with offenders due to limited prison 
space.  Agents can recall warrants and place offenders in a PVP bed. 
 
(Other) 
This shows complete lack of responsibility. Absconding should mean not following multiple conditions of parole. 
 

CCC facilities 
 

Happens a lot at the halfway houses. Absconding seems to be considered a medium violation. 
 

appropriate alternative sanctions can be used in lieu of incarceration for some cases depending on length of 
abscond; there is always a small window of opportunity 
 
 

8. Explanation of whether some subjectivity/discretion is necessary in decisions to revoke 
parole: 

 
(BOPP) 
Every case is looked at on an individual basis. There are times when an offender’s parole should be revoked even 
with the slightest indication of a downward spiral, others required more time and events.  
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one must consider each case individually, taking into account the parolee's entire history along with the 
elements of the new violation.   
 

Violations are not created the same.  A violation can be serious or minor, and may or may not warrant 
revocation based on the nature of the violation.  If we attach numbers to violations, we may be violating 
individuals for conduct we might not otherwise and vice versa.       
 

Absolutely.  Otherwise you don't need a parole board.           
 

The parole agent likely knows the offender better than the Board & is in a better position to recommend an 
alternative event versus a warrant to return to prison.     
 

Some offenders have trouble following rules but that doesn't make them at risk to re-offend.  Are there valid, 
underlying reasons why someone is in violation?  If those can be treated while remaining on parole, that beats 
revocation and return to prison which could be counter-productive and is clearly expensive.    
 
(Administrators/Officials) 
We have to look at all factors involved in the violation and each case is different, when we attempt to apply 
rules for all offenders we lose the ability to deal with offenders specific needs.     
 

Every case has different circumstances.   
 

Violations for failure to pay a fine, or a curfew violation, and others that don't put the community in danger 
should be mitigated when the individual is working, in tx, doing the best they can with the tools they have.   
 

There are factors such as attitude, employment and family situations that should be considered when make 
decisions on whether or not to recommend revocation of parole.  
 

If it is a simple mistake, the person should have a chance to prove themselves.  Again a lot depends on the 
attitude and willingness to change coming from the person.   
 

Each situation and offender is different.  There are way too many variables to just put people on a "matrix" and 
give them time.  
 

all offenders are not created equal....black and white rules should always be suspect.  there has to be room for 
the interpretation of the grey shades of behavior   
 

You  need to take into account their time on supervision and if they are taking it seriously or not.   
 

Every situation is different.  Cookie cutter solutions rarely benefit society.  
 
(Supervisors) 
Yes, the totality of circumstances.  Available treatment programs, electronic monitoring & availability of jail 
space for short 30 days or less incarceration.  (dry out period for substance abuse programs).  
 

Every case is different and each agg or mitigating factor should be taken into account.   
 

Subjectivity/discretion helps to balance the revocation or sanctions with the individual offender and present 
circumstances.  
 

There are always cases of subjectivity and discretion in every case.  Mitigating as well as aggravating 
circumstances should be reviewed.  
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each situation is different and depending on the mitigating or extenuating circumstances there may be different 
outcomes.  
 

Subjectivity/discretion is good as long as the BOP is notified of every parole violation.   
Absolutely - I do not agree with the prior questions about providing an acceptable number of violations 
permitted for various types of offenders.  Discretion is needed to determine an appropriate response.  Agents 
must staff recommended responses to ensure public safety is balanced with promoting offender success.  
 

When you are dealing with people you must have some latitude to make such decisions.  
 

Staffed recommendations take into account a lot of factors (ie: offense history, history on supervision, positive 
community aspects (family support, job, level of honesty and cooperation with AP&P), risk potential to any 
particular person(s) in the community, offenders current attitude, options to incarceration readily available, 
therapist rationale/recommendations, overall other considered and appropriate options available. 
 

If the behavior is not related directed to the offense.   
 

All cases are different and should be considered individually.  
 

Absolutely, each case and circumstance is different for every offender and situation. The previous survey 
questions could be misleading, as there may be a 'low risk' offender who needs to return on the first technical 
violation and there may be a 'high risk' offender that could be allowed 5 or more chances before revocation and 
incarceration is sought. I believe officers and supervisors should and do rely on their experience and education 
to determine who should be recommended for return and who should not.    
 

It is dependent on available area resources in how to deal with an offender.  
 
(Agents) 
Always.  Knowing the offender and their support system.  
 

Every person and case is different.  Each has to be evaluated as a standalone.  
 

It is completely on a case by case basis.  
 

All of the factors related to the violation should be considered, overall, the safety of the community and 
community property, versus continued parole.  
 

Type of violation and number of violations  
 

The agent in charge of the case knows the history of the offender and other information which may be pertinent 
to what is going on and what the violations and the consequence should be   
 

We use discretion daily.   
 

There are gray areas in everything, which requires a case by case evaluation.  
 

There has to be subjectivity/discretion because there are too many possibilities to cover in a comprehensive 
policy.   
 

everyone is different    
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The system cannot be completely black and white and hope for success.  Some latitude needs to be available for 
on the spot judgment corrections without sending an offender back to prison.  
 

not all cases are the same   
 

It is a case by case issue.  If it is a non crime, non violent, non sex offense related violation it can be worked with 
to a point.  The positive things then need to be taken into account.   
 

There needs to be consideration given to length of time on parole, time since last violation and if the offender 
was accountable for their actions.   
 

Every case is different and can't be defined by guidelines.  
 

There are always multiple different factors at play when dealing with people.  
 

Every situation is different and should be looked at individually.  
 

If an offender has messed up, admits it, asks for help, they should get a chance.  
 

Totality of the circumstances  
 

if a sex offender uses marijuana, an alternative event may be appropriate vs. re-offending sexually would 
warrant a revocation of their parole.   
 

Everyone is different and their needs and abilities are different.  Many times  I bounce my thoughts off my 
supervisor.  Sometimes I feel he can give me more of a middle of the road approach.  Sometimes I may be too 
disappointed to want to work with them or sometimes I feel I might be cutting someone to much slack.  
 

How well they have been doing on parole and the level of any new offense.  
 

Because each circumstance is different.  It depends on the totality of the original offense, how many prior 
alternative events, whether it was assault or DV, and if they are employed.  
 

I think all should be on a case by case basis.  Depending on if there is a history of assault or an extensive criminal 
background.  
 

Level of honesty and accountability demonstrated by the offender needs to be taken into consideration as well 
as how long   
 

Subjectivity/discretion leads to inconsistency.   
 

Each offender has different influence and factors which were a part of the violation.  
 

Employment, Treatment efforts and Support of Family  
 

There are many factors to take into account to determine on whether to revoke.  ie. 
employment/history/effort/treatment    
 

Every case is unique.  Need to look at seriousness of violation.   
 

An agent, having been the one who is regularly working with the offender has the best insight to what would be 
of the most benefit.  Their say should bear the most weight.   
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of course... but also everyone has different perspective on mitigating and aggravating circumstances.   
 

Many factors contribute to the total level of risk versus chance for success.  
 

It isn't the severity of the consequence that leads to deterrence.  It is the certainty of a consequence that leads 
to deterrence.  The current model is to ignore parole violations until the matter has spun out-of-control, and 
then give the person a long period of prison.  It would be more beneficial to have given shorter periods of 
revocation for minor or insignificant violations that would have short circuited this spinning out of control.  The 
average parole revocation is 90 days in prison.  We could have done three revocations on minor violations for 
the same dollar cost.   
 

Each action is different and the circumstances surrounding the violation vary widely   
 

Of course.   
 

There are so many circumstances to take into consideration.  You can usually get a feel on whether a person is 
making an effort to change their life or doing their time on parole and getting away with whatever they can; 
thinking or hoping they will not be caught.  
 

Time on parole before violation. Honesty/Accountability of the offender. Seriousness of the violation.     
 

Every case is different. Parole is grey area and the needs of each parolee differs.   
 

If the violation is not too serious and the parolee is making some progress and he is not a danger to the 
community then I think there should be some discretion.   
 

So many different circumstances.  Offenders are all different, their cases are different and their violations will be 
different.  Nothing is cut and dried.  
 

Each case must be considered individually, depending on the seriousness of the violation, the offender's 
supervision history, and the risk to the community.  
 

AP&P is paid to make risk assessments, and we're very good at it.  
 

Most parolees have lengthy criminal histories unless they are a high profile, first time offender. 
 

The circumstances that lead up to the violation or violations.  
 

Depends on the nature of the violation or new offense committed and how many prior alternative events the 
subject has been given.    
 

Parole is not a cookie cutter operation. Several Factors are considered before a recommendation is made.   
 

Several factors are taken into consideration including: employment, length between minor violations, type of 
violation, cooperation and truthfulness.  
 

Classifying each case into law can be difficult.  Some discretion should be left to the Agent/staffing committee.  
 

We have an amazing amount of power over the lives of our parolees and by extension, the lives of their families 
and support systems.  Every case will have a unique factor to it that needs to be considered.  It wouldn't seem 
like an appropriate use of that power if we had no discretion.    
 

Every case is different, the facts need to be examined thoroughly.  
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Not all violations deserve revocation.  But violation after violation does.  New offenses such as violent crimes, 
Drug charges and DUI's should result in revocation. (my opinion)  
 

The agents work with the offenders the most and get an understanding of what the offender can accomplish on 
parole.  Offenders are going to have violations, sometimes we need to work with them.  
 
(Other) 
overall progress/ lack of same needs to be considered. length of time between violations, pattern or seporate 
etc   
 

Agent has personal, ongoing assessment of offender and current situation and also has knowledge base of law 
enforcement and parolee risk behaviors.  
 

Need to be with the offender’s criminal history and how he/she has been doing on parole.  Also what were the 
circumstances that resulted in the offender violating their parole.  
 

We should always judge based on a totality of things.  
 

assess risk to the community and consider appropriate alternative sanctions to incarceration  
 
 

9. Response to the general perception of the number of parole revocations in Utah, and what 
might be done to change the number if too high or low: 

 

(Note: The number to the left in parentheses is the response to the question – 1 = too high; 2 = too low; 3 = 
about right) 
 

(BOPP) 
(1) Not sure what the "general perception" of the public is, nor what relevance it has   
 

(2) Parole officers often times wait until the offender has committed a new crime before they push for a 
revocation.  They are more interested in collecting supervision fees for their own budget.   
 

(2) Who's perception are you talking about anyway?  The general public would certainly say too few, and in my 
view we let too much slide with some parolees before reeling them in.   
 
(Administrators/Officials) 
(1) The perception is that someone can have up to 6 relapses, before they get a warrant for their arrest.  They 
are then very likely to pick up new felony charges if they are out using for that period of time.  It would be better 
to put them back for even 30 days to clean them up and bring them back out to start over again.  
 

(1) Increase the number of alternative events, provide other sanctions when a parolee absconds for a short 
period of time and allow funding for county jails to use the halfway back program for shorter incarceration 
following violations.  
 

(2) More beds so we do not have to go through so many alternative events before revocation.  Parole should be 
conditional release, and when an offender violates the conditional release conditions, that parole should be 
revoked.  
 

(2) We are too slow to send offenders who show obvious disregard for their parole stipulations back to prison.  
The offender should have the expectation that they perform as agreed.  One chance to correct their behavior 
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and stay in line with their agreement if they are out of line is reasonable.  Expecting five (2) to ten alternative 
events to change a criminal's behavior more often than not results in new criminal charges and more victims.  
 

(2) Prisons are full and the administration, taxpayers and legislature do not want to continue building the 
facilities.  So we will have to continue to look for alternatives to incarceration.   
 

(1) more consideration for the grey violations and what else can be done rather than return to prison. we are 
getting this better as we speak  
 

(1) Parole agents need to try to work with offenders if they are not a public risk.  Too often agents do not take 
the time to really look at the offender and their possibility of completing parole if given some sort of alternative 
event.  
 

(2) Bed space availability at the prison seems to be the driving force as well as liberal attitudes of members of 
the Board of Pardons and Parole. 
 
(Supervisors) 
(2) Build a parole violator's facility.  More prison bed space.  
 

(1) There are too many technical based revocations where other alternatives were not available or were not 
utilized.   
 

(2) with the limited budget, you can not increase the revocations  
 

(1) The women population appears to be falling.  I believe some of this is due to the BOP terminating female 
offender cases after failed parole attempts. UDC, BOP and the Courts continue with collaboration to identify 
successful strategies.  Continue with Gender Responsive Training, Case Planning, identifying risk levels, rap 
around services, Motivational Interview Training etc...    
 

(2) I believe a common perception exists that parolees are allowed to remain in the community too long before 
a warrant is requested.  
 

(1) By insuring all options are exhausted on the offender if he is not a danger to society.  
 

(1) Perception is that we are filling up our prisons and we need to look at every reasonable option to 
incarceration.  In reality I believe agents who have an interest in offender success naturally look at reasonable 
options.  Agents who are not interested in offender success but rather getting rid of cases make more 
incarceration/revocation decisions that may not be necessary.  
 

(2) Too many alternative events.  The more alternative events the greater the chance of committing a new crime 
or absconding.  
 

(1) I believe the perception is offenders get too many opportunities to be successful on parole. If the population 
in general knew how many chances offenders get, I think they would be shocked. That said, I believe the current 
Utah parole board is terminating cases at a more aggressive pace than in previous years. This is being done for 
many reasons in my opinion, and it is having positive and negative impacts on prison population and crime in 
general. I would guess the number of parole opportunities over the last 12-18 months is diminishing, with no 
signs of slowing down.  
 

(2) Law enforcement in general, our courts, prosecutors etc.. consistently complain that if someone goes to USP 
they'll be out in about six months.  Revocations could be increased if the BOP would simply issue  
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(2) Stop putting stupid conditions that can't be met by the offender as a condition of parole and don't put 
special conditions in that don't work or the Board won't return the offender if not complied with especially 
restitution and fines.  
 
(Agents) 
(2) General perception of the public and other law enforcement agencies is that AP&P is letting parolees do 
whatever they want.  I think it's time to get back to the basics and hold them accountable. 
 

(2) There needs to be tougher standards and the offenders need to be held more accountable for their actions 
and take responsibility for those actions  
 

(2) Determinate sentencing.  
 

(1) More opportunities for employment, training, schooling and treatment.  
 

(2) More prison space    
 

(2) not to much can be done when the State has so little money to be put into the DOC  
 

(2) More attention needs to be given to drug violations and continued technical violations. 
 

(1) The perception is that parole violations are dealt with less severe as the same violation of a person on formal 
probation. It is easier to do parole in Utah than be on probation in Utah    
 

(3) Giving offenders extra chances after at parole does only postpones them going back to prison.  Treatment 
and other sanctions usually only postpone the eventual revocation.  No one knows the answer to decreased 
revocations or we would all be doing it.   
 

(1) If we had more alternatives we could deal with things without filling up the prisons.  
 

(2) Stop giving alternative events to people who are not willing to participate in their own success on parole.  
 

(1) It seems many are being revoked for drug use.  If their crime is possession/use there may be more cost 
efficient alternatives to incarceration, such as treatment options while they are allowed to work.  This way, they 
can still contribute by earning a paycheck and paying taxes rather than cost the tax payers $30,000 a year for 
incarcerating them.  This population is generally not a threat to the public unless there is theft or forgery 
involved to get their drugs.   
 

(2) We need more bed space and they need to serve more time the first commitment.  
 

(2) I have seen some get 4-5 chances before a warrant can be requested or they commit a new crime.  
 

(2) Offenders know we aren't sending people back for most violations and therefore commit those violations at 
will. 
 

(1) ANY bed space availability in CCCs, treatment programs, DRC programs, jail beds, community accountability 
boards and most of all DRUG BOARD.  
 

(2) Too much focus is being given on the financial aspect of incarceration.  Public safety should be the number 
one priority.   
 

(2) increase bed space. 
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(2) Parolees are generally not afraid of going back to prison as they are aware it won't be long before they get 
out again. The jails are crowded and officers are unable to utilize the 72 hour hold and the jails will not hold 
them on new misdemeanors (in SLC at least) and there is a lot of chaos going on that officers cannot manage in 
its entirety. Parolees need to be held more accountable for their violations. 
 

(1) You asked about perception, not reality.  
 

(2) By revocation for all violations of parole.  The general conception with offenders is parole is too easy.  One 
can get out of prison and do what one wants, to wit: commit crime and use drugs.  We won't hold them 
accountable.  This is perceived by probationers, who are opting to go to prison rather then endure probation 
and change their behavior.  This perception (of parole being easier) then puts more pressure on the prison (by 
the influx of probationers who want prison), this then puts more pressure for agents and the Board to ignore 
violations.  This leads to parole being easier and more probationers wanting prison than doing probation.  
 

(1) The offenders do not have the resources needed to be successful, too many are returned because they 
cannot access treatment, employment, appropriate housing, etc within the first six months of parole. 
 

(1) Perception is that it is easier to do parole in Utah than probation. When we lost jail time for parolees we lost 
a great tool. We were able to use jail or the Halfway Back Program to deal with more serious violations, without 
sending the offender back to prison. We can still use this tool for a probationer, which currently makes 
probation more effective. 
 

(1) Alternative events and creative case planning. 
 

(2) be less tolerant of violations    
 

(2) Have the BOPP actually incarcerate those who are revoked, for a significant amount of time.  Too often, an 
offender is revoked, only to spend 3 months in prison.  That short amount of time tells the offender that the 
BOPP does not take them seriously. 
 

(2) Inmates are not properly prepared for parole. They do not have ID, SS cards, health care or housing help. You 
have their attention for about two to three weeks, then it is downhill. The amount on time to get ID and SS cards 
sometimes two to three months. This is unacceptable. 
 

(1) This could be corrected by adding more agents to supervise, work with local law enforcement, support the 
offenders and lower overall workloads to free up for more of the "social work" we are now involved in.  Keeping 
parolees in perspective as "offenders" not "clients" is important.  The department tends forget how 
manipulative these individuals tend to be. Build a better bridge between licensed social workers and the agent.  
Move away from having the agent be an "include all" hybrid professional and add more specific positions.  Allow 
those that are more inclined to be law enforcement to be involved in that aspect and also allow for those who 
are more social worker orientated to help programming.  Training an understaffed agency to be both ends of the 
spectrum is confusing and frustrating.  Opening more positions and allowing for specialized training is necessary.  
Allow staff to flourish in their own talents and desired roles.  
 

(2) Establish more uniformity throughout the state.  Not based off of regions that have limited jail access and 
bed space (ie SLC).     
 

(2) We should have much less tolerance for violations.  Offenders know the prison is crowded and they can get 
away with a lot of behaviors, as long as they aren't new crimes, that we wish they wouldn't (drug use, no 
payments, no employment)     
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(2) We need more prison space.  Some people just need to be in custody.  
 

(2) I believe it can be increased and more time should be served.  Our stats are padded.  Obviously people are 
going to be successful if they are not returned to the USP for violations.  
 
(Other) 
(1) understanding new life direction will take time and have its bumps which direction is he moving towards  
inmate understanding that his life is not his just because he left prison   
 

(1) Build stronger relationship between agent and offender; consider full context of violations. Parolees have 
high expectations to meet at extremely stressful time in life (transition from prison, reestablishing/building 
complex factors of social supports/employment/housing).  
 

(1) Because offenders need to understand that they are accountable for their actions good or bad.  To 
continually reoffend for possibly the same reasons is no excuse allow more than two.  
 
 

10. Other important factors (besides those listed) that cause parole violations: 
 
(BOPP) 
 serious on-going substance abuse 
 

lack of the basics:  food, shelter and employment  
 

Mental illness that affects one's ability to benefit from treatment or make life-long changes  
 
(Administrators/Officials) 
The parole system enabling the offender when they violate by disregarding the violation which leads to 
increased violations and willingness to stretch the rules 
 

Education and employment skills.  Family support.  
 

offenders impulsivity and lack of social values (slightly different from criminal thinking but close)   
 
(Supervisors) 
I believe the parole officer (and other support systems) can play a significant role in a parolee's success.  
 

lack of SURE consequences feeds the criminal thinking and offenders who initially start out scared to go back to 
prison and motivated to do well start trying to "game" the system because they see others "getting away" with 
it and nothing seems to happen to them.   
 
(Agents) 
environment     
 

Lack of pro-social support.  
 

Family and community support   
 

Inmates can follow the rules in prison because there is no room to tolerate misbehavior.  Parolees violate the 
conditions of their release because we do tolerate their misbehavior.   
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Mental Health Issues  
 
(Other) 
untreated mental illness; homelessness; rejection/attack from family   
 

Having trouble being accountable for their actions. 
 

six risk factors determined by the LSI   
 
 

11. Explanation for whether revocation is considered a failure or not: 
 

(Note: Answer respondent gave is provided in parentheses before the open-ended response) 
 

(BOPP) 
(No) Sometimes it is just a tune up; like our cars need at times.     
 

(No) If the individual is investigated detained and revoked for good cause, then the system is working, same as 
its working for parolees who succeed and move up and out of the system.  
 

(No) Sometimes it takes baby steps for some offenders.  May be the first time doesn't work.   
 

(No) A single revocation followed by a successful parole would not be a failure, but would be viewed as a bump 
in the road.  However, a series of revocations or a revocation followed by sentence expiration while incarcerated 
would be a failure.  
 

(No) Failure is not what you desire but parole is part of the process with most offenders.  If someone goes a year 
or more without violations, that can be viewed as progress with some. 
 
(Administrators/Officials) 
(No) I have seen offenders that have had their parole revoked and when they came out on their next parole they 
stated it was what they needed to have happen to motivate them to do better and succeed on the next parole.  
 

(No) Not really a yes or no, it depends on the nature of the revocation.  With all the conditions and rules put 
upon offenders on parole, some violation behavior is almost expected.  Some revocations are a needed tune up.  
If they are revoked for the same behavior they were put on parole for, I guess failure is an ok word to use.  
 

(Yes) It is considered a failure of that parole attempt.  
 

(Yes) The offender’s failure, not the system’s.   
 

(No) Revocation is some case may prevent a new victim   
 

(No) Just a setback, not a failure.  
 

(No) It's a natural consequence of breaking the agreement the offender entered into.  Parole should be a 
privilege for those who abide by their stipulations.  Those who cannot abide by them should be incarcerated to 
prevent further victimization of the community.  
 

(No) It may just be a step in the process to recovery.  
 

(No) not always unless the system has given up on the offender then a failure  - short of that a "step backwards"  
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(Yes) If an offender does not complete the conditions ordered by the BOP they are not successful at completing 
what was ordered.  This, however, does not mean that they can't complete parole unsuccessfully.  
 

(No) Change is not without setbacks   
 

(Yes) I believe it is a failure of the offender, the parole agent, and the Board of Pardons.  Everyone should be 
working together to rehabilitate the offender and to help him become law abiding.  
 
(Supervisors)  
(No) The offender probably was not properly prepared for re-entry into the community.  This has a lot to do with 
length of incarceration & exposure to the criminal elements within the prison system.   
 

(No) It’s a necessary evil  
 

(Yes) It reflects failure on the offender and/or the agent/department. 
 

(Yes) it’s a failed attempt to comply with the orders of the BOP 
 

(No) Failure leads to success in many other fields.  It is a relative issue.  Perhaps the revocation process can be 
attuned to the needs of the department with something similar to what used to be called 'halfway back' - this is 
a wakeup call for the offender and would hopefully help them utilize those tools and programs available to 
resolve their issues rather than sending them all the way back to prison which is costly.  I think if a 'halfway back 
program' was instituted in the proper manner with appropriate helpfulness, (counselors, job coaches, daily 
tracking, feedback and evaluation) programs of this nature would be beneficial and reduce the number of parole 
violators back to prison.  If the department really wants to change programs, they should consider the means by 
which they are now conducting business. It is a known factor there are some units within AP & P that are strictly 
law enforcement rather than helping the offender to want to change his behavior thereby changing his life.  
Once the offender changes the way they think they also change their lives.  This however cannot formulate if the 
offender has a parole agent 'who doesn't give a damn' about them or anything else, they are 'simply filling a 
spot, collecting a paycheck and not doing much to earn it.'  This type of attitude creates a 'lose-lose' situation 
rather than a 'win-win' result.  But that is my opinion.  
 

(No) it is a part of the process.  depending on how the parolee learns from a revocation will determine whether 
it is a failure or a success.  
 

(No) Success can never be achieved without failure.  Sometimes an individual will do great for a long or short 
period of time then will relapse or return to old criminal patterns.  The praise of their achievements is 
important, but the consequence for the drug use or criminal behavior further reinforces the success while on 
parole.  Sometimes a time out is needed to remove someone from a poor environment, to clean them up from 
drug use, and remind them of their overall goal.  
 

(No) Many times parolees are returned to prison because the risk to the community becomes too great.  Some 
offenders take this as an opportunity to re-stabilize prior to another parole opportunity. 
 

(Yes) Revocation is a failure but as offenders are granted numerous parole opportunities it is a failure until 
released again.  Conduct relating to revocations can be as serious as original charge but generally parolees 
return to prison for conduct that is lesser than original crime.  
 

(No) We need to recognize that many times when offenders hit the street their attitudes and abilities change to 
the point they become a threat to the community.  At the point their behavior is a threat to the community, 
success would be returning them to prison before new victims are created.  
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(No) The failure would be based on the needs and risk of the offender and the participation and effort put forth 
by the offender.  The failure would be on the offender not the system if others are succeeding.  
 

(No) It may be a failure for the specific parolee, but it could be the revocation saved lives. Public safety is the 
first priority at our office, and intervention when the public is at risk is vital. An agent who intervenes with an 
arrest and prison return potentially could have saved the offender from committing worse violations/crimes 
while protecting innocent community members.  
 

(Yes) If success if to complete conditions and decrease your risk factor by demonstrating law abiding and stable 
behavior - then not doing this and getting your parole revoked would definitely be a failure on the OFFENDER'S 
part NOT the Agent's part     
 

(No) As explained above sometimes the expectations are too high for the offender to succeed. 
 
(Agents) 
(Yes) Revocations require serious non-compliance.  If your supervision is revoked you have not tried to be 
successful.  
 

(No) It is successful to protect the public.    
 

(No) Just because a parole was revoked doesn't mean they are out of the system.  They will likely parole again 
and the process of helping them find their motivation to change continues.  
 

(No) It is a bump in the road. If they are granted another opportunity to parole they are given the opportunity to 
succeed.  
 

(No) It is an opportunity for the offender to be removed from a negative environment, get clean and sober, and 
allows the offender and the Dept. of Corrections to consider a plan, that will focused on making future paroles 
successful.  Unfortunately, most offenders are released right back into the same setting, they have failed in on 
each parole opportunity.  If nothing has changed, nothing is going to change.  
 

(No) Just another chance to make appropriate changes  
 

(No) It is not a failure it is the responsibility of the parolee to succeed or fail at parole and the agent is there to 
help provide guidance and direction to help the offender in changing if the offender so desires. It the offender 
does not want to change their lives it is the responsibility of the agent to protect the community there fore the 
agent may be successful in either situation  
 

(Yes) Yes, the parolee was revoked because he failed to follow his parole!  
 

(Yes) It is a temporary failure.  A chance for a parolee to start anew with a clean slate at a later parole.  
 

(Yes) A failure on the part of the parolee because he/she was unable to abide by the conditions of the parole 
agreement.  A failure for me because I was unable to help the offender be successful.  
 

(No) It is like a revoke and restart.  It gives them a second chance.  
 

(Yes) If the revocation results in incarceration time 
 

(No) Revocation is a "time out".  It is a period to remind an offender what his/her goals should be and after they 
get refocused they get another chance to try being "on the out".  
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(Yes) a failure for that parole   
 

(No) It can be a success for the community if the offender fails to do what is required.  Also if they pose a 
significant risk to the public and they are removed from the community.  Our job is to help the offenders that 
what to be successful and identify and deal with the ones that wish to continue in a criminal lifestyle.  
 

(No) It is much like a time-out for a child. It opens the eyes of some offenders as to what they could face for a 
long period of time if their attitudes and behaviors do not change..   
 

(Yes) Failure of the parolee  
 

(Yes) Failure to abide by conditions. 
 

(No) No.  The only one who failed is the offender.  Hopefully they will learn from the experience and do better 
the next time they are given the opportunity of parole.  
 

(No) Revocation gives an offender the chance to regroup and figure out how to make changes needed to be 
successful on parole and in life. 
 

(No) Can be utilized as an adjustment period or time out to get them off the street long enough to get them 
cleaned up    
 

(No) Sometimes they need some down time to start thinking clearly   
 

(No) There will always be some who will choose to violate and be unsuccessful.  This is their choice not mine and 
I don't think of them as failures, they just have figured out what they want yet. 
 

(No) If a warrant is being asked for, all viable avenues have been explored and or the behavior is too risky to 
remain in the community. 
 

(Yes) revocation means for the most part, going back to prison.   
 

(No) I think some people just need a "time out" to think about their actions and how it affects their loved ones.  
Some believe they cannot be successful at anything so sometimes they set themselves up to fail. 
 

(No) Can be a wakeup call attention getter, or even an opportunity to gain additional tx.      
 

(No) Violating second parole for the same reasons as the first parole revocation should be grounds for time and 
terminate from prison.  
 

(No) Some time you need to get a fresh start but no more than three attempts.  
 

(No) I think it just means that the offender is not ready to change at that point and will possibly be after 
spending some time locked down so they are able to see and understand the consequences for their actions and 
what they are missing out on while locked up. 
(No) There is always time to turn one’s life around.  
 

(Yes) On the current parole it is.  Let the offender learn from the violation/experience to help them possibly not 
repeat in future parole.  
 

(No) If someone's parole is revoked, it may be what they are most in need of at the time.  Some people can't 
deal with not having the structure provided while incarcerated.  
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(Yes) Well yes and no, to some it may just be a bump in the road and they know they'll get another chance.  
 

(No) This question is vague. A failure for whom? From what perspective? It is not a failure for the community, 
for they are considered safer. 
 

(Yes) Depends upon what the revocation is from....     
 

(No) Revocation is a natural process for a person to learn what works and doesn't work in society.  Rather than 
warehouse someone until they are old, I have noticed the average criminal needs to be locked up between 12 
and 20 times to learn this isn't working for them.  The period needs to be longer than a day or two, but doesn't 
need to be more than a couple of months.  Just long enough for them to "lose" everything they worked for, and 
have to start again.  This tires them out to the point they want to change.  
 

(No) Revocation should not be considered failure, nothing a normal person does the first few times rarely 
succeeds, so how can we expect those that are under such pressure to succeed and with the addictions that 
they face to succeed the first second or even the third time. It's a process of recovery.  
 

(Yes) Personally, I consider the person to be unsupervisable.  They are not ready and willing and/or willing to 
work very hard at being successful on parole. 
 

(No) Revocation can be a "wake-up call" to the offender; if allowed a second parole.   
 

(No) Practice at success. People make mistakes.  
 

(Yes) It’s a failure on the part of the offender to resolve within themselves to comply w/probation or parole. 
They give up and stop caring.  If it's important to them to have their freedom and be successful then they will do 
it. We need to stop making excuses for them.   
 

(Yes) They were unable to complete parole, so in six to eight months they will try again.  
 

(No) It isn't a failure until they quit trying.  
 

(Yes) It's both a failure of the offender, who is in the end responsible for their behavior, and the agent, who 
likely wants the offender to succeed.   
 

(No) On the part of the offender yes.  
 

(No) Parole is a controlled release into society.  If public safety is in jeapordy, the offender should have a more 
restrictive environment.     
 

(No) It may be an indication the individual is not ready for parole and make the transition back into society.   
 

(No) Where one door closes another one opens.  
 

(No) Oftentimes revocation is part of the rehabilitative process.  
 

(Yes) Revocation indicates the offender did not take parole seriously and is too great a risk of continuing criminal 
behavior to allow to stay out on the street.  
 

(No) It is a phase of the treatment modality 
 

(Yes) The offender failed to succeed on parole and sometimes, not always, we failed to help them in the way 
they needed it to be successful.  Some are going to fail no matter what we do.  
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(Yes) If you don’t follow the rules, you have failed to meet the requirements.  
 

(No) It helps get the offender resources that he may not use while on parole.  
 

(Yes) Parole is a privilege not a right.  If your parole is revoked you are obviously not successful but may have 
done some things right.  Not enough right, however, to complete parole. 
 

(Yes) In general speaking it is.  Could someone have learned something positive while on a parole that was 
revoked, sure. 
 
(Other) 
(Yes) By the parolee.  By the agent revocation often seems to be a confirmation that parolee is unwilling to 
change, ( a motivational issue)  rather than is having significant cognitive/skills deficits in implementing change. 
 

(Yes) I feel that if this process was working like it was intended to we would not have so many offenders having 
more than two.  However, I realize that we are dealing many different types of personalities.  We just have to 
keep refining the process and stand firm with offenders when dealing with these revocations.  
 

(Yes) Could not do what was required of himself. things the rest of us do with ease.  
 

(No) punitive sanctions are necessary to remind offender parole is privilege   
 
 

12. Are there any other alternative options that you would like to see available to offenders who 
violate parole before they are revoked?: 

 
(BOPP) 
We need a Parole Violators center, where parolees who are "slipping" can be housed for a tune-up short of 
returning them to prison.  
 

Half way back option aka Parole Violator center would be a great start.  In some cases, house arrest and 
electronic monitoring may be appropriate as well.  
 

Violation-specific help, careful not to impose too many requirements.  Imagine yourself without a license or job 
and trying to fulfill a list of criteria that requires money and a form of transportation to get there.  One can see 
how it might be overwhelming to accomplish, especially for those without a support system.  Develop proactive 
resources, rather than reactive resources. 
 

Parole Revocation Center(s). 
 

More bed spaces in parole violator programs. 
 

Some could benefit from a less expensive parole violator center in the community as opposed to prison.  
 
(Administrators/Officials) 
Halfway back options.   EM  Parole violator center  
 

I don't believe the agents spend enough time looking for alternatives to incarceration, because of the time 
involved.  Addicted individuals who cannot get sober on their own should be utilizing detox centers and PV/beds 
at BCCC and OSCCC, as well as programming option in the community.  
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Short incarceration periods in the county jail for technical violations. Allow parolees to participate in programs 
such as community accountability boards for technical violations to receive community support.  
 

We need more treatment money.  If an offender violates in a way that could be addressed with a program 
rather than revocation, that would be more beneficial for everyone.  
 

More programming money do address the public safety risk 
 

Would like to see the halfway out/back program reinstated.  Some offenders just need a "kick in the head" to 
get them back on the right path.  Would like to see some flexibility in giving jail time without having to ask for a 
warrant. 
 

I would love to see the department finally look at a CCC in Utah County before all of the land is gone.  This is the 
second biggest county in the state and is growing very fast and soon there will be little opportunity to get "a 
good location" for a facility.  We need to be thinking 10-20 years down the road as well--not just today and next 
fiscal year.  
 

more tx options  more employment and education options  violator center (with tx options)   jail bed availability 
to dry them out   
 

The DOC needs to get back to using "Shock Programs" in local jails to try and deal with parolees in their 
communities.  If we just send them back it does no good for anyone.  
 

Electronic monitoring.  Inpatient substance abuse treatment.  Halfway back/Parole Violator bed space.  
Community sanctions/Community service.  
 
(Supervisors) 
The State of Utah, needs a Parole Violator's facility (3 to 6 month duration).  Which could include; GED 
(education), treatment programs, work skill classes, & work search programs.  These would greatly enhance the 
parolee's opportunity to re-integrate better into society and be successful as a productive member of the 
community. 
 

EBP 
 

GPS monitoring  Half-way house programs - more available  Short-term incarceration - days instead of months  
 

I would like to see a supervision review which would be considered 'open in discussion and not closed'  Many 
times officers state to the offenders: "Just tell us the truth and we will work with you."  The offender then 
discloses the 'truth' to some degree, many times becoming very emotional in the process only to have the 
officer then slap the cuffs on them and haul them to jail.  If we have encouraged the person to 'change if you 
will' then by their admission and obvious emotional change as well; would we not be better served to start at 
that point of emotional breakdown, and try again?  Set in their course of progress clean and defined goals with 
the ability to measure their progress, mentor them along the way and help them progress to a point where they 
change by their own cognitive responses.  This is how you build success.  Success includes failure.  Failure leads 
to success.  It is a universal process in any undertaking of any objective, not only in business, personal lives but 
also in Corrections!  
 

we keep hearing about the halfway back facility that would allow some offenders to get things back under 
control without having to go back to prison.  money seems to be the key to this problem.  
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A halfway back program for the female population would be great.  A UDC detox program, 7 to 14 day 
incarceration periods to get parolees clean from drug use would be good as well. 
 

1. Parole violation center; 2. More state-funded treatment resources (to include additional TRC classes); 3. 
Community Correctional Center treatment programs; 4. State-funded random urinalysis program 5. Employment 
opportunities; 6. State-funded EM/GPS/Alcosensor units; 7. Housing assistance (additional CCC stabilization 
beds).   The AP&P TRC program needs additional treatment classes for various addition levels. 
 

A halfway back program would be helpful to provide a more secure setting to work with offenders while offering 
a greater degree of community protection while assessing the offenders continued attitude and demeanor in a 
more timely and informed way.  
 

A Tent city halfway back program established in Southern Utah, similar to the county jail in Arizona. 
 

Work Camps, Restitution Work Details, Community Service Program. 
 

More halfway back type programs.  More treatment options. 
 

We could use a Parole Violator Center to intervene when a parolee is having minor or technical problems. This 
center could be utilized as a 1/2 back or transitional facility, instead of returning them unstable to the 
community or to a more costly secure setting.     I believe we need to provide more housing and job 
opportunities for parolees, as this will encourage their success. We have too many conservative legislators, city 
governments and police chiefs who are supporting and passing laws that are not conducive to parole success. 
Many communities are passing "Crime Free" neighborhoods and passing zoning laws which limit where parolees 
can live. These laws are making it difficult for parolees to find suitable housing. The Ogden area is a good 
example. They have passed laws giving landlords 'incentives' to not rent to parolees. This is only causing 
parolees to live in more crime ridden and less suitable housing---therefore increasing their risk patterns, 
behaviors and criminal associations.     We could use 1/2 way houses in Utah and Washington Counties, as they 
have had a lot of growth and SLC and Weber Counties have these facilities and have been shouldering the 
burdens of these facilities.     
 

More CCC   
 
(Agents) 
Jail time, parole violator centers, half way back 
 

More halfway back programs   
 

Parole Violator Center operated and staffed by the State of Utah.  
 

I think a parole violator center, like a halfway house should be established with staff specialized in helping the 
offender obtain employment, learning basic financial stability skills, GED/and tutoring for those in need to 
obtain GED.  Driver's education should be available at little or no cost, with in-house counseling, paid for by the 
offender, through rent.  
 

More therapy and inpatient programs    
 
Parole revocation center as well as a better assessment for sex offenders. Programs designed for specific 
offenders ie if the offender is a low risk and first time parolee why put them in treatment programs that have 
them with more hardened offender's which are more likely to violate. There should be different levels of 
programs for different offenders and not a one size fits all program. The evaluation process should be made 
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easier for the agents to use to help easily identify the problem areas and treatment should be based on the 
individual offender. There needs to be more life skills associated treatment available to offenders. Taking in the 
old adage "give a man a fish he can eat for a day teach him to fish he can feed himself". Treatment and other 
skills classes should not be wasted on multiple repeat offenders who do not want to change and should be used 
more wisely for those who want to make those changes and need the guidance and direction to be successful.   
 

If you keep parole, you need inpatient substance abuse beds and money for E.M.  Also, you need to get with a 
company and do a job sharing program with them to hire parolees straight out of the prison. 
 

Parole Violator Center, for Southern Utah also.  Also, a Day Reporting Center.   
 

More treatment, housing, employment and training opportunities.  
 

bring back the halfway out programs to allow agents to work with offender closer to their home.  
 

discretionary residential facilities like the halfway houses. 
 

The reinstatement of the Halfway Back Program. More consideration to punitive options such as community 
service and/or 7- 15 days jail time. 
 

Sometimes we can help an offender if we have the opportunity to get them away from the drugs.  Jail time or 
inpatient therapy can help, but we no longer have those options.  
 

Absolutely! Half-way back at the jails was a good alternative. 
More availability of a parole violator center as an alternative to returning them to prison.  
 

I would like to see half way back as an alternative again.  
 

More inpatient treatment programs are needed; also funding of treatment programs which have been cut;  our 
resources are extremely limited due to budget cuts  
 

I would like to see something between community supervision and prison.  Like a 21-30 day lock up, something 
to get their attention.  
 

SEEN BY BOARD MEMBERS IN THE OFFENDER’S HOME TOWN.  
 

Meaningful parole violator facility.  One where the staff take ownership of the person and doesn't act as just a 
turn key.  
 

parole violator center.  
 

I would like to see a halfway back program or more halfway houses to provide structure.  
 

A REAL, half back program with actual programming available.,   
 

Bed space availability in CCCs, treatment programs, DRC programs, jail beds, community accountability boards 
and most of all DRUG BOARD.  
 

Jail time with some type of program to get them clean and sober while in jail.  Usually need 20 to 30 days to get 
drug out of there system.  
 

half-way back and parole violator programs    
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Moral Reconation Therapy Program ordered more often so they can see how their thinking errors are part of 
their criminal behavior. There also needs to be personal assessment and growth classes offered so the offender 
can see why they are in the situation they are in and how they can change their behavior if they really want to.   
 

Find a way for offenders to complete jail time over retuning to prison, which would allow the offender to stay in 
their local area.  More treatment options/cost is always an issue.  
 

Return offender to in residence or outpatient therapy.  
 

Having the ability to put someone in jail for 30 to 60 days for violations to remind them what parole is giving 
them would be a great option.  Sometimes people just need a wake up call, but currently, AP&P has very few 
options for alternative events.  
 

Something like a halfway back program where they can get a job and stabilize.   
 

More available programs to get into   
 

We already have quite a few.   but maybe a 1week time out in custody would be good.  
 

No!  All of the nice "blue-sky" ideas sound good to normal people, but make society appear weak to the criminal.  
We work with them, and work with them; but unless they want to change it is pointless.  Ideally, we need to 
have parole and their prison sentence be able to re-start with each revocation.  We need to make it loud and 
clear they will never get out of the system, once in, until they choose to change their criminal behavior.  
 

A violator center, or allow the local jails to house for a punitive measure, but back to prison just costs way more 
than is necessary for the tax paying public and the offender. Is there not enough land in Utah to provide a space 
even with steel buildings or tent areas that an individual who violates can be placed?  Why are we always 
seeking the highest cost option of the prison or even a violator center that no one will want in the backyard of 
their community?  Look and seek all options even those that are or seem out of the ordinary.  The offender 
deserves to succeed if they are going to live in our society so help them do so instead of bogging them down the 
minute they feel they can breathe clean air.  
 

Halfway back (some jail time for certain violations).  
 

Parolees know they can now go back to prison one or two times then be granted a termination of parole 
sentence after serving twelve to eighteen months. For most this time is not an issue and is easier than parole as 
they do not have to change their criminal thinking or behaviors.  
 

PVP     
 

NO!!!  It’s a failure on the part of the offender to resolve within themselves to comply w/probation or parole. 
They give up and stop caring.  If it's important to them to have their freedom and be successful then they will do 
it. We need to stop making excuses for them.  
 

More halfway back programs with some treatment involved or employment help.  
 

A halfway house or a parole violator center in the southern two-thirds of the state.  
 

Regional parole violator centers would be extremely helpful. Also, the availability of programs is decreasing, 
making it more difficult to deal with violations in an effective manner. The less programs available, the more 
offenders will be returned to the prison. Loss of programs like the halfway back program force more parole 
violations because often times we cannot dry offenders out and get them off of drugs before referring them to a 
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drug treatment program. If agents have no alternatives or programs, then referral back to USP is the only option 
unless we do not hold offenders accountable.  
 

A NON-PRIVATE parole violator center.  If we award that to a private contractor, we will have lots of problems, 
guaranteed.   
 

community action accountability groups, uses of electronic supervision aids (GPS tracking, alcohol sensors) at 
lower cost to offenders 
 

Current PVP program. Real employment help and mandatory daily classes for parolees.   
 

Half way house in Southern Utah  
 

People respond to consequences.  Working with the jails more to have offenders serve a certain number of days 
in jail for minor violations such as dirty UAs would be beneficial to both the offender and the community.  
Offenders seem to disregard simply signing a waiver or other actions that do not result in immediate 
consequences for the bad decision. 
 

A parole violator center may help abate the return of parolees to prison.  
 

No.  
 

I thought the Weber County shock program was a very effective program when it was available.  It allowed for a 
glimpse of prison life for a two week period.  Also, a more stabilized halfway back program would be very useful 
for agents.  Sometimes we need to remove some of the outside pressures and get them to focus on one area 
before advancing them along.  The transition facility also allowed for offenders to get their feet on the ground 
rather than just being tossed back into society. 
 

Bring back the halfway back program in the county jails.  
 
(Other) 
Increase in programming/treatment with focus on increasing motivation for change and addressing substance 
abuse and mental health issues;  case management, practical assistance and education for finding housing and 
employment; encouraging access to healthy/sober relationships including other felons or family members with 
felony history. Friendships, particularly those that are formed in treatment which support change and 
motivation are lost because of strict non-association practices by agents.   
 

Don't become jaded and apathetic when working with these offenders.  It is important that they realize that we 
are there to help them.  That they need to accept that this will not happen until they help themselves.  This a 
long and difficult process because they have been in a very difficult family dance for a long time and those walls 
need to come down first.  
 

limited treatment to assess if the violation is the start of a downward spiral   
 

violation occurs, BOP warrant issued, offender returns to prison, parole officer recalls warrant at 28 days, 
offender reinstated on parole, released to the community to continue on parole.  use of swift and appropriate 
punitive sanctions are necessary is some cases, short of proceeding with pv process and requesting lengthy 
incarceration.   
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13. [Agent-Only Section] Other factors (besides those listed) that might be important to your 
decisions regarding revocation recommendations: 

 

(Note: Some supervisors who work directly with parolees also provided answers to these questions) 
 

Gang affiliation and sex offender violation with victims 
 

The ability for the offender to understand the violation and be up front taking responsibility for their actions.   
 

There is a strong culture of administrative overview which prevent agents from making appropriate offender 
management decisions. 
 

Illegal aliens should not be placed on parole. The ability to offer them resources for treatment funding or 
treatment itself is non-existent. When dealing with illegals either have them serve an amount of time and 
terminate or deport.  
 

LSI scores are counter-indicated for sex offenders.  It should never be used as a tool to measure risk of sexual 
recidivism, only generic criminal risk. 
 
 

14. [Agent-Only Section] Comments about perceived flexibility/discretion in decisions about 
reporting violations to the Board:   

  
(Note: Some supervisors who work directly with parolees also provided answers to these questions) 
 

(3/6) Some on very, very minor violations, but the law says to report all violations.  
 

(0/6) All notable violations must be reported to BOP.  
 

(0/6) All violations are 'reported' to the Board. We have flexibility and discretion on what we recommend to the 
Board as a sanction---but all violations are to be reported and the Board ultimately decides what happens to the 
offender.   
 

(5/6) I have offenders keep a probation/parole book requiring them to document all of their supervision 
progress/violations.  I can tell by how well/poor they keep track of such documentation as to how well they are 
doing.  I would really like to see our Dept spend a little money on providing offenders with resources to track 
and record their supervision requirements/progress/violations just as us parole officers do.  If you look at our 
school system they provide our children with day planners.  Why don't we do that for those placed on formal 
supervision.  I can't tell you how nice it is to have them trained to bring their probation/parole books to my 
office or get such while at their homes.  I can review payments, treatment attendance, employment efforts, 
community service hours, court appearances/violations, all in the field without a computer.  The ones who can't 
find their probation/parole book are the ones not trying to make it.  Those that are got it together and know 
where it is and can produce such.  If the Dept was to provide a folder to the offender similar to the file folder's 
we probation/parole officer keep then we are both (offender and agent) tracking and documenting the same 
thing. Employment, payments and treatment compliance are the big three things that I target.  Knowing their 
education and family support structure round out my top five.  I wish you could see the value of having an 
offender produce such a book to not only me but when they see their therapist, Judge/BOP, and family they can 
show what they are doing.  Without it they are lost... they don't track things very well.  Recording their monthly 
appointment, last appointment, last dirty urinalysis, how many times they have tested clean, all have huge 
psychological benefits to them.  The state holds me accountable to a great degree on documenting the 
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compliance of an offender, f-track entries, UDOCA, and a hard physical file.  Why are we not holding the 
offender to some accountability on doing the same with keeping a hard file (probation/parole book).  I would 
really like to see us develop something like this.   
 

(0/6) I think the Board should be notified of each violation.  If the question is really asking if I feel I have 
discretion in the actions taken for a violation.  I feel the parole agents are given an abundant amount of 
discretion, but it seems that we choose to take the "cookie cutter" approach and treat certain violations the 
same regardless of the history behind the violation and offender's past history.  Our discretion is valuable in 
helping the offender.  I just think most parole agents don't realize that, with the larger caseloads of late, I 
believe revoking and offenders parole, is often viewed as an opportunity to relieve the case load of a problem 
case, and allow the parole agent to focus on offenders that are actually trying to make their parole successful. 
 

(0/6) All violations need to be reported with flexibility to recommend alternative event  
 

(0/6) All violations should be reported to the BOP.  
 

(3/6) I believe I have some flexibility but I believe all parole violations should be reported even if no action is 
required or requested.  
 

(0/6) We are to report all violations.  
 

(0/6) ALL VIOLATIONS ARE TO BE REPORTED. 
 

(2/6) Curfew violations, lack of employment  
 

(0/6) have been told to report all violations no matter how small.   
 

(0/6) We have no discretion, we are ordered through our Supervisor, who is in turn ordered by the Board.  We 
notify on everything.  Not only violations, but we notify of speeding tickets.  
 

(1/6) All violations must be reported to the BOPP in a timely manner.   
 

(0/6) This is because of our director and supervision being micro managers and give us very little discretion.  
 

(0/6) All violations must be reported. 
 

(0/6) All violations must be reported.  
 

(5/6) I try to report all relevant violations even if we are requesting no action. The non-relevant violations such 
as not making payment and employment are not reported every time due to the current state of the economy. 
 

(5/6) The BOPP has always been open-minded about alternatives to incarceration if it is reasonable. There are 
times when pressures from DOC Admin regarding prison crowding has made all our jobs a bit difficult, but for 
the most part the BOPP supports the recommendations of AP&P if they are reasonable and in good faith.   
 

(0/6) Policy states ALL violations will be reported to the BOPP.  I do have flexibility and discretion in regards to 
recommendations on alternative events and/or revocations.  
 

(1/6) Per policy, all violations must be reported.  
 

(0/6) We should, but we don't.   
 



Factors Related to Parole Violations and Revocations    Utah 

103 
 

(3/6) The Board should be notified of any negative progress and all violations.  They are responsible for issuing 
sanctions 
 

(0/6) ALL violations must be reported to the Board.  
 

(0/6) I am a little unsure what this question is asking.  All violations need to be reported but I do have a lot of 
discretion as to the recommendation for the violation. 
 

(3/6) All violations should be reported to the BOPP, even if an Alternative Event or Verbal Warning is given.  The 
BOPP does not have to agree with the sanction.  
 

(0/6) All violations are required to be reported, including speeding tickets and infractions. 


