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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

State legislators across the nation are continually faced with proposals 

to modify existing dispositional, release, and classification guidelines. 

These proposals are a direct outgrowth of budgetary constraints, public safety 

concerns, community values, sentencing disparity issues, and most importantly, 

the growth in prison population (and consequently, prison overcrowding). 

Legi slators increasingly are turning to correctional admini strators for 

estimates of the potentiial short and long term impact of sentencing reforms on 

the size and nature of correctional populations. Yet, the correctional staff 

of many states are financially and technologically ill-equipped to accurately 

estimate the impact of alternative guidelines. Inadequate data bases s unsoph­

isticated statistical tools, and limited staff resources usually hinder valid 

and reliable predictions. 

As a result, policy makers find themselves in a difficult position. The 

dectsion to mai:ntain existing policies will simply enhance the growth of 

financial and correctional strains. Thus, legi slators often opt for the 

passage of legislative bills with little understanding of the consequences on 

judicial processing, jail, probation, prison, and parole populations, correc­

ti ona 1 personnel needs, and publ i c safety. An unexpected consequence is the 

overflow of offenders into certain branches of the correctional system (i.e., 

pri.son overcrowdi1ng) and the sudden need for short term (and temporary) 

resolutions (i.e., jailing). 

Pressures on the judicial and correctional systems wi 11 escal ate and 

shi ft from branch to branch without a more sophi sticated pol icy simulation 

analysis. Policy makers must have the necessary resources to accurately 

estimate the potenti'al change incurred from alternative correctional model s 
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and the impact on public safety and finances. Such resources include on-going 

policy level research and accurate forecasting models which demonstrate the 

impact of policy decisions on the current and future judicial and correctional 

systems. 

The Utah Situation 

Legislators and correctional administrators in Utah are facing similar 

problems as those of other states. Perhaps the most urgent problem requiring 

legislative action is the growth of their prison population. Utah ranked 

seventhi'n the natilon wi th the greatest percent change in the number of i n­

mates from 1983 to 1984 (Table 1). Over the last decade, the Utah state 

prison system witnessed a 52 percent "i:ncrease in the number of inmates which 

has led to an overcrowding situation. In an effort to alleviate these 

conditions, state officials remanded 2.3 percent of the prison population to 

local jails in 1984 (Table 2). 

Legi slators and correctional admini strators recognize that these short 

term resolutions will not solve the problems of correctional capacity and 

public safety. State officials are searching for a more accurate method of 

assigning offenders to less restrictive alternatives which are consistent with 

public safety, budget constraints, and overcrowding of the Utah state prison. 

They a re continuous ly revi"ewi ng propo sal s to modi fy ex; sti ng di spositiona 1 

guidel ines. In 1983, a proposal to implement an offender ri sk assessment 

model adapted from Iowa's instrument was formulated, but subsequently 

rejected. In 1985, proposed revisions of existing guidelines which provided 

stiffer pen~lties for crimes against persons were aprroved for testing. 
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TABLE 1 

I ANNUAL AND TOTAL PERCENT CHANGE SINCE 1980 IN 
THE NUMBER OF PRISONERS UNDER STATE AND FEDERAL 

CORRECTIONAL AUTHORITIES, BY REGION, DIVISION, AND STATE 

I Total 

Re-slons. DivISions 
percent 

.-\n:lual :)ercen t t:~!In2''! cnanzl? and States 1980-,1 lnl-.~ 1982-. .;3 1983-.4 "Nii"h4 

I Uruted States, total. 1:Z.~% 11.996 5..1% 6.1% «J.5\'6 
Federal 15.5 5.5 7.6 7.3 40.6 
State 11.9 12.4 5.5 6.0 40.6 

Northeast 11.1% 10.0% 9.0% 9.1% 5-4.0% 

I New England 
:,Iame 21.9 11.9 -2.5 -5.3 ~5.9 
New Hampshire 2~.1 U.3 7.6 11.1 7~.1 
Vermont 11.2 I:!.:! -11.0 3.0 7.3 
~lassacnllSetts 22.1 1l.4 3.4 9.1 53.5 

I Rhooe lsls.: .. d 13.3 7.3 11.5 5.4 50.1 
Connecticut 22.~ -2.0 6.2 4.5 32.7 

~liddle A tl!!IInc 
New 'ior)( 16.9 9.6 9.3 8.6 52.0 
New Jersey 19.2 16.3 12.2 12.1 76.1 

J PelUlSylvanla 14.6 12.2 12.0 11.2 60.2 
Midwest 10.6% 7.0% 4..6% 4.8% 29.7% 
East North Central 

I Ohio 11.0 15.7 4.0 3.8 38.6 
Indiana 20.0 9.6 5.B 0.3 39.6 

I Illinois 20.4 -0.2 9.1 10.2 44.4 
;,lichigan 0.2 -1.5 -3.6 1.5 -3.4 
Wisconsin 10.2 7.5 3.2 3.2 26.2 

! . West Nortn Central 
~linnesota -1.1 5.8 1.5 2.6 8.3 

•• 
Iowa 7.6 6.0 -0.5 O.S 14.3 
Missouri 13.3 14.7 11.1 6.4 53.8 
North Dakota 10.7 15.0 21.3 5.9 71.5 

i South Dakota 9.1 14.1 4.4 11.0 44.4 , Nebraska 2.9 16.9 -6.3 -0.4 12.2 1 Kansas 11.1 11.1 20.4 14.4 69.9 

I South 9.096 13.8% 2.3% 4.1% 32.1% 
Sou th A tian tic-

I 
Delaware 16.1 20.8 6.3 0.1 49.3 
~aryland 20.7 24.4 8.6 4.0 69.8 
District of Columbia 10.6 11.3 6.4 11.3 53.1 
Virginia 5.2 7.4 0.1 5.1 19.6 
West Virginia 24.5 -1.2 5.0 -1.5 21.2 
North Carolina 1.7 5.1 -7.1 6.3 5.5 

• 
South C>1rolina 8.6 7.0 4.8 4.8 27.0 
Georgia 2.2 15.8 S.6 2.4 29.2 
Florida 13.8 18.0 -5.4 2.9 30.1 

East South Central 
Kentuckv 11.3 1.0 17.9 0.9 33.6 

1 Tenness~e 12.5 -0.4 4.2 -11.0 4.0 
Alaoama 17.0 20.6 6.1 6.4 60.2 

~ 
MisslsslOpi 18.5 18.6 1.9 9.5 56.1 

West South Central 
Arkansas 14.3 17.3 8.2 4.9 53.0 
LouiSiana 5.9 15.l 17.2 8.6 56.6 1 Oklahoma 10.1 23.1 14.3 6.0 64.1 

I Texas 5.4 14.8 -2.5 4.0 .,., .. _60_' 
West 11.1% 11.n% 12.::% 9.496 69.1% 
."1 oun ram 

,\lontana 12.-1 10.0 -1.2 11.3 36.0 

I 
Idaho li.l 9.1 1-1.2 7.6 56.9 
Wyoming -1.1 26.3 2 .. 7 2.6 38.6 
Coloraoo 5.4 9.7 6.6 3.i 28.0 
New '.Iexlco 17.0 14.3 15.1 I •• 66.S 

I 
Arizona 19.5 16.1 19.5 3.2 79.4 
Utan ~:!.J 6.7 4.8 t1.-I 52.3 
Nevada 15.1 30.l 15.3 10.1 ~0.9 

Pacific 
W tlSnt;l\1' ton ~l.J li.4 6.3 z . .; 55.1 

I Oregon 3.7 lS.4 1.1 15.:3 -13.6 I Cd.l..tiorma lS.9 18.6 13.7 10.0 76.3 

- Aldsl\a H.6 29.1 2:1.6 22.1 t42.': llawtllI '2::!.5 21.0 16.4 t3.3 96.3 

! 

• Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, April 1985 
t 

-
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TABLE 2 

PROFILE OF PRISON CROWDING 
1984 

Percent oC 
Popula tion as Population as population Number oC 
a percent oC a percent oC in local early re-
highest lowest jails due to leases due to 

State capacityll capacityll overcrowding overcrowding 

p eOet-al imti tu tions 110 131 • 0 
Sta te insti tu tioos 105 116 2.8%b 17,365 

Alabama 109 109 4.4 0 
Alaska 118 118 • 14 
Arizona 121 121 0 172 
Arkansas 101 101 · 0 
CaliCornia 106 152 3.4 0 

Colorado 106 106 4.5 0 
Connecticut 106 155 • 0 
Delaware 108 108 • • 
District oC Columbia 132 132 • • 
Florida 92 129 0 0 

Georgia 101 101 .. 7,425 
Hawaii 134 195 • .. 
Idaho 109 132 • 57 
illinois 98 98 0.4 0 
Indiana 149 149 .. .. 
Iowa 101 110 • 0 
Kansas 104 147 • 0 
Kentucky 99 101 12.9 • 
Louisiana 101 101 20.7 0 
Maine 102 102 5.2 * 
Maryland 99 139 0.5 .. 
Massachusetts 145 156 0 0 
Michigan 113 113 0 4,149 
Minnesota 87 90 .. 0 
Mississippi 99 99 21.2 79 

Missouri 99 99 .. 0 
Montana 99 136 0 1 
Nebraska 104 107 0 0 
Nevada 119 119 0 .. 
New Hampshire 97 109 0 0 

New Jersey 104 123 12.9 213 
New Mexico 89 89 0 0 
New York 95 97 .. 0 
North Carolina 98 98 0 0 
North Dakota 92 92 • 0 -
Ohio 161 161 • 0 
Oklahoma 109 145 0 487 
Oregon 130 196 0 0 
Pennsylvania 131 131 0 • 
Rhode Island 91 101 .. 0 

South Carolina 120 138 4.7 459 
South Dakota 92 144 .. 0 
Tennessee 95 95 17.0 3,H2 
Texas 90 95 0 0 
Utah 100 108 2.3 0 

Vermont 97 105 .. .. 
Virginia 105 107 6.2 0 
Washington 108 152 0.9 318 
West Virginia 76 78 • .. 
Wisconsin 121 121 1.5 219 
Wyoming- 109 122 a 30 

Note: Explanatory notes Cor each State are reported Cor States was 403,210 and for the 
reported in the appendix. Federal prisons 31,161. The lowest total 
• Some States prohibit jail backups and early capacity reported for States was 363,143 

releases or have combined jails and prISons. and Cor the Federal prisons 24,922. 
Il These percentages are derived from b Seven jurisdictions with combined jail and 

Tables 2 and 10. The highest total capacity prison systems are not included. 

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, April 1985 
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To gain fuller understanding of the implications of these various pro po-

sals, state officials obtained grant funds from the National Institute of 

Corrections (NrC), and requested the National Council on Crime and Delinquency 

(NCCD) to complete the following research tasks: 

To analyze their current sentencing practices and dispositional 
guidelines for probation, prison, and parole caseloads. 

To compare these current practices with other well established cor­
rectional screening tools through statistical simulation analysis. 

This study is intended to provide legislators with estimates of the 

impact of proposed policy modifications on sentencing, classification, and 

correcti,onal population size. In turn, future pol icy planning may then be 

formulated with a precise understanding of the implications of the proposed 

changes and i'ts consequences on publ ic safety and correctional population 

growth and expenditures. 

I 
I 
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CHAPTER TWO 

METHODOLOGY 

A descripti;on and analysis of Utah's current sentencing guidelines and 

correctional policies as well as simulations of alternative policies required 

an information system which captured the key decision making points of the 

judicial and correctional process. NCCD, in collaboration with the Utah 

Div;'sion of Correcti'ons deveToped an :information system containing social, 

legal, and criminal data on several correctional populations: (1) probation 

admissions, (2) prison admissions, and (3) inmates appearing before the parole 

board. 

A sample of offenders sentenced to probation or prison allowed for the 

simulati.on of a°lternative sentenci'ng criteria and their potential effects on 

the growth of future prison populations. In addition, prison admissions sam­

ple groups enabled an analysis of Utah's classification systems. Alternative 

classification model was applied to the Utah correctional population. A com­

pa~ison of the different model~ could prove useful in the refinement of exis­

ting cl assification methods, and lead to assessments of current and future 

security level needs. 

A sample of prisoners going before the parole board provided an analysis 

of existing correcti.onal parole board practices. Computer simulations of risk 

assessment model s were conducted to assess the potential changes in the size 

and nature of prison admissions and parole populations. 

Description of the Samples 

The data collected for the Utah Information System were drawn from the 

files of 1,485 convicted felony offenders sentenced to probation, prison, or 
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parole eligible during fiscal year 1982-83. The sample sizes and correctional 

populations they represent are summarized in Table 3 and described in more 

detail in this chapter. A single data instrument was constructed to collect 

pertinent information on the profiles of the three correctional popul ations: 

probation and prison admissi'ons, and inmates appearing before the Parole 

Board.* Detailed data was gathered on the personal and sQcial character­

istics, drug and alcohol usage, court dispositional factors, and prior 

criminal involvement and conduct of all sample groups. (Exhibit A) 

The probati.on cohort, consi sti ng of 502 cases, was obtained by a sys-

tematic sampling procedure. The cases were drawn from a computerized master 

lj st of probati.oners sentenced between June 1, 1982 and July 31, 1983. The 

data for this sample group were manually coded from the probation files at the 

various adult probation units and courthouses across the state. These files 

contained pre-sentence investigations, client risk and needs assessment 

scores, fami ly and employment hi stori es, and aggravati ng/mi tiga t i ng work­

sheets. These sources of data provided the most complete information on 

social and legal factors such as family support, employment status at time of 

arrrest, residency, attitudes toward change, admini stration of 90 day eval­

uation, special circumstances involved i'n the offense, charges at disposition, 

conviction and sentencing dates, previous juvenile and adult convictions, jail 

terms, probation, prison, and parole sentences and failures. In order to 

analyze current sentencing guidel ines, data was obtained on the length of 

probati'on and additional sancti:ons attached to probation (i .e., drug/alcohol 

programs, restrictions, and fine/restitution payments). 

* Some overlap exists between the pri soner and parole hearing samples as 
cases can reside .. in both of these samples. 
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TABLE 3 

PERCENTAGE OF CONVICTED FELON POPULATION 
IN FISCAL YEAR 1982-83 USED IN NceD 

POLICY SIMULATION ANALYSIS 

Total Eligible 
Sample Size Population 

502 1,439 

512 604 

471 999 

1,485 3,042 

Percentage 

34.8% 

84.8% 

47.1% 

48.8% 
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San FI""le I ~~ll, 1:,\, ~1·\IU~ (415)!J56-5651 
~ -­

EXHIBIT A 
UTNI INTAKE INFORMATION SYSTEM 

IDENTIFYING DATA 

NA~m: I I 1 
last 

COlJnT CASH NIJI,1II1:1t: 0.,1 
13 l·~ 15 16 17 18 

OIlSCIS NlJ~1II1:Il: I 
31 32 33 34 35 36 

l I <1-IOJ 

I I 
19 2U 21 22 

I 
37 38 

first 

I 
23 24 

o 
11 mlddle 

TODAY'S DATE: 

SAMPLE: 1= Probation 
2= Prison 
3= Parole 

3!J 

S"{;"JUN 1\ PERSONAl, DATA 

(I) SEX: 1= ~tal" 
c::J (9) LEGAL RESIDENCE: 

56 57 
2= Female 

(2) RACE/ETIINICITY: 
1= Ilhite 
2= n lack 
3= lIi~(1(1nic 

4= Asian 

(3) ~IARITAL STATUS: 
1= Single 
2= Sel'l1 ra ted 
3= Divorced 
4= C01l1l1lonlaw 

(4) NU~tBHn 01' CIIILDIUlN: 

(5) FMIl IS 51J1'1'0nT: 

5= Native American 
6= Pacific Islanuer 
7= Other (specify) 

5= Married 
6= Widowed 
7= Other (spudfy) 

D 
41 

o 
42 

CD 
43 44 

1= nelntionships and Family Exceptionally Strong 
2= Ilclatively Stable Relationships 
3= 501n(, Disorganization or Stress 0 
4= flajul' Disorganization or Stress 
5= Other (specify) 45 . 

(e,) IIIGIIIlST SCIIOOL GRADl; CO~IPLETED: rn. 
46 47 

(7) OATH OF nlnTII: rn rn rn 
48 49 50 51 52 53 

(8) BI IlTIII'I.ACH: I 1 I 
54 55 

(10) PRESENT RESIDENCE: 
county 

(ll) ADDRESS CIIANGES IN LAST 12 MONTHS: 
0= None 
1= One 
2= Two or ~tore 

(12) MILITARY SERVICE: 
1= No Service 
2= lIonorable Discharge 
3= Dish'onorable Discharge 
4= General Discharge 

I 
58 

I 
59 

Q 

Q 

(13) OCCUPATION: I I I 
------------~s~p~ec-l~'f~y------~~6~2-L6~3.-

(14) EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT TUm OF ARRllST: 
1= Ilmployed Full-Time 
2= Employed Part-Time 
3= Unemp10yeu 
4= Student 

o 
(15) NmlBER OF mNTIIS IlMPLOYF.D WI11t CURRENT CD 

IlMPLOYER DURING lllE LAST 12 ~IONTIIS: 

65 66 

(16) ATTITUDE: 
1= ~Iotivated to change; I I 

receptive to assistance 
2= Dependent or unwilling to accept 67 

responsibil ity 
3= Rationalizes behavior, negative; 

not motivated to change 

DRUG AND ALCOIIOL IIISTORY 

(I 7)SlJIISTAflCIi ,\1I1I~1: (:I.ASSI PICATION: 
1= I'l'llhlt'ln Ahuser 
~= ~l1h~tnncc Abuser 
3= Alcohul/Ilrug Abuser 
01= NUII-Ahuser 

IS) ImltllIN/OI'IAn: IlH'I:NIlI!NCE: 
1= t>u lIistury of lIeroill/Opiate 

"l'I'L'llIlcnce 
2= Olhl!l'wise 

( I!J) AI.COIIOl, U5,\{;H I'ItUnLn~IS 
1= flu illterfercllce with functioning 
2= ()ccasiollnl Alluse, some disruption 

.() r run~ t ioni ng 
3= "rC'llul!lIt Alluse, serious disruption, 

lIeeds treatment 

D 
(20) 

68 

0 (21) 
6!J 

D (22) 

70 

DRUG USAGE PIIOBLEHS: 0 1= No interference Iii th functioning 
2= Occasiollal Ahuse, some disruption 71 

of functioning 
3= Frequent Abuse, serious disruption, 

needs treatment 

ALCOIIOL USE A I:ACTOn IN OI'FENSt;?: D 1= Yes 
2= No 72 

0111ER DRUGS A FACTOR IN OFFIlNSIl?: 0 1= Yes 
2= No 73 
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CIIUIIT IJlSI'OSiTIUNAI. Il,\"i"\ 

:.i_ ;(d 
CIIIIII,I I: o mI'L~A: 

-----'-=,4.,.-'"',"'5-" ... , u"-'"',"',- 7 8 i9 

~:-_:;O) 

t:II,IIU,1 II: 

85 ·36 87 88 89 
;1_.\ t I 

<:11,"/1,1 I II ; I I I l I I 
94 95 96 97 98 99 

';;'+0'1',11 •• \111111111 III I'IlAilGIlS AT DISrOSITION: m 
.)i1 

l'I.Ii,\ IlAIU;,\I\IN,; INI'OI'yHD?: 
1= )t,.~ .:::: Nil 

.'HI 
~u;tl'.\t:I; 110111·. 

104 105 

mmO] 
106 !07 108 109 110 111 o 

112 

Wr:QW 
3!J) III 

GOIIN!'''; _______________ ..JUI.....,~_=_' 
ll~ 120 

ItlJ IT! 
.Il/Illm: ------------------'U!dTI2'l'I.-'Tl~~ 

11) W lJlSTltlCT COURI': 
12) --------------'ii3 l' 

GIWIlN,\I, S'IMIIS AT TI~m OF AlttlEST: 
(Cil'cle all til'" apply): rn l::: Nc\oJ Court Commitment 

:!= l'l'ohat ion Violator 
3= 1·:11'01<.' Violator - Technical Violatiol?5 126 
·1= ,'.u'ule Violator - New Commitment 
s=- I:~cnpcc 
b= t:lIl"rc.'l1t hold or detainer 

0 
60 

0 
911 

D 
100 

(43) 

(,14) 

(45) 

(4(,) 

(47) 

(48) 

(49) 

DISPOSITION: W I":<:D 
~,r.S ." 

DISPOSITION: In I.I:C:O 
2=CS 

~11 ~) 2 ~:; 

[Il I.C!; 0 DiSI'OSITION: 2=1:5 

101 III~ IU3 

90 UAY J:V,IWATION ADmNISTnRUU1; 0 
1= Yes 2:1 No 127 

FINU/RUSTITUTION ""IOUNT: I~J I I ] 
12R 

Jilil. TUm UII'OSEU: (dnys) 

PIIUDATION LENlml: (months) 

PRISON Lt:NGl1I: 
1= 3rd Degree Felony/O- 5 yenr, 
2= 2nd Degree Felony/I-IS years 
3= 1st Degree Felony/5-life 
4= Life 
5~ D~ath 

129 130 131 132 

Lll.J 
133 13·1 135 

IT] 
136 137 

6= Other(specify) _____________ _ 

JAIL CREDITS: (days' UlJ 
13~ 140 141 

PRISON ADMISSION DATE: mmCD 
142 143 144 145 146 147 

,1(;(alll\'A'I'ING CII(CU~ISTANCES , .................................................. ~tIT[GilTING CIIlCU~ISTANCHS 

1= Yes 2= No 

,IJ) Orf'clIlll'r PI'I..·scllts serious threat of violent 
ho\",vior 

d) Victim "as p,"·t iClIlnrly vllnerable 

i:!) Injury to (ICI'SUII or property was unusually 
extensive 

;:;) Offense "as ","'!"neterited by extreme cruelty or 
deprav it)' 

1.1) Veri fictl inst:lI1ccs of repetitive criminal conduct 

i!i) IIHS pend i IIg I,.'ha rJ.:cs or is currently under 
slipervision 

th) Multiple ch:tl'~cS or victims 

;7) Orrcmlcr's :tttitlluc: is not conducive to 
~tlpcrv i~ i 011 i II I css restrictive setting 

t~J Orrl.'lIc!t.'r cOlltillllCt.I criminal activity subsequent 
to U I'rest 

,~J) I\vtli iahll' mi I ita!"y rccort.ls show considerable 
crimi":!i ilwol\'CIIICllt 

,II) Urhcr(spce i r)') 

0 (61) 

0 «(\2) 

0 (63) 

0 (64) 

0 (65) 

D (66) 

0 (67) 

0 (68) 

0 (69) 

0 (70) 

0 (71) 

(148-158) 

1= Yes 2= No 

0 Offender's criminal conduct neither caused 
nor threat.ened serious harm 0 Offender acted under strong provocation 

There were substantial grounds to excuse 0 or justify criminal behavior, though failing 
to establish a defense 0 Offender is young 

Offender assisted law enforcement in 0 resolution of other crimes 

Offender will make restitution D 
Offender's attitude sucgest5 amenabil ity 0 to supervision 

Domestic crime-victim doesn r t desire D incarceration 

Offender has exceptionally good employment D and/or family relationships 

Imprisonment wOlIld entail excessive hardShip 0 on offender or dependents 

Other (specify) 0 
(159-169) 

"'II' l'flltlll,t;E, I'LE,ISH CO~IPI.lmi SI,CTIONS D ANO n. [F 1'1l0MTION all PRISON, IX) TO snCTlOlI r. 

SI:t:T1UN II 

':!) IIHAIl[N(; NlI~IIU:U: 

:I) l,oIST Im,,,um: II,In:: 

I) CllIlIU:NT III:Alum: II,ITE: 

fo) I'MIILH IIHCISION: 

RHUASE DATA 

rn (170-171) (78) 

rn rn W(172-177) (79) 

rn rn 0=]078-183) 

1= No .let iUII 6.Parole Granted/Other State 

SECURITY LEVEL AT REL~ASE: OJ 
(Code 01-10) 192 193 

SPECIIIL CONDITIONS?: (specif)') _________ _ 

m 
l~~ 195 

2. Parole IIl'IIIL'd/Next lIearing 7· Parole Granted/llold- IF PAnOI.E DEN[ED, 
3. Parule IIL·lIiod/I!.tpirntion netainer 0 (80) NIlXT DOCKET DATE: ITJ[TIrn 
4~ rarole lIollieu/lnmate's Request 8=Porolo Granted 
S. !'arole t:rantcd/Consecutivc Sentence 9- Amended Order 184 

tI) ((: 1'''1I0W GIl,ISTliIl, 
Hlllli HFI't:CTlVH: ITJ[IJITJ (81) 

7) ""C:II.ln· 1U:1.1.,\SFIl FROM: 
185 186 187 188 189 190 0 

191 
Dorm 7. Community Center 1= ~I".lmllm \. -'rocial Services 

2= ~Iod I "on 5. ~RR/Y"OP 8- Other(.peCify) 
3- ~linimlUD h=t \'{omen's 

1~6 197 198 I~9 200 :!Ol 

REASONS FOR DENI"L:(spedf)'''')'-_________ _ 

m 
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~£I}~~ INSTITUTlON,\L DATA 

t,\ I l'IHI!:ln.ll<; I~ Yes 2~ No (n) IlISCIPl,lNARY IIISTOIlY 

PllllVIOUS CURIUlNT (96) ~~JOR DISCIPLINARY VIOLATIONS?: 
l~ Yes 2~ No 

i\l:,\lII.~IIC (82) n (83) 0 (97) 
IF YES, SPIlClI'Y: 

\'()t:ATI()~,\1. n:'\I~INI; (84) 0 (85) n 
IHUII; Cllll;-';~LI.1 ~;(: (86) D (87) 0 
,\I.COIIOI. CIIlIN~I.I.I.'lI; (88) n (89) 0 
O'I'111m COUNShl.1 Nt; (90) 0 (91;0 219 220 

0 0 
(98) TOTAL NU~tBER OF /,~JOIl DISCIPLINARY rn 1I00lK (92) (93) VIOLATI,ONS: 

0 0 
221 222 

OTIII;R \!<P<'': i 1'.1') (94) (95) 

(204-217) 

SECTION I' CIlHIINAL IIISTOIlY DATA 

(99) 
UATH OF FIRST ,\\lULT ARRIJST: rnrnrn 

223 224 225 226 227 228 
100) 

NUMnHll OF 1'1l1011 AIUU:STS: 

101 ) 
NUf·lI1li1l OF I'IUOR I'HLONY CONVICTIONS: 

102) 
NlI~1I\lm OF PIli 01( ~1t.'jIJE~mANflNT CONVICTlONS: 

10:1) 
.HI~IIlHIl 01' I'IlIOR .IAII. SENTllNCllS: 

104) 
NlIMUHR 01' 1'1( 101( PRISON SENTENCllS: 

105) 
NU~lIIlm OF I'IUOI( I'ROOATIONS: 

10(,) 
NII/·II\EIl OF I'IWllt I'A I LEO PIlOBATIONS: 

1U7) 
NU~IBHR OF I'IUtlil I'AIlOLllS: 

lOR) 
NU~lIIl;ll 01; I'IUOII 1',\11.[;0 PAROLllS: 

10!)) 
NllMIlUt Ill' I'lllOll HSCAI'IlS: 

rn 
229 230 

OJ 
231 232 m 
233 23.:J, 

LJ_.1 
1 235

1

23j 

,23'Cj 
239 240 

W c124[ 
I~J2J 
rn 

247 248 

(110) MOST SERIOUS PRIOR ASSAULTIVE VIOWNT CRHIIJ: (specify) 

(Ill) CONVICTION Oil JUVENILE AIJ.JUDICATlON FOR ASS,\UI.TIVI; 
Ol'l'llNSll IVlTlIIN [.AST : .YEAlI!: (involved the lise of a 
weapon, physical force or the threat of force): 

1= Yes 2= No 

249 250 

o 
251 

(112) IIISTORY OF INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE IHTlIIN TIm LAST 5 YllARS: 
1= None . 0 
2= Assault and battery, no weapon usage and/or 

resulting in no serious injury 
3= Assaul t and battery, weapon usage and/or 252 

resulting in serious injury 

(113) SALIENT FACTOR SCORE: 
1= No prior commitment of more than 30 dl'ys or lJ 

released to community from facility during 
the last 3 years 

2~ Otherwise 253 

(114) IOltA OFFENDER TVI'll: 
1= Intensive Offender 
2= Intermittant Offender 
3= First Time Offender 
4= Violent Offender 

o 
254 

rll~) CD corn PATH 01' FIHliT .IIIVHNILll ARlUiST: _ (12U) TOTAL NU~IBIlR OF JUVENILE PAROLllS: 

(II h) 
255 256 2571258,250 (6Q] 

TOT,\1. NII~IIII:11 01' .IlIVIJNILIl ARRESTS (llllFIlIUlJ\LS): (121) TOTAL NUMUER OF FAILED'.JUVENILE PAROLES: 

261D2.6 
(I (7) 1_ ,'-122) 

·IllTAI. I<IIIIIU:1l or .JtJVliNI I.E 1'1l0UAl'lONS: TOTAL Nu~mEIl OF PlllOll JUVENI I.E HSCAI'IlS: 

(II HJ (63 (64J I'OTAI. NIIJ.llIEIl OF FAILUD JUVENILE PROBATIONS: 'w (123) 
(II !I) 

roTA!. NII/IIII,ll OF .IlIVUNI LE CDr 11-1 ITI-IENTS : 

267 268 

1'0111-1 cmll'I.I;Tlili IIY: 

SALIENT FACTOR SCOIlll: 
1= No prior commitment of more than 30 days 

or released to community from facility during 
the last 3 years 

2= Otherwise 

DATIl: ______________________________________ _ 

D 
275 
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A sample of 85 percent of all prison admissions during the fiscal year of 

1982-1983 resulted in 512 cases. Cases eliminated from the sample included 90 

day eva 1 ua:t.i.ons, .interstate transfers, and federal commi tments. Pri son 

admissions data were located in inmate jackets at the administrative office of 

the main prison tn sa:n Lake City. Sources of data in the inmate jackets 

included pre-sentence investigations, community placement risk scores, admit­

tance worksheets, program involvement, psychological evaluations, and incident 

reports. Data collected for the probation sample were similarly obtained for 

the pri:son admissions sample. However, the data contained in the inmate 

jackets offered a mo re extensive account of pri 0 Y' criminal act ivi ties, pri 0 r 

assaultive/vi.olent bahayior, prior incarceratton behavior, and drug/alcohol 

dependency. Additional data including prison length and prison admission date 

were required for the analys'is of different classification models. An analy­

sis of the various types of incoming prisoners -- new commitments, probation 

and parole violators -- are alSo critical to the simulation of alternative 

classification systems. 

The parole board hear:-ing data set, containing 471 cases, was obtained 

from a computerized master 1 i st of all 'inmates appearing before the board 

during June 1, 1982 and July 1, 1983. Approximately 23 percent of these 

inmates werE ciTso _ included tn the prison admissions data file. However, 

additiona'j data was collected for this correctional population focusing on 

parole board activities and i:nstituti,onal behavior. Important factors to be 

considered in the simulation analyses of parole board decisions include the 

total number of hearings, dates of last and current hearing, parole decisions 

(i.e., denials, grants, amendments and special conditions), security level at 

release, parole date, reasons for denial, date of next hearing, involvement in 

institutional programs, and disciplinary violations. These data were col­

lected from inmate jackets and parole board files. 
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Structure of This Report 

The following chapters systematically detail sentencing, parole, and 

classification analyses. Chapter 3 provides an overview of the social and 

legal characteristics of Utah's felon population. Chapter 4 includes a 

compara ti ve ana lys is of current sentenci ng practices and two alternative 

models. Chapter 5 presents an analysis of current risk assessment instrument 

and parole board actions. Chapter 6 provides prison classification simulation 

analyses. Chapter 7 summarizes the major findings of the study and concludes 

with suggestions for future research needs for Utah. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

SOCIAL AND LEGAL CHARACTERISTICS OF UTAH'S FELON POPULATIONS 

As stated above, the samples consist of felon probation and prison 

admissions and prisoners eligible for parole hearings in fiscal year 1982-83. 

The bivariate analysis that follows seeks to identify those factors that 

signi ficantly di fferentiate these popul ations. More importantly, data 

,p~esented i'n thi s manner provi de admi ni strators with important bas i c i nfor­

mation about the types of offenders under their juri sdiction. For example, 

Table 4 shows that 41 percent of probation admissions have drug use problems. 

Admini strators can use thi s informat'~on to determine whether adequate drug 

treatment programs exi st for thei r pr'obati on caseloads, and whether cl i ents 

are receiving these programs. 

Prison and parole populations, as expected, appear quite similar in terms 

of their personal, legal, and pri:or cr.iminal history profiles. Since pris­

oners eligibl~ for parole represent generally persons admitted to prison in 

the past, these data, indicate stability in the types of offenders sentenced to 

pr.ison over time. On the other hand, probation admissions are quite different 

from their prison and parole counterparts as one would anticipate. 

Personal Characteri:stics 

In terms of their personal characteristics, probationers tend to be 

younger (average age of 26 years) than prisoners (28 years). A higher 

percentage of probationers are female (15 percent) than prisoners (5 percent). 

Prisoners, on the other hand, are more likely to belong to minority groups 
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I 
TABLE 4 

I PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF 
PROBATION, PRISON, AND PAROLE SAMPLES 

I Probation Prison Parole 

I 
Total Cases in Sample N=502 N=512 N=470 

Sex: 

I 
Male 84.7% 95.5% 95.1% 
Female 15.3% 4.5% 4.9% 

Race: 

I White 85.7% 74.2% 73.4% 
Non-White 14.3% 25.8% 26.6% 

I 
Marital Status: 

Single 46.0% 47.9% 44.5% 
Other 54.0% 52.1% 55.5% 

I Family Relationships: 
Strong 21.6% 8.9% 4.3% 
Stable 36.4% 35.1% 31.1% 

I Stressful 42.0% 56.0% 64.6% 

Residence: 

I 
In State 92.7% 84.7% 83.7% 
Out of State 7.3% 15.3% 16.3% 

Employment: 

I Employed/Student 52.9% 34.1% 42.5% 
Unemployed 47.1% 65.9% 57.5% 

I 
Alcohol Use 

No Problem 56.5% 21.3% 21.6% 
Problem 43.5% 78.7% 78.4% 

I Drug Use: 
No Problem 59.3% 33.5% 32.1% 
Problem 40.7% 66.5% 67.9% 

I History of Opiate Dependence: 
Any 3.2% 17.0% 25.3% 

I 
None 96.8% 83.0% 74.7% 

Average Age at Arrest 26.5 yrs. 28.0 yrs. 28.0 yrs. 

I Average Number of Children 0.9 1.2 1.1 

Average Education 11.6 11.0 10.9 

I Average Employment Last 12 Months 5.5 mos. 2.3 mos. 3.0 mos. 

I 
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than probati.oners. More than hal f the probationers were employed full-time 

while the majority of pri soners were unemployed. In fact, probationers were 

employed more than twice as many months in the last year 6 months as prisoners 

(2 months). Family relationships among probationers were stronger than 

prisoners, however, all groups showed significant percentages of stressful 

relationships in their lives. 

One strong a rea of di fference between probationers and pri soners 'tJas 

substance abuse. Forty-four percent of the probationers were alcohol abusers, 

whi ch is qui te hi gh compa red to the general popul ation. However, 79 percent 

of the prisoners were alcohol abusers. Similarly, 41 percent of the proba­

tioners were drug abusers while 66 percent of the prisoners abuse drugs. One 

out of four eligible parolees had a history of heroi'n dependence, compared to 

17 percent of the prison admissions and 3 percent of probation admissions. 

Legal Characteristics 

Probation and prison populations differed significantly in the types of 

offenses committed. Prison admissTons and parole el igibles were much more 

1 ikely to have committed crimes against persons (33 percent) than probation 

admi s$i.ons (.12 percent). On the other hand, probationers were much more 

likely to have committed drug related offenses (18 percent) than prisoners (5 

percent). A majority of all three groups were convicted of property crimes. 

However, prison and parole populations were more likely to have committed the 

property crime of burglary, while probatroners were more likely to have 

committed theft and forgery/fraud crimes. 

The vast majori ty of probati on admi ssions were new court commitments. 

Among the prison admissions, significant percentages were probation and parole 

violators, and a small percentage of eligible parolees were escapees. There 



I -- 17 --

I 
TABLE 5 

I LEGAL CHARACTERISTICS OF 
PROBATION, PRISON, AND PAROLE HEARING SAMPLES 

I 
Parole 

I 
Probation Prison Hearings 

Total Cases N=502 N=512 N=470 

I Most Serious Commitment Offense: 
Murder 0.0% 2.2% 3.3% 

I 
Mansl aughter' 0.6% 2.Q% 2.2% 
Rape 4.6% 7.9% 8.3% 
Alnned Robbery 2.2% 6.7% 8.5% 
Robbery 1.8% 8.3% 5.0% 

I Assault 2.8% 4.0% 4.1% 
Other Crimes Against Persons 0.4% 1.6% 2.1% 

TOTAL Person Crimes 12.4~ 32.7~ 33.5% 

I Bunglary 15.3% 21.0% 26.5% 
Theft 26.3% 20.6% 18.9% 

I 
Motor Vehicle Theft 2.6% 1.6% 0.9% 
Forgery/Fraud 15.1% 9.7% 8.0% 
Other Property Crimes 3.2% 2.6% 2.6% 

I TOTAL Property Crimes 62.5% 55.5% 56.9% 

TOTAL Drug Crimes 18.1% 4.6% 3.5% 

I TOTAL Other Crimes 7.0% 7.2~ 6.1~ 

Degree of Crime: 

I 3rd Degree * 49.7% 49.2% 
2nd Degree * 31.4% 30.6% 
1st Degree * 7.4% 12.2% 

I 
Life/Death * 0.6% 1.1% 
Other * 10.9% 6.7% 

Criminal Status at Arrest: 

I New Court Commitment 91.4% 58.5% 63.3% 
Probation Violator 7.0% 16.8% 12.8% 
Parole Violator/New Court Commitment 0.9% 21.5% 18.6% 

I Escape 0.0% 0.6% 2.6% 
Hold/Detainer 0.6% 2.5% 2.6% 

I 
Plea Bargained? 

Yes 49.9% 51.8% 63.6% 
No 50.1% 48.2% 36.4% 

I * Degree of crime not coded for probation sample. 

I 
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also appears to have been a significant decline in the use of plea bargaining. 

Among probation and prison admissions, about half the offenders plea bar-

gqi.ned. However, among the parole el igible population, 64 percent plea 

bargained. 

.!:.rior Criminal History 

Once again, prison admission and parole el igible populations look quite 

similar in terms of their prior criminal histories. Both had high numbers of 

prior adult and juvenile arrests, both averaged nearly one prior prison sen-

tence, and more than one pr,i.or juvenile commitment. However, probati on 

admissions averaged far fewer arrests and commitments (Table 6). A quarter of 

the prison and parole samples had been convicted of an assault in the last 

five years, compared to only 4 percent of the probation sample. Finally, 

nearly half the probation and prison samples had a prior commitment within the 

last 3 years compared to only 6 percent of the probation sample. 

Summary 

Probationers were more 1 ikely to be younger and employed, and less 
likely to have alcohol or drug use problems than prisoners. 

Prisoners were more likely to commit crimes against persons and seri­
ous property crimes (i .e., burglary). Probationers, on the other 
hand, committed less serious property crimes (i .e., forgery, fraud, 
theft). 

Prison admissions and parole eligibles have far higher numbers of 
prinr juvenile and adult arrests, convictions, and prison sentences. 
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TABLE 6 

CRIMINAL HISTORY OF 
PROBATION, PRISON, AND PAROLE SAMPLES 

Probation Prison 

Total Cases N=494 N=504 

Average Number of Adult: 
Arrests 2.54 7.81 
Felony Convictions 0.51 1.66 
Misdemeanant Convictions 1.03 2.33 
Jail Sentences 0.37 1.22 
Prison Sentences 0.05 0.92 
Probations 0.47 1.08 
Failed Probations 0.13 0.64 
Paroles 0.03 0.58 
Failed Paroles 0.02 0.40 
Escapes 0.01 0.15 

Average Number of Juvenile: 
Arrests 2.86 7.20 
Probat;'ons 0.37 0.68 
Failed Probations 0.06 0.36 
Commitments 0.18 1.24 
Paroles 0.03 0.18 
Failed Paroles 0.01 0.11 
Escapes 0.05 0.30 

Most Serious Prior Assaultive Crime: 
Murder/Manslaughter 0.0% 2.2% 
Rape 0.0% 4.2% 
Robberty 0.0% 7.9% 
Assault 5.3% 23.0% 
None/Unknown 94.7% 62.7% 

Convicted of Assault in Last 5 Years? 
Yes 3.8% 24.3% 
No 96.2% 75.6% 

Salient Factor Score: 
No Prior Commitment Last 3 Years 94.4 53.8% 
Otherwise 5.6 46.2% 

Parol e 

N=460 

7.94 
2.09 
2.57 
1.23 
0.86 
1.01 
0.58 
0.55 
0.35 
0.15 

7.06 
0.79 
0.51 
1.20 
0.19 
0.11 
0.31 

2.8% 
4.3% 

12.2% 
19.3% 
61.4% 

27.7% 
72.3% 

54.5% 
45.5% 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

SENTENCING PRP.CTICES 

The sentencing decision is possibly the most crucial decision making 

point of the judicial and correctional process affecting the size, growth, and 

nature of probation and pr.ison populations. The court's sentencing decision 

in most states is based principally on: (1) the discretionary powers of the 

judge and (2) a broad range of sentencing alternatives appropriate to specific 

crimes. 

Within the last six years, three states have implemented sentencing 

guideUnes which limit the judge's discretionary power in determining whether 

a probation or pri son term or other al ternative shall be imposed. "Minnesota 

(1980), Pennsylvania (1982), and Utah (1979) have established statewide 

sentencing guidelines with specific recommendations on the in/out decision as 

well as the length of prison terms", according to a bulletin released by the 

Department of Justice (BJS, 1983). 

Generally, these recommendations on the in/out decision and the length of 

pri son terms are based on two factors: (1) severity of current offense and 

(2) criminal hi story and background of the offender. However, the di spo­

si.tional guidel.ines in each of the three states differ significantly in the 

criteria used in determining the nature and extent of the offender's criminal 

history and background as well as the range, type and estimated length of the 

recommended di sposition. The di fferences between various sentencing guidel ine 

model sis the focus of thi s chapter-. 
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Current Sentencing Guidelines in Utah 

According to Utah1s eXisting sentencing guidelines, the prescribed 

sentence for any particular offender convicted of a felony or Class A or 8 

mi sdemeanor is largely determined by the seriousness of the instant offense 

and the offender l s hi story/ri sk assessment. 

As Exhibit 8 indicates, the seriousness of the felony offenses are divi-

I ded into four main categories ranging from capital to third degree. Those 

cr·imes fall ing wittiin first and second degree felonies are further separated 

I into serious and moderate categories. 80th serious and moderate first degree 
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I 

and sef~ous second degree felonies consist primarily of crimes against 

persons. Moderate second degree felonies, on the other hand, include property 

crimes. These subdivisi:ons of felony offenses are especially critical in 

determining whether probation, pri son or communi ty center care shall be 

imposed for offenders scori'ng between fair and excellent on their criminal 

history risk assessment. 

The cri terion used to determine the criminal hi story ri sk assessment 

score are based on both social and legal characteristics of the offenders. 

The three social factors included in this sentencing model determine: 

whether the offender has or has not completed high school as well as 
any post high school education; 

whether the offender l s recent employment or educational record has 
been poor, sporadic or good; 

whether the offender can be classified as a sUbstance abuser or a 
non-user based on previous substance related arrests. 
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EXHIBIT B 

UTAH'S CURRENT SENTENCING GUIDELINES 
-------.- -.~.------- ...... Ct'rTte ._-...... - .. - --:xl.9 

OU,nC,f Is 'esgD"$lli1e 10 p'n."dt 1"10',,.,:'1I1J" a' c:oll~tl!,,'1 «:o"ll,1Icl, to "'fill', "OI'Inq 
Coocr"h.~ Unc,,,ol.rf.lh., OCQI('I:' C 1 2 lAB 

Ie \' It ", .. tih .. rt. 
.,1I~trr.1 soule_ 

!<ISTO~Y""SI( "'SSF.;S'~ENr 
(To be ',,'Ioalf'd Ol'\ly ,1 I,nle 01 con ... 'ctlon lor ",. .... ollrnu, 

CI,cle Ihe numb .. rs 01 cilcumslancP' Ih.1 may luslily d~parlure Irom Quid", 
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mos. 

8.12 
mos. 

6·12 
mos. 
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The nine lega~ factors used in determining the offender's risk assessment 

score consist of: 

prior juvenile referrals, 

p~ior aduTt arrests, 

prior adult convictions, 

age at first non-status arrest, 

age at date of current conviction, 

correctional supervision history, 

correctional supervision risk, 

char.ges pending or dismissed as a result of plea bargaining, 

determination. of whether the current convi ction is fo r a hi gh 
recidivism crime. 

These twelve factors are presumed to be indicative of the potential risk of 

any pa~ticular offender while under correctional supervision in the community, 

and have been empirically validated. 

However, it is essential to note the manner in which these factors are 

scored. The cutoff points used for each category and for the total risk score 

are based primarily on the advice and experience of correction staff, and have 

not been empi ri cally tested. For exampl e, prilor juveni 1 e referral s consi sts 

of four categories -- none, one to four, more than four, and court institu-

ti.onal. On the other hand, pr,.i.or adult arrests includes five categories --

none, one, two to eight, nine to fifteen, and more than fifteen. 

Under the court's existi:ng guideline~s 26 percent of all felony cases 

resulting in a conviction in a Utah court were sentenced to state prison 

during the fiscal year of 1982-83 (Table 7-A). A compari son with data 

obtained from five other states reveals that Utah's prison disposition rate is 

comparatively low (Table 7-8). 
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TABLE 7 

DISPOSITIONS OF FELONY CONVICTIONS DURING FISCAL YEAR 1982-1983 

State Prison 
Probation 

N 

512 * 
1,439 

% 

26 .. 2% 
70.4% 

* Cases excluded from this admissions population are 90 day 
evaluations, Tnterstate transfers, and federal cases (N=92) 

B. PROPORTION OF FELONY CASES SENTENCED TO PRISON FOR SELECTED STATES 

California 33% (1982 ) 

Utah 26% (1982-1983 FY) 

Minnesota 22% (1983 ) 

Washington 20% (1983) 

Nevada 42% (1983 ) 

Illinois 38% (1982 ) 
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The reform of sentencing guidelines can have a major effect on the number 

of nature of convicted felons sentenced to prison and their length of incar­

ceration. Utah ' s correctional admini strators expressed interest in 

Minnesota's sentencing guidelines model. This model has received wide recog­

nition within the criminal justice community for its success in controll ing 

prison population growth and reducing sentencing disparity. 

The sentencing structure of Minnesota and Utah are similar to the extent 

that both models are based on criminal history scores and severity of offense. 

However, the similarity ends there (Exhibit C). First, Minnesota's criminal 

history score is derived solely from prior adult felony convictions. Risk 

factors such as supervision history and risk, current conviction is considered 

high.r.ecidivism crime and social characteristics such as employment and educa­

tional history are not employed in the calculation of the offender's criminal 

history score. Second, the severity levels of conviction offense are scaled 

into ten major crime categories, ranging from motor vehicle theft to simple 

robbery to second degree murder. Third, the type and estimated length of the 

recommended sentence for each model differs in significant ways. For example, 

a probati.onary sentence of twelve to twenty four months is usually recommended 

for property crimes when the offender has relatively few felony convictions. 

In Utah, the recommended probat.i.onar.y period for an offender convicted of a 

property crime with a good to excellent history risk assessment would be eight 

to eighteen months. While a prison disposi'ton is always recommended for sex­

ual assault crime (i .e., rape) in Minnesota regardless of the extent of the 

offender IS cr.imi nal hi story, a non-pri son sentence for the same crime can be 

recommended for an offender with a good to excellent history risk assessment. 
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EXHIBIT C 
MINNESOTA SENTENCING GUIDELINES 

Presumptive Sentence Length in Months 

Italicized numbers within the grid denote the range within which a judge may 
sentence without the sentence being deemed a departure. 

CRI/,IINAL HlSTORY SCORE 
SEVERITY L,EYE!...5 OF 

.1 CONYlCTION Or-FE.,'! SE. 0 1 2 3 4 .5 

Unouthorized Use of 
MQtor ~'ehic! e I 12 • 12 • 12 • 1.5 1& 2 ! 

Po!.!e!:Sic.n of ,\!c:-:'j'...lo",c 

6 or more 

24 

** 
Theft Related C.-imes -;;;'==~~"2::I 

(S 150-$2500) II 12 • 12 • 14 17 20 23 27 
Sole of Morijuonc 25-29 

·-~~.4lI~"· -

Theft Crimes (S150-$2500) 1JI 
12 I IJ )6 19 22 27 32 

21-23 25-29 30-34 

C:Jrg!ory - Felony Jr.ten( 
12 • 15 18 21 2.5 32 41 Receiving S(ole:1 Geods IV 

($150-S250C) 24-26 30-J< 37-45 

.i.:.l~ 

Simple Robbery V 
1 & 23 27 )0 )8 ~6 54 

29-31 36-40 4J-~9 50-58 

A .ss c::..:! t, 2,"\li 0 e r;.-~ e Y1 
21 26 30 34 , 44 54 ' 65 

33-35 42-45 50-58 60-70 
.-..;;.:'~<w&.::~' " ;.i;,;;._, 

Ag!;rc'Votcd Rct~ery V1l 
24 32 41 49 65 &1 97 

23-25 30-34 38-44 4S-53 50-70 75-87 90-104 

A.s.so::l t, 1st Oea:-ee I 
Criminal SC.l':..:ol Conc:Jct, V'QI 

4) !"; 6.5 76 95 113 132 
1st Degree 41-4S 50-Sa 50-70 7 1-81 89-10 I 105-120 124-140 

97 119 127 149 Murder, :Jrd !Jegre e IX 176 205 230 
94-100 115-i22 124-130 143-155 168-184 195-215 218-242 

Murcer, 2J1d Oeqree X 
116 1110 162 20) 211 J 2&4 324 111-12 I 13 j -1·17 153-171 191-214 231- 255 1 270-298 309-339 

l~~ Degree l...iuicer is excluced from the guidelines by law and continues ~o have a ma.'1datory 
lile sentence. 

·c·ne year and o:le day 
**the dark heavy line is the dispositional line, above the line indicates probationary 
sentences (OUT), under the line indicates sentences of incarceration (TNL 

,.' 
~, .. 

. ' .. 
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An analysis of the impact of Minnesota's model on Utah's sentencing 

structure was conducted by appl yi ng the model I s factors to Utah IS convi cted 

felons. In order to simulate the actual admissions to probation and prison, 

the probation sample was weighted by a factor of 2.87. This factor was 

derived from the inverse of the sampling percentage (Table 8). 

Perhaps the two most important aspects of this simulation analysis is the 

estimat.ion of change. in Utah's prison disposition rate of 26 percent under 

Minnesota guidelines and the differences in sentencing recommendations within 

each of Utah's correcttonal populatiuns -- probation and prison -- under this 

alternative model. 

Simulations were performed separately on the two correctional populations 

(Tabl e 8). The results from these simulations indicate that fewer felons 

would be admitted to prison if Utah adopted the Minnesota sentencing guide­

ljhes model (the prison disposition rate would decline to 20 percent).* 

An examination of Utah's probation population under Minnesota criterion 

reveal s that there are no substanti al di fferences in sentenci ng recommenda-

tions for this felon population. Only 12 percent of Utah's probationers would 

receive a pri son sentence. Three fourths of these offenders had no prior 

convictions but were convicted for crimes against persons. 

The major difference between the sentencing guideline models of Utah and 

Mi nnesota becomes evi dent when focus ing on the di screpanci es in sentenci ng 

Utah's prison admissTons. FiftY-Dine percent of Utah's prisoners would have 

been placed on probation under Minnesota's guidelines. Of this group, more 

than one-half of these f~lbns had less than two prior convictions and were 

* This figure was derived by taking the total felon population (1,956) 
divided by those felons who would be committed to prison under 
Minnesota's model. (386). 
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ALTERNATIVE SENTEtIGING GI.'IDELlI!ES 
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utah's Probation Population 
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0" 2 

541 14 'Z 
J 

355 39 29 
: 

270 . 52 37 

169 ~3 29 ---..--
52 /I 3 

._------- --
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7 

14 

19 

31 

8 - .• _- -

0 

16 

3 

I 

I 

79 
21 

3 

3 

9 

13 ----

, 

" 
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0 

4 

6 

0 

0 

36 
13 

1\ 

3 --- .-.~ 

9 

3 
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2 .---, 
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I 
-.- -

2 

2 

12 
27 

5 

3 

I 

5 

7 
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0 
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0 
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2 
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---. 
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31 
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convicted of property or drug crimes. Although sentencing guidelines used in 

one state are unlikely to be universally adopted, however, these data suggest 

that Utah may be incarcerating higher percentages of felons than Minnesota's 

judges. 

2. The Revi sed Uta h Sentenci ng and Re1 ease Model 

As mentioned earlier, a proposal to revise existing sentencing guidelines 

has been approved, and is currently being tested to determine the validity of 

the factors and scores used to derive the recommended sentences. These 

modi:fications are a product of the pol icy and philosophy concerns that have 

surfaced during this evaluation of current policies. 

are: 

The most significant modifications of the eXisting guidelines (Exhibit D) 

The increase in the weighting of crimes against persons relative to 
other crimes. Offenders convicted of person crimes with poor to 
moderate criminal hi story assessment are 1 ikely to receive an 
incarcerati-'On sentence. In addition, separate dispositional 
guide1 ines stating the mandatory minimum time to be served for all 
offenses ag~inst children, sex offenses, and DUI offenses have been 
developed (Exhibit E). 

The el imination of the social factors (educational and employment 
histori'es and substance abuse) as well as five of the legal risk 
factors (age at first nonstatus arrests and at date of conviction, 
charges pending or dismissed, adult arrests, and current conviction 
is for high recidivism crime) from the criminal history assessment. 
The revi'sed crimi nal hi story assessment is based on si x legal factors 
which do not have prediction of recidivism as a major objective. 
These six legal factors have somewhat less arbitrary cut-off points 
for each category. Prior adult convictions has been separated into 
misdemeanors and felonies. Each additional felony convicti'on ;s 
weighted almost twice as heavy as misdemeanor convictions. Different 
categori'es ha ve been constructed for pri or juvenil e referral s., The 
most important difference is the breakdown from one to four under the 
existing guidel,ines to one and two to four under new guidelines. 
Supervision history and risk has been expanded to include prior 
juvenile supervision. The new factor, weapon used in current 
conviction offense, distinguishes between none, firearm/explosive and 
other. 
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EXHIBIT D 

UTAH'S REVISED SENTENCING GUIDELINES 

Nt>.Hf. 

PRIOR fELONY CONVICTIONS 
(S~?ARAT: CRi~INAL !NCIOENTS) 

PRIOR MISD. CONVICTIONS 
(S[?~RA TE CRl.~l.~Al !!jC:J:~ITS: 
(INCLUOES DUI ~ REC~LESS) 
(EXCLUDES OiHER TRAFfIC) 

PRIOR JUVENILE REFERRALS 
(FINDINGS Of DELINOUENT fOR 
INCIDENTS TH~T WOULD HAVE oEEN 
fELONIES iF COMMiTTED BY AN ADULT) 

(3 NOH-STATUS MISD. = 1 FELONY] 

SUPERVISION HISTORY 
(ADULT OR JUVENILE) 

SUPERVISION RISK 
(ADULT OR JUVENILE) 

WEAPONS ENHANCEMENT 
(ACTIIJE OFFENSE) 

TOTAL PLACEMENT SCORE: 

o 
2 
4 
6 
B 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 

o 
1 
2 
3 
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3 
4 
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4 
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ImE 

~U2TO,ACi ' ~G!'I; =.:? :~I:~ ~~~S~:'}-:'::' ",:!.~ :.c 
ARRES:-FRE~ ~·~EE- -:~£ ~:~CE ~~~~ :FRE:7~~ 
P.E~UCTiCS ... :w.!:£~ ""J :.: uF iO;~L ?C~~HS 

nOllE .!HRI lMRE: 

IcxE 
/)liE 
iUO fO fC'~~ 
fIVE 10 S<VEx 
nOllE !HAM !.Em 

FINAL PLACEMENT SCORE 

KOllE 
illIE 
HID TO fOUR 
MORE THAN fOUR 

SECURE PLACEHENT 
CRIMINAL HISTORY CATEGORY 

HO PRIOR SUPERVISION 
PRIOR SUPERVISION 
PRIOR RESI~ENT!AL ?LACEHENl 
?RIOR REVOCATION 
CURREUT SUPERVISION OR 

PRE-TRIAL RELEASE 
NO ESCAPES OR ABSCONDINGS 
FAILURE TO REPORT ,ACTIVE OFF.) 
ABSCOHDED FROM SUPERVISION 
ABSCONDED RESIDENTl.~L ?P.OG. 
ESCAPED FROM COHFINEHENl 
HONE 
OTHER 
KNIfE 
fIREARM OR EXPLOSIVE 

POOR 16 - 27 

fAIR 12 - 15 

MODERATE 8 - 11 

GOOD 4 - 7 

EXCELLENT 0 - 3 

PLEi\SE ma.E :HE comCT '1ITfwRV 

~lE~ lE~~l [D)~~[p)(Q)~rif~(Q)~ M~ ulR1u~ 
CRIME SEVERITY . 

CAPITAL FIRST DEGREE PERSON CRIMES I OTHER CRIMES IIISDEI1EANORS 
IiURDER 2 OTHER 2ND SEX 2HD DEG. 3RD DEG 2ND DEG. 3RD !lEG CLASS A CLASS B 

3RD SEX I 

POOR n I I I 1 
I , 

I 
JAIL = 
I J 

I I I I 

i 
..... - .. 

>- FAIR PRISON 
C 
0 i 
I-
C/j 

-
.....J MODERATE 
< 
Z 

\ • i ; 

f \"! I 
2: 
c: GOOD 
C 

EXCELLENT 
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EXHIBIT E 

MANDATORY IMPRISONMENT OFFENSES 

NAME ____________ __ OAiE ____ _ 

DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE 

1ST VIOLATION 

2ND VIOLA nON 
\/!THIN 5 YEARS 

3RD VIOLATION 
UITHItI 5 YEARS 

OF 2ND VIOLATION 

nRIOAl(;!Y ROO!l!ClI~ :c :;nmcr 

S100 RESETUTiCN 

·0 2-10 DAYS IN JAr:.. DR XUJ ",a: COMMUNITY SERV:.:: ..J::: x:;a 
<1:0 c'Z 
-,c:J c- , , $100 RES7I7uTION co 
VIC:: -.... ~o <I> a: 

'" 2-10 DAYS IN JAIL OR ZW "" 0= V> :- ::c:: 10-30 DAYS CDHH. SERVICE u. .... "" 
"" '2:::: 

01 0..-
101 :co $10'J RESTITUTION '" "1<1> ",u--- I 30-90 DAYS IN JAIL OR 

COHHUNITY SERVICE 

r PORNOGRAPHY 

$500 MINIMUM FINE 
AND 

30 DAYS IN JAIL HINIHUH ... W/O EXCEPTION 

MANDATORY SENTENCES' (HB 209) 

OIILO RAPE C RTTEnPTS 
OIlLO OIl.JfCT RRPE t RlTEnPTS 
omu HQlRFFUG 
CillO SOOI)lY 
AGG SEX RSSOULJ 
AGC mFG. AGe aUlD SEX BaaSE 

I 1 I 

15 YEARS 9 YEARS 
I 

PRISON 

10 YE~RS 6 YEARS 

5 YEARS 3 YEARS 

SU6SiA:trlAL 
BOOILY 
INJURY 

.~o AGGRAV~ rtIIG 
OR "liIGAT:NG 
CI?,CUI1SI~NCE~ 

SINGLE INC:~JE!H 

VOL~S1M1V 
5U?Rt1!OE? 

& 
D!SCLOSUP.E 

1 
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The recommended ranges of time to be served is flO longer the basis of 
the dispositional guidelines. Instead, the revised guidelines are 
based on recommended minimum times, or in the case of offenses 
against children or drunk driving, mandatory minimum times to be 
served. A separate time matrix (Exhibit F) has been developed for 
determining the minimum time to serve. 

Inclusion of an alternate sentencing disposition. This category is 
to be used for cases scoring in cells between prison and probation 
levels and represent such sanctions as intensive supervision, gO day 
imprisonment for purposes of diagnostic evaluation, residential 
placement, and even electronic supervision. 

Criteria are provided to allow judges to depart from the guidelines. 
These criteria are separated according to aggravating and mitigating 
circumstances. 

Computer simulations of these sentencing guidel ine criteria were then 

done separately for both the felony probation dispositions and the felony 

prison dispostions sample as shown in Table 9 and 10. Before we proceed with 

a discussion of the resurts, it must be emphasized that the computer 

simulations are, in part, approximations of the proposed specific guidel ine 

criteria. Since the data elements available from the study files are not 

always exact replications of the guideline scoring element, it was necessary 

to use a variety of scoring techniques to approximate scores for each 

el ement. A detailed di scussion of these scoring techniques used for the 

computer simulations is presented in Appendix A. In general, we attempted to 

make conservative assumptions when in doubt on how to score a pa rticul ar 

item. This was especially true for the "supervision risk" and "weapons 

enhancement" items. Despite these limitations, we do feel this analysis 

represents a reasonable approximation of the effects of the proposed 

guidelines should they be adopted by the courts in the future. 

The results are'tndeed quite,interesting. If we look first at the likely 

effects on probation dispositions (Table g) one observes that 68 percent of 

the current probation dispositions ~so would have received probation if they 

I had been sentenced under the proposed guidelines. Only 15 percent would have 

I 
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EXHIBIT F 

MINIMUM TIME TO SERVE MATRIX 

NAHE ______________________ __ DA TE ________ _ H r:;TORY ell TFr,nFiY _ .• _______ .•• 

USEG YO CALCUU\T:: MINIl1UH TIME IF SE)ri:~:C: :5 :;'IC.;MC::?" i:Ci~ 

CRIME SEVERITY 
CAPITAL fIRST DEGREE PERSON CRIMES OTHER CRI~E~ MISDEHEftNORS 

IUIB(! 2 OI!ER lie S(X m OEC.U m nEcm 21n OEcm m ijEm' !lass 9 ClAS:; [I 
m SEX 

POOR I I i . I 
I . I 

36 HONTHS· 24 MONTHS 24 ~rNTHS: 16 MONi'iS I : 2 ~D~iHS I 6 nO~ThS 12 YEARS 10 YEARS 6 YEARS 

>-a: FAIR 
o 
I- 10 YEARS 7 YEARS 5 YEARS 30 MONTHS 21 MONTHS 21 MONTHS 15 MONTHS 10 MONTHS 5 110~IiHS 
CIl 

...J MOOERATE 
« z 7 YEARS S YEARS 

r 

I 
4 YEARS 24 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 18 MONTHSI12 MONT4S 

I GOOO 

a: u 5 YEARS S YEARS 3 YEARS 21 MONTHS 1S MONTHS 15 MONTHS 9 MONTHS 4 MONTHS 3 MONTHS 

EXCELLENT 
5 YEARS 5 YEARS 2 YEARS 18 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 12 MO"THS 6 MONTHS 3 !'10NTHS 3 MONTHS 

I--__ .,.-___ -,.-___ -..,. ____ .CCIISWITIVE EXHANllroEXlS .---____ .,.-____ -,-___ --,-___ --; 

I 36 M01HHS 30 HONTHSl24 MONTHS 18 MONTHSr12 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 13 MONTHS 3 MONTHS 

MOST SER I OUS 

SEXT ~OST SERIOUS 

a1'nl:n 

OTHER 

OTHER 

sem:~CES SHOULD GENERALLY BE CONCURRENT. HOI/EVER. THE EXISTENCE 
Of THE fOLLOWING AGG?HIJAT!~IG CIRC:::l!:TANCES SUGGEST CCNSlOERATIOIi 
OF CONSECUTIVE SENTENCES, 

1. ESCAPE OR FUGITIVE ' 
2. UNDER SUPERVISiON OR eAll ~ElEASE UHE~ OffENSE ~AS CO~MITTED 
3. lJliUSUAL VIC~I~ 'IULNERAB!UTY 

DEGREE YEARS 

TOTAL 

4. INJURY TO ?ERSOH en ?ROPERTY LOSS ~AS EXTREME fOR CRIME CATEGORY 
5. OfFENSE CHARACTERIZED:Y EXTREME CRUELTY OR DEPRAVITY 

DAYS JAil C;::1:::):T 

IF THE SENTENCES ~RE TO SE COHSECU;;VE, USE THE CONSECUTIVE elfl~IICE~·E~iS ?ORi!l)~ OF 
THE "TIllE MATRiX·' fOR All CONSECUTIVE SENTENCES EXCEPT THE "HOSi SERIOUS" ::CNVIC;iGS 

MONTHS 
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TABLE 9 

IMPACT OF PROPOSED SENTENCING GUIDELINES 
ON CURRENT PROBATION DISPOSITIONS* 

Off ens e S eve r i t Y 
Ca pita 1 First Degree Person Crime 

0 6 9 

0 3 43 

0 20 83 

0 43 I 184 
-------

0 6 215 

0 78 534 

Percent to Receive Probation 68.4% (N=987) 
Percent to Receive Alternate 16.9% (N-244) 
Percent to Receive Prison 14.8% (N=213) 

Other 

6 

60 
- - --

109 
I 247 I 
I 

410 

832 

* Figures based on systematic random sample of probation dispositions. 
Sampled weighted at 2.81 level to reach estimates shown here. 

TOTALS 

21 

106 

212 

474 

631 

1 444 , 
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received prison terms and an additional 17 percent would receive the alternate 

sanction. Most of the alternate sentences (63 percent) are offenders who have 

committed a violent person crime but have a minimal criminal history score. 

It thus appears that the major impact on probation would be greater use of 

intensive probation supervision or, perhaps, 90 day diagnostic evaluation and 

electronic supervision in tandem with standard probation supervision. 

Table -10 .repeats this analysis but only for the prison admission sample 

and using more r~:fined crime severity categories. Here one sees that only 

51 percent of those now going to prison would continue to do so. Significant 

proportions of the current prison aidmission population would be diverted to 

pr.obati'on or alternate probati.on. The primary factor driving this trend is 

the criminal history score which shows that 22 percent (N = 77+21) of the 

prison admissi"ons 'received II Good" or "Excellent" scores on the criminal 

history score axis. 

If we combine both samples (the weighted probation admissions and prison 

admissions), we can then calculate the total impact of the guidelines on 

prison disposition rates as follows: 

Total Probation Dispositions (N=I,116) 
Total Alternate Dispositions (N=335) 
Total Prison Disposittons (N=465) 
Total Oi spositions (N=1,916) 

= 58.2% 
= 17.5% 
= 24.3% 
= 100.0% 

If one compares these rates to current court practices and the simulated 

Minnesota Guideline Criteria (Exhibit G), it becomes clear that the overall 

impact of the proposed guidel ines largely would be greater use of the 

intermediate alternate disposition which is not being use presently. 

This findtng parallels 'recent research by Petersilia (1985) and Baird 

(1984) which argue strongly for creation of intermediate sanctions instead of 

the current simpl i sti c dichotomy of pri son versus proba ti on. An associ ated 

task for Utah will be not only to adopt such a guideline structure, with 
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Poor 

Fair 

Moderate 
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TOTAL 

* 

Capital 

2 

0 

1 

0 

36 

TABLE 10 

IMPACT OF PROPOSED SENTENCING GUIDELINES 
ON CURRENT PRISON DISPOSITIONS* 

Off ens e S . t e cur, y 

Fi rst Degree Person Crimes 

Murder 11 Othet' 2nd Sen 13rd Sen I 3rd Deg 

2 1 1 9 30 

1 2 2 14 38 

1 2 6 26 43 

0 0 3 14 24 

Other 

2nd Deg I 3 Deg 

26 25 

21 29 
--------

22 50 

I 14 22 
I --- - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -

0 0 I 0 1 3 6 3 8 I 
I 

3 4 5 13 66 141 86 134 

Per-cent to Receive Probation - 28.5% (N=129) 
Percent to Receive Alternative - 20.1% (N=91) 
Percent to Receive Prison - 51.3% (N=252) 

Fi gures based on 84.8 percent of total pri son admi ssions fo r 1983. 
90 day evaluations, interstate transfers, and technical violators 
deleted. 

TOTAL 

96 

107 

151 

77 

21 

452 
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diverse sanctions, but also to build a capacity to deliver intensive probation 

supervision to those falling into the alternate care disposition. 

Summary 

Utah presently sentences 26 percent of all convicted felons to 
prison. 

If Utah adopted the Minnesota Guidel ine Model, thi s rate woul d 
decl.i ne to 20 percent. 

If Utah adopted its proposed guideline structure, prison dispostions 
would rema-rrl near the current 26 percent level. The major change 
would be greater use of the alternate disposition in lieu of standard 
probation supervisi~n. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PROBATIONERS AND PAROLE HEARING CASES 

All offenders rel eased to communi ty supervi si on vi a pa rol e or proba ti on 

are at risk of committing new crimes or failing to complete their supervision 

peri'od successfully. Recent studies by Petersilia (1985), Greenwood et ale 

(1983), and Austin (1985) suggest these rates of failure are quite high for 

certai'n offenders and quite low for others. Probation and parole officials 

need to be able to determine appropriate levels of supervision and services 

for their caseloads that take into account factors associated with success or 

failure. Furthermore, these dec; sions shoul d be made in an objective manner 

based on empi-rical data that accurately identifies high and low risks of 

failure. 

One such empirically based measure is a risk assessment instrument which 

is currently beirtg used 'in Utah. This is a modified version of the NrC risk 

assessment instrument which uses 12 factors associated with risk of failure. 

Items include such objective measures as: age at first arrest, prior juvenile 

record, prior adult arrests, correctional supervision history, percentage of 

time employed, alcohol and drug use, and address changes. Other factors, such 

as "attitude" and "family support" are subjective in nature, requiring 

supervision staff to make clinical judgements about offenders' psychological 

state. Offenders are scored on each item and assigned 1 evel s of ri sk based on 

their total score. 

Analysis of the Utah risk assessment instrument was conducted for the 

probation sample and the parole eligible sample. Given the available data, 

this analysis only identifies distributions of the risks scores for these two 

samples. Determirii'ng how successful any risk assessment instrument is in 
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correctly classifying offenders would require a validatton sample of cases who 

completed or failed to complete their supervision periods which was beyond the 

scope of thi's i'nitial project. 

Parole eligibility dates for incarcerated offenders are determined by the 

sentencing guideljnes matrix (Chapter 4) and this influenced by the severity 

of offense and risk to the community. However, parole boards retain the power 

of deciding who will or will not be released. 

Using the Utah risk assessment instrument, 27 percent of the probationers 

are .rated as excellent risks, 22 per.cent as good risks, 19 percent moderate 

risks, 21 percent fair risks, and 11 percent poor risks. In fact, the failure 

rate for probationers convicted of new crimes is 17 percent. Far fewer parole 

eligibles, as expected, fall into the good risk categories (5 percent excel­

lent and 6 percent good risks) while the vast majority are classified as 

moderate (12 percent), fair (24 percent), and poor (53 percent) risks. This 

is not surprising given the 41 percent parole failure rate (those returning to 

pr.i son). Of a total of 36 points possible on the instrument, probationers 

averaged -10 points and parolees averaged 17 points. 

Clearly, if the risk assessment instrument is empirically associated with 

risk, probationers have a much higher probability of succeeding on supervision 

than parolees. Nevertheless, parole boards must constantly make decisions to 

release incarcerated offenders. The board's decision to grant or deny the 

release of inmates has a major effect on the nature and size of the prison 

population as well as public safety. 

Parole boards attempt to identify those inmates with the greatest 

probabfrity of succeedi'ng on parole in order to satisfy their legislative 

mandate of protecting public safety. Again, these decisions must be 

empirically based and the instruments used to determine risk levels must 
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TABLE 11 

SIMULATION OF UTAH'S RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT 

Probation Parole Hearing 
Category Points N Percent N Percent 

Excellent 0-6 137 27.3% 23 4.9% 
Good 7-9 110 21.9% 28 5.9% 
Moderate 10-12 97 19.3% 56 11.9% 
Fair 13-16 105 20.9% 113 24.0% 
Poor 17+ 53 10.6% 251 53.3% 

Mean Score Probation: 10.0 
Mean Score Parole: 16.6 

TABLE 12 

CURRENT PAROLE BOARD DECISION PRACTICES BY RISK ASSESSMENT 

R i s k Ass e ssm e n t 

Parole Decision Excell ent Good Moderate Fair Poor Total 

No Action 0.0% 14.3% 17.9% 7.1% 7.7% 1.8% 
Denied 17.4% 10.7% 12.5% 8.8% 12.6% 11.8% 
Granted, No Release* 4.3% 3.6% 8.9% 8.8% 3.6% 5.6% 
Granted 56.5% 64.3% 44.6% 66.4% 66.0% 63.0% 
Amended Order 21.7% 7.1% 16.1% 8.8% 10.1% 10.9% 

Total Cases 23 28 56 113 247 467 

* Category includes: Parole granted to consecutive sentence, parole granted 
to other status, and parole granted but hold or detainer prevents release. 

-- I 
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undergo extensive and continuous val idation to ensure that they continue to 

identify variables which are most associated with success and failure. 

If the Utah risk assessment instrument model were used to select inmates 

for parole, few would ever be released (only 22 percent of the parole eligible 

sample score moderate or higher on the instrument). However, 63 percent of 

the pa rol e el igi bl e sampl e were granted rel ease. Tabl e 12 shov.,rs the ri sk 

assessment categories crosstabulated with parole decision. One would expect 

persons wi th greater probabi 1 i ties of succeedi ng to be granted pa rol e at a 

higher rate than those 'tJith poorer chances. Clearly, this is not the case. 

Persons rated excellent risks are granted parole at comparable rates with 

persons rated as poor risks. 

The above analysis fails to take into account variables associated with 

instituttonal beha9ior. While a parolee may have a poor score on risk assess­

ment based on his/her behavior prior to incarceration, parole boards must be 

cognizant of how individuals have adjusted to prison and rehabilitative 

effects of institutional ization. A far better model for parole deci sion 

making should include factors associated with success or failure for persons 

released from incarceration. 

NCCD has developed such a model for use in Illinois to determine which 

inmates could be considered for early release. Thi s model includes ten 

factors: severity of offense, prior arrests, age at release, juvenile 

commitments, prior imprisonments, disciplinary grade demotions, prior parole 

violations, weapon use, history of drug abuse, and security level at 

release. This model proved to be highly predictive of rearrest in the 

Illinois study (Exhibit G). Of course, any model needs to be rigorously 

tested using val idation samples, and factors predictive of rearrest in one 

state may be substantially different in other states. 
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EXHIBIT H 

NCCD Selective Inca)acitation Model 

Offense Class 

C1 as s t1 

Classes X & 1 
Classes 2-3 
Class 4 

Prior Arrests 

o 3 = 0 

4 - 6 = 1 

7-11=2 
12 + :: 3 

= 0 

= 1 
= 2 

= 3 

Prior Juvenile Commitment 
No = 0 

Yes = 3 

Prior Imprisonment (Jailor Prison) 
None = 0 

1 = 1 

2 = 2 

3 = 3 

History of Disciplinary Grade 
Demotion 

No = 0 

Yes :;: 3 

Age at Release 
45 + years = 0 

30-44 years :: 1 
24-29 years = 2 
18-23 years = 3 

Prior Parole Violation 

No = 0 

Yes = 3 

Weapon Used in Offense 
Yes = 0 

No = 3 

History of Heroin/Barbituate Abuse 
No = 0 

Yes = 3 

Security Level at Release 

Min/Med = 0 

Max = 3 

Scale: o - 5 Low/Low Risk 
6 - 10 Low Ri sk 

11 - 14 Moderate Risk 
15 - 20 High Risk 
21 & Above High/High Risk 
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TABLE 13 

SIMULATION OF NCCD EARLY RELEASE SCALE 
ON PAROLE ELIGIBLE SAMPLE 

UTAH ILLINOIS Percent 
Category Potnts N Percent N Percent Rearrested 

Low/Low Risk 0-5 41 8.8% 92 6.5% 4.2% 
Low Risk 6-10 143 30.6% 481 34.0% 23.5% 
Moderate Risk 11-14 142 30.4% 498 35.2% 46.9% 
High Risk 15-20 123 26.3% 308 21.8% 67.7% 
High/High Risk 21+ 18 3.9% 37 2.6% 86.5% 

TABLE 14 

CURRENT PAROLE BOARD DECISION PRACTICES 
BY NCCD EARLY RELEASE SCALE 

Parole Decision Low/Low Low Moderate High High/High Total 

No Action 7.3% 10.5% 7.7% 8.1% 11.1% 8.8% 
Denied 26.8* 11.9% 7.7% 13.0% 0.0% 11.8% 
Granted, No Release* 2.4% 7.7% 7.0% 2.4% 5.6% 5.6% 
Granted 61.0% 62.9% 64.1% 62.6% 61.1% 63.0% 
Amended Order 2.4% 7.0% 13.4% 13.8% 22.2% 10.9% 

Total Cases 41 143 142 123 18 467 
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The NeeD model, when applied to the parole eligible sample, yielded a 

I different distribution of cases by risk level. Nine percent of the parole 

I 
eligible sample were scored as low low risks, 31 percent low risk, 30 percent 

moderate risks, 26 percent high risks, and 4 percent high high risks. These 

percentages are quite similar to the distribution of cases found in Illinois. I 
In Illinois, these classifications were highly predictive of re-arrests. For 

I example, in Illinois only 4 percent of the low 'iow risk offenders were 

I 
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rearrested within 12 months of release, while 86 percent of the high high risk 

offenders were rearrested (Table 13). 

The crosstab~ation of the NeeD risk model by Utah's current parole board 

decision making practices reveals that there is virtually no difference in 

parole granting practices among the five risk groups (Table 14). Approx­

imately 60 percent of each risk group was released on parole. In other words, 

it appears that Utah's Parole Board is not using risk factors to determine 

release f()r prison. 

It is difficult to determine, given available data, what effect a more 

structured parole guidel.ine model would have on release rates, and 

consequently on pri son popul ations. However, if all other factors remained 

constant and the NeeD model adopted as a form of parole guidelines, the rate 

of parol ing would marginally increase from 63 percent to 70 percent of the 

parole eligible populations if one released inmates with moderate to low risk 

levels. 

Summary'" 

Pa rol e rel ease deci sions do not appear to be based on factors 
associated with risk under supervision. 

There are no differences in the risk levels of those granted and 
denied parole. 

Adoption of empirically based parole guidelines could increase the 
number of releases from 63 to 70 percent. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

PRISON CLASSIFICATION PRACTICES 

Classi ficatTon of inmates has become increasingly important in recent 

years as correctional populations continue to rise. Given the limited phys-

ical, program, and financial resources of corrections, assignment of inmates 

to custody levels must be made in a manner that best protects staff and in­

mates while meeting the primary correctional goal of public protection. 

Several objective systems of classification have been developed in recent 

years. One such system, developed by the National Institute of Corrections, 

is currently being used in seven states. 

The major assumpttons of the Nrc classification model are: 

custody decisions should be based, to the extent possible, on actual 
past relevant behavior; 

the frequency, recency, and severity of past behavior is the best 
indicator of future similar behavior; and 

inmates should be classified to the least restrictive custody 
required to protect society, staff, and other inmates. 

The NrC model operationalizes these assumptions by developing an additive 

two step scoring system. The first step includes factors diTectly associated 

with inmates past violent and escape history (history of institutional vio­

l ence, severity of current offense, pri or assaulti ve offense hi story, and 

escape history). Inmates who score high on these items (10 or more points), 

should be placed.in closed custody (Table 15). The remaining inmates are then 

scored on a series of factors predictive of, but not directly associated with 

past behavTor of violence (alcohol/drug abuse, current detainer, prior felony 

convictions). Stabi 1 i ty factors 

employment) can decrease scores. 

(age over 26, hi gh school education, 

These. inmates can only be cl assifi ed as 

medium or minimum security based on their total score (Part A and B). 

I 
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TABLE 15 

PRISON CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION LEVEL 

NIC INITIAL CLASSIFICATION OF PRISON ADDMISSIONS SAMPLE 

Level 

Close 
Medium 
Minimum 

Total Admissions 

Total 

89 
240 
174 
503 

UTAH'S CURRENT CLASSIFICATION 

Level Total 

Maximum 261 
Medium 746 
Mfn imum 220 

Community Custody 83 
Total Residents 1,310 

Percent 

17.7% 
47.7% 
34.6% 

100.0% 

Percent 

19.9% 
56.9% 
16.8% 

6.3% 
99.9% 

I 
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The Nrc model could not be exactly dupl icated with the data available, 

however, conservative assumptions were used to score the two items where 

!1ifferences occurred. Escape history was scored as 7 if the inmate was a 

current escapee, 4 is prior adult escape had occured, 1 if a prior juvenile 

escape occurred, and 0 if no history of escapes. Current detainer was scored 

4 if any current detainers existed, and 0 if there were no detainers. 

If the Nrc ini'tial classificati,on instrument was applied to the prison 

admission sample, 35 percent of the admissions would have been placed in min­

imum custody, 48 percent,;n medium custody, and 18 percent in close custody at 

intake (Table 15). No data were available on the actual placements of the 

prison admissions ,sample, nor were there data on the actual initial classifi­

cation of any group of inmates. However, classification levels of the current 

stock or resident population is known. Utah was a 10 tiered classification 

system which can be converted into more standard custody terms. When this is 

done, ;it was found that 20 percent of the current Utah prison population are 

housed in maximum security, 57 percent in medium, 17 percent minimum and 

6 percenti'n community custody. 

Comparing admissions 'and stock populations may be like comparing apples 

and oranges. However, some conclustons can be made now. First, both Utah's 

current classification system and the NrC objective intitial classification 

place nearly the same percentage of inmates in the highest security level. 

However, if the Nrc classification system were adopted, a higher percentage of 

the stock population would be classified into minimum security since reclassi­

fication tends to move more inmates into lower security levels after initial 

classificati:on. Therefore, one could reasonably expect an increase in the 

number of inmates in miminum and community custody levels and a decrease in 

the number of inmates,in medium security if Utah adopted the Nrc model. 
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Summa ry 

Utah's current institutional classification system may be 
overclassifying inmates,in the maximum and medium security levels. 

If the state adopted a model similar to the Nrc prison classif'ication 
model~ one could expect at least 35 percent of the population 
qualifying for minimum custody. 

Great util ization of the minimum custody level could sign; ficantly 
impact current operating budgets as well as plans for future prison 
capacity expansion or renovation. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

SUMMARY 

The primary objective of thi s report was to illustrate how alternative 

correctional and sentencing pol icy could impact both the size and charac-

teristics of probation, prison, and parole populations. If we were to 

summarize the most significant findings of the analysis, it would be as 

fo 11 ows: 

o 

o 

o 

Prison admissions would decline substantially if Utah adopted the 
Mi nnesota sentenci'ng gui den'ne model. 

Di screpanci es in sentenci ng Utah IS pri son admi ssions were found when 
simulating both the Minnesota and Utah revised sentencing guidel ines 
models. A large number of those admitted to prison would have been 
placed on probatiun or.intensive supervision. 

Parole release decisions do not appear to be associated with risk of 
subsequent criminal activity. Furthermore, the adopti'on of objective 
risk assessment models may lead to an increase in the number of inmates 
released. 

o Adoption of the Nrc classification model wo~d result in the movement of 
inmatestnto lower security levels. 

Future Research Needs 

Pol icy 1 evel deci sions effecting the correctional and judicial systems 

should not and need not be made in a vacuum. This research project demon-

strated how research data base can be used to base these decisions. Some of 

these data should be integrated,into the management information system so that 

it is continually updated. 

However, thi s study only represents a point of departure for more refined 

comprehensive POlicy studi:es. Further research efforts should be directed at 

a review and evaluation of sentencing guidelines which include a rigorous 

design, and vaTiClation samples of supervision risk. Such a design would 

isolate those factors most associated with risk and determine appropriate cut-
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off poi'nts for risk scales. Similarly, risk assessment instruments used by 

probation and parole should also undergo rigorous evaluation and validation. 

Currenti'nstituti'onal classification practices should be analyzed to 

determine ; f there exi sts a pool of inma tes who coul d be housed in lO\'/er 

security levels without jeopardiiing public, staff, or inmate safety. At some 

point, the Department of Corrections should move toward an objective 

classification system which, in turn, can be val ida ted and refined. Under 

current practices, the department may be under-utilizing its minimum security 

bed ca pa city. 

Finally, the state shoul d soon develop a correctional forecasting model 

capable of projecting the impact of current and proposed policy decisions on 

correctional popul ations. Such a model can then be used to determine the 

costs associated with deci s'ions that 'ilncrease or decrease the number and types 

of faci 1 i ties and staff requi red for the future. However, these model s wi 11 

requtre that the state continually upgrade and refine its data bases to allow 

accurate projections as well as estimates of alternative sentencing, classi­

ficatton, and release models. 
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APPENDIX A 

CODING THE UTAH ADULT CRIMINAL HISTORY ASSESSMENT 

A two part coding method was utilized to create the general disposition 
matrix. In the first part, each case in the probation and prison admissions 
samples received a criminal history score and was placed in a criminal history 
category_ In the second part, crime severity was computed separately for 
probation and prison admissions. Criminal histoty and crime severity were 
then crosstabulated to gellerate the general disposition matrix. 

A. Criminal History Assessment 

Six items make up the criminal hi story assessment: Prior Felony 
Convicti.ons, prior misdemeanant convictions, prior juvenile referrals, 
supervi sion hi story, supervi sion ri sk, and weapons enhancement. These items 
a re summed to create a total placement score. One poi nt is supposed to be 
subtracted for each year of arrest-free street time. However, since thi s 
information was not available, no points were subtracted. In this situation, 
as in others described below, conservative assumptions have been made that 
result in the highest possible scores. 

1. Prior Felony Convictions 

This item was scored as indicated on the criminal history assessment. We 
were unable to determine whether each convicti'on was for a separate criminal 
incident. 

2. Prior Misdemeanant Convictions 

This item was scored as indicated on the criminal history assessment. We 
were unable to determine whether each conviction was for a separate criminal 
incident. We do not know if other traffic offenses were excluded. 

3. Prior Juvenile Referrals 

If the offender had any juvenile commitments, thi s item was coded as "4 11 , 
secure placement. Otherwise, coding was based on the number of juvenile 
referrals. No distinction was made between status and non-status arrests or 
misdemeanants and felonies. 

4. Supervision History 

This item was coded 114", current supervlslon or pretrial release if 
offender had any pending charges or was currently under supervision at time of 
arrest. Item was coded "3 11 , prior revocation, if offender had any prior 
failed probations or paroles as an adult or juvenile. Item was coded 112 11 , 
prior residential placement, if offender had any prior jail or pri son 
sentences or juvenile commitments. Item was coded "1", prior supervision, if 
the offender had any prior probations or pa roles as an adult or juvenile. 
Otherwise, item was coded "0 11 • 
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5. Supervision Risk 

Thi s item was coded 114 11
, escaped from confinement, ; f offender had any 

adult or juvenile escapes. No data were available on absconding or failure to 
report. However, we were informed that about 13 percent of the offenders are 
absconders. We.randomly assigned 13 percent of the cases as either absconders 
from residential programs or absconders from supervision. Failure to report 
was not coded. 

6. Weapons Enhancement 

Again, these data were not directly available. The item was coded as 
follows: Offenders with assaultive offenses were separated from other 
offenders (the offenses included: battery, assault, aggravated assault, 
mayhem, harrassment, terroristic threat, criminal homicide, murder, 
manslaughter, other homicide, kidnapping, and other crimes against persons, 
rape, other sexual as saul t, robbery, aggravated robbery, and aggravated 
burgl ary). From prior research, we have determined that about 70 percent of 
these offenses are committed with firearms, 26 percent with other instruments 
(kni fe, bl unt object, etc.), and 4 percent other. About 25 percent of the 
offenses were assaul tive in nature. These offenders were randomly assigned 
scores such that 70 percent received firearm, 26 percent kni fe~ and 4 percent 
other. 

B. Crime Severity 

The crime severity portion of the matrix was scored separately for 
probationers and prison admissions. This was done because crime IIdegree ll was 
only coded for the prison admissions sample. 

1. Probation Dispostions 

For the probation sample, the general disposition matrix has only three 
columns: ser;:ous offenses, person crimes, and other crimes. Serious crimes 
i ncl ude: any homici de (of whi ch there were none), and all the aggravated 
crimes (i:.e., aggravated robbery, aggravated rape, aggravated burglary, 
aggravated assaul t~ etc.). Person crimes incl ude all crimes against persons, 
plus burglary and drug sales. Other crimes include all other crimes. 

In crosstabul ating these three col umns wi th the criminal hi story 
categor.iles, we were able to determine the number of probationers who would 
have remained on probation, been sentenced to prison, or sentenced to 
alternate placement if the current assessment had been in use. 

2. Prison Admissions 

Because the degree of the offense was known, it was possible to simulate 
all columns in the matrix ·as it appears in the criminal history assessment. 
Capital offenses were all offenses for which the degree was 1 ife or death. 
Murder 2 'i-ncludes all fi rst degree murder offenses pl us all aggravated offen­
ses (see above). Other first degree includes all other first degree crimes. 
All other categories are coded as speci fied on the matrix. For some offen­
ders, ~he degree was 1 i sted as lIotherll. These incl uded 90 day eval uation and 
DUI's. They are shown on the right hand column of the matrix, but not 
included in the totals. 




