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Highlights from PEW Presentations

Last Decade in Utah :
• Prison population grew 22%
• Length of stay increased 20%
• Reported Index Crimes down 14%
• Felony filings up 16%
• Felony convictions up 29%
• New judicial prison admit rate steady at 20% (2899 to 3846)
• Probation revocations increased 62%  (1120 to 1814)
• New 3rd Degree Nonviolent Offenders prison admits up 12%
• 2nd and 3rd Degree Nonviolent Crimes make up 62% of new admits
• Nonviolent offenders represent 41% of total prison population



• Implemented in 1998
• Voluntary
• Descriptive as possible 

(vs. prescriptive)
• Placement matrix and release 

matrix combined
• “Indeterminate” Structure

• Compliance with guidelines by 
AP&P, sentencing judges, and 
Board of Pardons and Parole is 
strongly encouraged. 

• Reasons for departure should 
be justified and articulated on 
the record.
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PEW break down by specific grid for changes in 
Length of Stay Data

 Increases in these categories somewhat inconsistent with the basic premise of the guidelines
 Many potential explanations
 Should be addressed through the PEW collaborative process
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2014 Amendments to the 
Sentencing & Release Guidelines

• Updated statutory reference to 
Sentencing Commission’s 
authority under §63M-7-404

• Enumerated the specific 
statutory purposes:
• Public comment
• Relating sentencing 

practices to resources
• Increasing equity
• Better define responsibility
• Enhance discretion while 

preserving BOP/YPA role

*Remaining question: should recidivism be a 
specific sentencing goal?



Added the second 
paragraph under Action 
Research Approach to specify 
the shift in our approach to 
sentencing policy.  

The term ‘Evidence-Based 
Practices’ is frequently used 
in the treatment context.  
We sought to more clearly 
define what is meant by the 
term within the sentencing 
context.



What is an Evidence-Based Approach?
Knowledge based on 30 years of research
Data driven
Continually evolving
Measurable outcomes 
Recidivism reduction
“What works” 
Scientific/medical model
Emphasis is effectiveness

Ex: Antibiotics
None
General
Specific







 Criminogenic needs must 
be addressed 

 Statewide standards for 
treatment providers 
needed to fully 
incorporate an Evidence-
Based Approach

 A more coordinated 
approach between  
treatment providers and 
the courts/probation is 
still needed.



• Not all programs are as effective for all offenders.

• We have only a limited number of the programs 
available and in limited areas statewide. 



 AP&P Subcommittee/Matrix
 Incentives & Sanctions

 Address responsivity, then criminogenic needs

 Separate technical from criminal violations

 Swift, certain, proportionate sanctions

 Encourage intrinsic motivation

 Frontload resources

 Move from surveillance to behavioral modification

 Adult Sentencing & Release 
Guidelines

 Anomalies (statutory amendments, 
reclassification)

 Justice Courts (treatment providers, 
assessment tools, DV)

 Juvenile Subcommittee




