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The following paper examines a comnon ptJ.biiG view that the National . . 
Parole Board is "soft" on violent offendersc 'Data collected by the National, 

Parole Board from 1975 -' 1979 are'examin~d to d~termine how many vioJent 
, . 

criminals are granted parole and how many are readmitted to prison for parole 

vialations. Based on these data and the findings of the Dangerous Offenders 

Project in 'Ohio, the authors conclude that,the.parole board has been very 

cautious in granting parole. They sugge~t that ,the protection of s~ciety , 

which can be achieved by keeping·violent offenders in jail for long' periods of 

time has been overstated. 

\, 

: . 

- -

• 
,,~--.~,<_,=~_~~=,===-=-.':::::::::::::=-_:=_~- I 

,.' .. ".: - ...... . 

4. 

" 

. .' , 
'~.: , 

.: 
~~ •. 
't; .... 

.. ,: .. 

'I:CWill you stand still? L'ln 911 day parole and if t'm late getting back; 
no l~oi chocolate,for me-lonig~i!" 

Source: Edmonton Journal Narch 27, 1980. 
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Para'ie and the Violent Offender 

Public Perceptions of the Parole Board 
. . 

On Marth 27, 1980 a cartoon appeared in the Edmonton Journal showing the 

stereotyped hoodlum carrying his black jack and pursuing an innocent victim 

down the street. The caption had the hoodlum calling to the potential victim 

to stop because if he did not get back to his community correctional centre, 

where he was free on day parole, he would miss out on his evening cup of 

cocoa. The cat'toon reflected an attitude shared by many: that the parole 

board rather casually releases violent offenders from jail so they-can continue 

to 'attack citizens. In this paper we would like to explore the popular public 

view that the federal parole board is soft on violent offenders~ but first 

we will review some aspects of the parole system. l 

The Implementation of Sentencing and Re-lease Programs 

Remission and mandatory supervision. Prison sentences in Canada can be 

thought of as having three sections of approximately equal portions. Remission, 

commonly known as "time off for good behavior", usually represents the last 

third of an inmate's sentence. Those who receive ti~e off for good behavior 

must serve that time under the mandatory supervision of the parole board. The 

board has the authority to revoke that 5upervision and send individuals back 

to prison to serve the remaining portion of their sentence if the conditions 

of the release are violated or if the inmate commits a .new crime. One often 

hears complaints that if a judge says three years, it should mean a full three 

years, but many correctional workers, who could hardly be described a!.> "bleeding 

hearts," would argue that time off for good behavior has a number 'of features 

in its favor. However, it 1S important to note that earned remis?ion-is not 

" 
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granted at the discretion of the correctional institution or the par'o)e board. 

If the ' public wishes it remo~ed~ par)iament. not It is a legal requirement. 

the correctional system would be the instrument for change. 

Regular pa~ole. Another third of an inmate's sentence includes the 

1 Full Parole cannot be gra~ted t~ most inmates until possibility of a paro e. 

they have served one-third of their s'entences, or: 7 years~ whichevel~ is 

shorter. In the case of certain violent offences, an inmate i~ not e)igibl~ 

for parole until he has served one-half of 'this senten~e r~ther than one-

. third. First degree murderers must wait a minimum of 25 years before they can 

be considered for parole and second degree murderers between 10-25 years, 

depending on the sentence. The parole board must gather data o~ applications 

for par01e and decide on the risks to the community for each case. Information 

from classification officers in the prisons, parole officers, police, and in 

some cases psychological and psychiatric reports become part of the file 

before each inmate is personally interviewed in the institution. In 1977, for 

example, the board processed a little over 7,000 cases,with slightly over 

4,000 coming from inmates serving time in federal penitentiaries and slightly 

over 3,000 coming from inmates in provincial institutions. Approximately 28% 

of the applications from the federal institutions w.!re approved and approximate

ly 45% from the provincial institutions. Understandably those serving in 

~roVinCial institutions for lesser crimes would probably be considered a 

h "t In general, approximately 40% of the applications lesser threat to t e commUnl y. 

reviewed by the parole board are granted. 

For the past five years over 70% of the offenders released on full parole 

"th t ,"nc,"dents. A four-year follow-up study of the completed their terms w, ou 

entire federal and provincial population of 2,950 parolees released during the 

year 1974 showed that by the end of 1977, 70% had successfully cQmplt~ted thei r 

I 
I 
I 
[ 

[ 

lii 
li r 

Iff 
' l.~ -, 

f. 
p 

" 
'" 

r ,\j 

P .. 

",." 

U 

r " n 
" 

~n Ii I, .. 

r' ·1 r 
.r 

~ H 

fn 
""'" 

~ 

! j q 
1 

i I : 
! c 

m I ..J 

rn UI' (J 

IT~ 

! ' m 
I 

H! 

~j 

~1 

f r~ I: 
\1 ~.J 
1 
I U ! 

If 

! L( 
I U I 
! 
! 

j'( 
-,! 

l' , I 
I 

I 
i f I r i 
i ! f' . i ' .l t I 

, ! ~ /' \ I 

t'l ' .'. 
<" i , ; 

i j , 
'L ... -! 

,~, -, -. 

, 

parole~ 14% had been reincarcerated for various offenceS
f 

9% had failed for 

breach of their parole agreement and the last 7% were continuing on parole. 

pay parole and temporary absence. Day paro1e ~is a modified form of 

parole used to enable some in~ates to further their studies or training in the 

community or to undertake employment. These inmates return to the institution 

,periodically, often every evening. Day parole is sometimes used as a testing 
, , 

ground for potential parolees and is sometimes granted a few months before 

consideration for full parole. Of the 10,135 Canadian, offenders whose day 

parole ended in the year 1977~ only 3% (59) were returned to prison for com

mitting new offences. 

Temporary absence is an occasional release for medical, humanitarian or . 
rehabilitative reasons. It allows selected inmates to be released unescorted 

for 72 hours during every three month period" During 1977, 44,980 temporary 

absences were granted: 28,989 were escorted and 15,991 unescorted. Of these, 

193 inmates fail~d to return to the institution on time, and were subs~quently 
declared unlawfully at large. This ,figure is roughly half of 1%. "" 

Day parole and temporary absence may be granted neai" the half-way mark in 

the eligibility period for full parole. 

The Prediction of Violence and the Parole Board 

The central concern when responding to the problem of violence is whether 

violent behavior can be predicted .. More detailed discussion is presented in 

Paper #2 of this study (Hac~ler and Gauld, 1980). Generally, sO(;iety has been 

able to identify a fairly large group of people who are potent'ially dangerous. 

However, only a small percentage of that potentially dangerous group in fact 

commits ser'j ous vi 0 1 ent crimes. As the Dangerous Offender Proj ect in Columbus, 

Ohio pointed out (Van Dine, Conrad, and Dinitz, 19~9), those who commit the 
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various serious crimes in any one parti~ular year have on1y l~a'·'el.\' committed 

very serious offences in the past, and the 11keHhood that." they \"i 11 commit 

very serious offences 'in the future is also \"are. lr'lIc~ their' J)otent'ia'i is 

certainly higher than the average citizen, but those who have a'il~ead'y commit

ted very seri ous vi 01 ent offences add only a sma 11 pel~cent:age to the seri ous 

'violent offences to be committed in the future. 

Parole board dilemmas in granting parole. The par01e board is faced with 

specific decisions and specific predictions on individua1 offenders. There

fore, their researchers have been working on violeht prediction devices to 

make more precise some of the common sense information that has been used to 

guide judgements in the 'past. For example, previous vio1ent offences, and a 

history of escaping from prison increases the likelihood that the inmate would 

offend again in the future. On the other hand, being older, never having been 

in jail before, and being better educated is consistent with a lower potential 

for violence. Unfortunately, these prediction devices can only iaentify a 

group of high ri sk offenders. They cannot identify effectively the small er 

segment within this population who are very likely to commit vio1ent offences. 

Given the lack of an accurate cl"ystal ball, what has the parole board done in 

the last five years? How many 'J'iolent offenders do they release on parole 

compared to non-violent offenders? 

Parole Board Decisions - 1975-1979 

As of January 8, 1980 there were 9,237 inmates in federal institutions 

and '62% were s~rving sentences for crimes of violence. this percentage has 

been increasing in the last five years. In 1974 the proportion Was~57%, in 

1977 it was 61% (Appendix A, Footnote 4). We can probably expect the number 

to increase as non-violent offenders continue to receive more paroles and 
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shorter sentences than violent offenders. 

If we look at the n'umber of releases on par01,e for 1918-1979
9 

are violent 

offenders re~eased as frequently a~ non~"io'lent offender's? That is~ if 62% of 

the releases o~ parole were granted to those with vi'olent offences, one might 

then argue· that the parole board was not taking histories 'of violence into 

account. In fact, 49% of the releases went to those who committed violent 

offences and 51% went to those committing non":violent offences (Appendix B). 

It should also be noted that 29% ,Of the releases went ~~ those violent offe'nders 

convi cted of robbery. None of the 54 dangerous 'sexua 1 offenders and 5 dangerous 

~f~enders in prison during 1979 were released. Of the 985 who w~re in pri'son . 

for murder, 32 were released (2%) and of the 191 in jail for attempted murder 

16 were relea~ed (1%) ~ Murderers made up 11% of the federal prison population 

but they received only 2% of the paroles in 1979 (Appendix B). One should 

. also note the distinction between fir'st degree and second degree (capit~l and 

non-capital) murdere~s. 

Between 1975 and 19!9 134 murderers were released on parole. Of these, 40 

were convicted of first degree murder and 94 of second degree murder (Appendix 

C). In other words~ there is little indication that the parole board has been 

releasing murderers and dangerous sexual offenders in a rather casual manner 

so that they can prey on an unsuspecting public. In fact, some could argue 

that the parole board has been overly cautious when one looks at data such as 

t~at produced by the Dangerous Offend€. Project (Van Di'ne, Conrad, and Dinitz, 1979). 

The next logical quest~on is to see if parolees committed many violent 

offences while on parole. 

The Results of Parole 

Readmission to penitentiary. In 1975 6,428 offenders were on parole. 
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During that year 390 failed (6%) and were readmitted to penitentiaries. 

Sixty-eight per:cent of these' readmissions were IIwith of~ence" whHe32% were 

"without offence I! The distinction between "with" and "without" offen~es may 

not always be clear, but one should note that appro,ximate'ly one-third of the 

cases were returned to prison without any necessary evidence that they had 

committed a crime. How many of these parolees were retu~ned for violent 

offences? In 1975, 65 or 17% of the 390 fai 1.ures were rea9mitted for viol ent 

offences (Appendix D). 

Have things bee.n getting worse? Have parolees Deen committing more 

offences? In 1978 there were'6,619 inmates on parole. Only 261 were readmitted 

to penitentiaries. Half of these failures were readmitted "with offences II and 

the other half I(without". Note that a higher percentage had their paroles 

revoked IIwithout an offence ll in 1978 than in 1975. There seems to be no sign 

of a growing hesitancy on the part of parole officers to return a parolee to 

the penitentiary without having a new offence. (Parole failures due to the 

commission of a violent offence were approximately one-half of 1% of those on 

parole). Readmissions for vi01ent offences in 1978 were down to 37 or 14% of 

all those readmitted. 

~uccess rate of those completing parole. In 1975 67% successfully completed 

parole. Those who were on mandatory supervision had a success rate of 59% 

{Appendix E}. Understandably those offenders who had been granted parole by 

the parole board might conceivably be a better risk group than those who had 

been denied parole but were released under mandatory supervision because of 

earned remission. However, these mandatory supervision cases, which were not 

granted parole, also completed supervision successfully in the majority of 

cases. By 1978 the success rate was 75% for those on normal parole and 62% 

for those on mandatory supervision. 
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Of those who did not complete paro.1e successfully 11% had their pal'olc 

revoked because of an offence and 14% without an offence. For those \'tho had 

been on mandatory supervision 16% had the supervision revoked with an offcnc:e 

and 23% without. Again, there is no evidence that parole officers feel obliged 

to wait for some serious offence before revoking a parole, nor is there cvi-

dence that the parole board has been excessively soft. 
, . 

, Regional Differences. In general, the prairie provinces tend to be much 

1 ike the rest of Canada, but it would be wo'rth noting activities in the Atlantic 

provinces. It seems that more paroles are granted in the Atlantic provi,nces 

than in the rest of Canada (42% compared to 34% in 1978 and 56% compared to . 

40% in 1979) (Appendix F). A similar pattern seems to hold for day parole, 

with the Atlantic provinces granting 76% of the applications in '1978 compared to 

69% for the rest of Canada and 75% in 1979, compared to 62% for the rest of the 

,population to the rest of Canada (Appendix F). In general, the Atlantic provinces 

tend to have a lower crime rate than the rest of Canada. Does this make it 

possible for the parole board to grant more paroles or is there a general 

atmosphere in 'the Maritimes that reflects a lesser fear of violent crime?2 

Murdere.rs on parole. 3 We previously noted that 134 murderers had been 

released on parole in the last five years. Let us first turn to the 40 first 

degree murderers who were released; three were returned to the penitentiary 

(Appendix G). One was returned for breaking and entering and another for 

t~afficking. The third was for a parole revocation. 

Of the 94 second degree murderers who were released during this five year 
-. 

period,9 were returned to the penitentiary (Appendix H). Four were returned 

for new offences of breaking and entering, trafficking and two for theft, 

three were returned for a technical violation. Although this five year period. 

is .fair1y brief, these 134 murderers did not seem to be a uniquely dangerous 
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group compared to others. Excluding two persons who served 43 years prior to 

release on parole, the first degree 'murderers released during this five year 

period had served an average of 13 years (Appendix I). Those who had been 

serving for second degree murder were released after" 9 years (Appendix J). 

These statistics do not support the accusation, often leve)ed at the parDle 

board, that murderers are released without having served much ~ime. 

In summary, over 600 murderers were admitted to Canadian penitentiari.es 

over the last five years. During that period 134 were released and obviously 

these individuals came primari~y from an earlier population in prison. Those 

released had on the average served more than 9 yeiirs and their success rate on 

parole seemed to be comparable to that of other parolees. When they committed 
-

new offences they tended to be for non-violent crimes. Again, these data seem 

to be compatible with the Dangerous Offender Project. Murderers are part of 

-this large pool of potentially dangerous offenders, but there is little 

indication that they are uniquely and ,excessively dangerous compared to other 

offenders. One could argue that the parole board was particularly insightful 

in selecting the 134 murderers for parole during the last five years. However, 

a more reasonable assumption is that the parole board, like everyone else, lacks 

the ability to predict very successfully. We have simply overstated the gains 

which can be achieved in terms of the protection of soci~ty by keeping murderers 

in jail for long periods of time. Instead of-protecting society, are we paying 

an unnecessary co~t by impri soni ngsuch a hi gh percentage of the offe'nders for 

a 10n9 time? Will recent legislation requiring longer periods of incarceration 

before murderers 'can be released on parole have a positive or a negative 

impact?4 
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Conclusion 

There lIs no way that a parole board can diagnose future violence \'lith any -

great degree of certainty. Therefore~ it is clear that even a cautiou.s strategy 

will result in failures. During the spring of 1979 Edmonton was the ,scene of 

several of those failures. All were clustered within a few days of each 

other. Two of those seven offenders we~e under mandatory supervision, a 

release over which the board has no control.. One \'Jas on full par<?le, three 

had been granted day paroles, and the fifth was on temporary absence. Although 

the files of such offenders are not open to the public, it is our understand-
- . 

ing that the backgrounds of th~se five offenders would not establish them as 

extremely high risks. 

\~hen one attempts to judge the achievements of the parole-board~ one has 

to compare the consequences of these decisions against other decisions in 

society that also lead to violent deaths. One must also weigh the consequences 

of having offenders serve long jail t,erms when many of them lrlould be making a 

meaningfu,l contribution in normal society. Why does society judge parole by 

different sta,ndards than ot~er societal risks? When the Ford Motor company 
, ' 

was tr.ied for failing to modify gas tanks, knowing this would lead to deaths, 

they were acquitted. Many societal decisions involving oil rigs, mines, air 
" 

bags in automobiles, the use of asbestos, etc. include calcul~ted risks. A 

.certain level of death and injury is accepted as as trade-off against otlJer. 

benefits. Policy makers should expect parole boards to assesS these trade

offs rather than have these decisions dictated by the emotional climate of the 

public. 

Looking at the past five years of activities, it is difficult to see 

where the parole board has been releasing dangerous offenders in-an excessively 

casual manner. In fact, we would conclude that the parole board has·be~n very 

-:-1 
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cautious. In the fourth paper in the series s we argue that'shorter sen

tences coupled with a higher rate of conviction wou'ld be a, superior strategy 

to longer sentences, More lenient parole decisions might work againstfamfl.v 

breakdo.I.'Jn, despair, and commitment to crime as a career and in general· have 

long tenn consequences for violent crime. Public sentiment is not in keeping 

with such a strategy, however, because the risk of crime in the immediate 

future would be in,creased by more earl ier parol e and shorter sentences. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 We would like to thank the National Parole Board Research and Evaluation 
Section for the basic data used in this section., However, interpreta
tions are our own. 

2 Of the federal inmates serving time in the Maritimes J , 56% were in for 
crimes of violence compared with 62% in the rest of Canada. 
Hence, the ~igher parole rate may be reflected in the lower frequency of 
severe crimes. We would need to look at the paroles granted by each 
offence for the different regions to see ~f parole is ~ifferent by area. 

3 Ki'11ers of policemen or'prison guards w~re capital murderers. First 
degree murders involves intent. We have equated the two categories 
although they are somewhat different. 

4 Bill C-5l requires that first degree murderers must wait 25 years before 
they can be considered for parole. Second degree murderers must wait 
from 10-25 years before being considered with this time being set by the 
judge. 
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. !w TOTAL NUMBER 
OF INMATES 

2. ~AJOR OFF~NCESOF 
VIOLENCE ' 

(Number and percent-

Federal 

ATLANTIC 
# % - ..... 

879' 9.5 

age of ~egional total) 

Murder 93 10.6 
Attempted Murder 15 ,1. 7 

Append,ix A, 

Inmates Serving a Major Off~]~e of Violence (number ¥nd percentages) 
by Region and All Canada as of January 8, 1980 

• 

QUEBEC ONTARIO . PRAIRIES PACIFIC ALL CANADA2 

#! # % ! ! If %. ! %. 

2815 30.5 2320 25.1 1790.' .19.4:1311. 14.2 9237', 100.0 

280 10.0 256 11.0 . 182 10.2 177 13.5 995 10.8 
61 2.2 42 1.8 36 2.0 35 2.7 191 2.1 

. Manslaughter 38 4.3. 183 6.5 156 6.7 108 6.0 44 3.4 540 5.9 
Rape 48 5.5 87 3.1 115 5.0 128 7.2 ·91 6.9 471 5. 1 
Other Sex 29' 3.3 27. 1.0 54 2.3 43 2.4 40 3.1 193 2.1 
Wounding 12 1.4 31 1.1 49 2~ 1 50 2.8 17 1.3 162 1.8 
Assault ' 22· 2.5 10 0.4 40 1.7 28 1.6 17 1.3 121 1.3 
Robbery' 213 24.2 1178 41.9 634 27.3 441 24.6 277 21.1 2762 29.9 
Kidnapping 4 0.5 58 2.1 27 L2 34 1.9 19 1. 5' 144 . 1.6 
Offensive Weapon 19 2.2 25· 0.9 33 1.4 24 1.3 14 1.1 111 1.3 
Dangerous Sexual 
Offenders 2 0.2 5 0.2 17 0.7 6 0.3 24 1.8 54 0.6 

Dangerous Offenders 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 0.2· ' 1 0.1 0 0.0 5 0 .. 1 

TOTAL 495 56.3 1945 69.1 1427 . 61.5 1081 60.4 755 57.6 5755 62.34 

(Continued) 
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" Appendix A (Continued) 

1. Profile totals reflect a period of about 6 to 8 weeks. prior to the date stated owing to delays in processing 
the figures~ • . 

2. All Canada totals also include the 122 Federal inmates who are serving their sentence in a provincial institution 
by virtue of the Federal/Provincial Agreement. A breakdown of these inmates indicare that 52 out of the 122 or 
42.6% are" serving a sen~ence for a violent offence. This includes 7 for Murder, 2 Attempted Murder, 11 Manslaughte 
2' R~pe, 3 Woundi.ng, 4 Assault, 19 ~obbery, ~ Kidnapping, and 2 for Offensive Weapons. 

3. Major Offence is the offence for which the inmate was convicted for the term. If there is more than "one offence, 
the major offence is the one for which the longest sentence was awarded. If more than one offence was awarded 
this same sentence, the major offence is the most'serious ·one, as measured by the maximum penalty allowed by law. 
If more than one offence carries the same maximum penalty, the major offence is the first of these listed on the 
Warrant of Cornnittal. The major offences of "violence" are th~ designated as such by Operational Information 

I 4. 

Services; esc. ' 

This represents a significant increase in the number of Federal offenders serving a sentence'for a major offence 
of violence in the last six years. In 1974, the proportion of violent offenders was 4895/8546 or 57.3. per· cent; 
in 1977 it was 5675/9240 or 61.3 per cent. 

SOURCE: Derived from the Population Profile, Operational Information Services, CSC. 

PREPARED BY: Research and Evaluation Section, National Parole Board, March 17, 1980 
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Appendix B 
I 

Releases on Parole For Fiscal Year 1978-79 by~ajor~_9ffence_~ 
For Federal Inmates 

Murder - 32 or 1.9%' 
Attempted Murder - 16 or 0.9% 
Manslaughter - 95 or 5.6% 
Rape - 93 or 5.4% 
Other Sexual Offences - 30 or 1.8% 
Kidnapping and Abduction - 16 or 0.9% 
Wounding - 25 or 1.5% 
Assault - 15 or 0.8% 
Robbery - 499 or 29.2% 
Off~nsive Weapons '- 14 o~ 0.7% 
Prison Breach - 4 or 0.2% 
Break and Entry - 249 or 14.6% 
Theft - 61 or 3.6,% 
Possession of Stolen Goods - 4b or 2.3% 
Fraud -'57 or 3.3% 
Criminal Negligence - 8 or 0.5% 
Dangerous Sex Offender - 0 
Habitual Criminal -'0 

** Dangerous Offender - 0 
Other Criminal Code - 85 or 5.0% 
Nqrcotics - 343 or 20.0% 
Food and Drug - 23 or 1.3% 
Other Statutes - 6 or 0.4% 
Number of releases by Violent Offences - 83!; or 48.8% 
Number of releases by Non-Violent Offences .- 876 or 51.2% 

TOTAL - 1711 or 100% 

(Continued) 
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I\Ppendix B (Continued), 

, . 
Major Offenc~~ls the offence for-which the inmate was convicted for 
the term. If there is more, than one offence, ,the major offence is' 
the one for which the longest sentence was awarded. If more than 
one offence was awarded this same sentence, the major offence is the 
most serious one, as measured by the maximum penalty ,allowed by law. 
'If more than one offence carries the same maximum penalty, the major 
offence is the first of these listed on the Warrant of Committal. . . 

** Designated as a "violent" offence by Oper:ational Inform!ltion Services, 
esc. . 

SOURCE: Inmate Record System 

PREPARED BY: Research and Evaluation Section, National Parole Boa,rd, 
March 10, 1980 
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Appendix C 

Statistics on Murderers Released on Para'ie 

How many capital and non-capital murderers were released on parole over 
the past 5 years? 

Capital & Non-Capital Murderers Released on' Parole 
1975-1979* 

, 
YEAR CAPITAL NON-CAPITAL TOTAL 

1975 4 5 9 
1976 11 20 31 
1977 12 "6 28 
1978 6 27 33 
1979 7 26 33 

Total 40 94 134 

* As of November 1979 

SOURCE: DIS - Inmate Records. Syste~ 

~REPARED BY: Research and Evaluation Section 
National Parole Board 
December 27, 1979 

.. 
~ 

Over the fi"e year period 1975-1979, 134 capital and non-capital murderers 
were paroled. 
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Appendix D 

Federal Parolees Re-Admitted to Penitentiary for Techrlica1 Violations, Indictable and Violent OfFences 
Number and Percentage and Number on'Parole 1975-78 

,I Re-admitted to Penitentiary , PROPORTION OF RE-ADMISSIONS 

~ .. --

r YEAR r , NUMBER THAT WERE FOR VIOLENT OFFENCES I 

I ON PAROLE ~lith Offence Without Off. Total 

'# % # % # % 

1975" '6428 265 67.9, 125 32.1 390 65 16.7 

1976 _ 5694 236 66.9 117 33.1 353 c 59, 16.7 

1971 5999 169 57.7 124 . 42.3 293 36 12.3 
. , 

1978 6618 131 50.2 130 49.8 261 37 14.2 

% Change 
78/75 +3.0 -50.6 -26.1 +4.0 +55.1 . -33.1 -43.0 -15.0 

SOURCE: OIS - Inmate Record ~ystem 

PREPARED BY: Research and Evaluation Section, National Parole Board, October 1979 

" 
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Appendix E 

Federal Parole and Mandatory Supervision Number Terminating and Number and 
Percentage Completing Successfully .1975-78 ' 

.'-

PAROLE MANDATORY SUPERVISION 
YEAR Total * Completed TOtal * Completed 

Terminated Successfully Terminated Successfully 
If % If % 

, , . 
1975 1358 912 67.2 2281 1338': 58.7 

1976 1217 851 69.9 2460 1319 _ 53.6 
-. 

1977 1020 722 70.8 2613 145~ ; -55.7 

1978 1090 814 74.7 _ 2644 1631 61.7 
- , 

- Average 1171 825 70.7*j 2500 1436- 57.4 

* Total Terminated excludes cases terminated by death or otherwise. For the' 
years 1975 to'1978, 155 cases were excluded from parole terminations and 326, 
cases were excluded from mandatory supervision terminations: 

** The average success'rate for provincial parole was, 81.4% and for all 
parole releases 76.5% 

SOURCE: NPSIS 

PREPARED BY: Research and Evaluation Section, National Parole Board, October 1979 

~~..:::::~":::;':;,~~,..(""'- ~ ...... ""' '-"''''''''"~''- ~ ........ t~.~:o.-~}'-__ ~"'>(_""b4 -"-~~""'~~=-~-'::-':'Y-;:::;:::;::'~~-~::.,,:.,;,;-:::-::,:::~~;:::-.::-::::.,~ •• " '':': .. -'\-':--''~;::--- ~-~ '''~~-'--'-'~.:J':--~-"F~-'~:''''''-''- -
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Appendix F 
, 

Federa1IF:u11 Parole and Day ~aro1e Number and'.e.~rce'ltitge Grante~ 
Reglon 1978 & 1979 

, ., 

APPLICATION FOR /\PPLICATION FOR 
REGION FULL PAROLE DAY,PAROLE 

_ ..... ..-.t--_ , 
1978 1979 1978 1979 

" 

No. of % No. of' %' No. of % No. of 
App1ic. Granted App1ic. Grante'd ,App1 ic. Granted App1io. 

Canada 1630 34.3 ' 1617 40.4 2713. 68.9 2613 
, 

Pacific 169 22.8 169 32.7 308 54.5 337 

Prairi~es 273 37.6 226 36.2' 552 68.1 - 491 : 

Ontario 32) 28.1 370 37.0 464 55.4 540 

Quebec 630 40.0 60S' 42.6 1053 82.2 877 

Atlantic 237 41.7 247 56.3 336 75.5 368 

'. 

* Grant rates.for day parole are calculated on total applications and 
full parole on total eligible. 

SOURCE: Statistics re: Selected Parole Decisions and Mandatory 
Supervision Releases ' ' 

'" 

PREPARE.D BY: Research & Evaluation Section, National Parole Board, 
March 20, 1980 
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Appendix G 

\ 

How many of the capital murderers' released from 1975 to 1979 returned to 
a fedel'a 1 penitenti.ar~? 

Follow-up of Capital Murderers 
Released from 1975-1979* 

Number Released 40 
Number Returned 3 
Number Returned for a new 

offence ** 2 

* As of November 1979 
** These parolees were returned to the 

penitentiary for new offences of 
Break and Enter and Trafficking 

SOURCE: OIS Inmate Record System 

PREPARED BY: Research and Evaluation Sectio~ 
National Parole Board 
December 27, 1979 

Of the 40 capital murderers relea~ed over the period January 1974 to November 
1979, three have been returned to the penitentiary. Two were returned for 
new offences of Break and Enter and Trafficking and 1 for parole revocation. 

• 
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Appendix H 

How many of the non':'capital murderers released from 1975-1979 returned to 
a federal penitentiary? 

Follow-up of Non-Capital Murderers 
Released from 1975-1979'* 

Number Relea,sed 
Number Returned 
Number Returned for a 

new offence ** 

* As of November 1979 

94 
9 , 

<4 

** These parolees were returned to the 
panitentiary for new offencespf 
Break and Enter, Trafficking and 
2 Theft. 

SOUR~E: OIS- Inmate Record System 

PREPAR.ED BY: Research and Evaluation Section 
Nati.onal Parole Board 
December 27, 1979 

Of the 94 non-capital murderers releasedov,er the period January ]975 to 
Novembei" 1979, 9 were returned to the penitenti.ary. Fourwer,ereturned 
for new offenCeS of ,Break and Enter, Trafficking and 2 for Theft~ Three 
were returned for a technical violation. ' 
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Appendix' I 

How long do capital mUrderers serve in'a penitentiary 
before they are relea'sedon parole? 

Time Served Before Release on 'Parole by Capital Murderers Admitted by 
Wart~ant of .coll1llittal and Parole, Revocation, 1975 -' 1979 * ---

TIME SERVED 
--

ADMITTED BY 
.... 

Warrant' of Conmittill " ParQle Revocation, ' Total ' , 

. 
" # Released Aver. Time' # Released Aver.Time # Released Aver. Time 

1975 
, 

4 19.6 - - 4' 19.~ 
. 

1976** 10 13.8 - - 10 13.8 

f977 . 9 12.5 3 9.0 12 '11.7 

. 1978*** 5 12.0 - - 5 12.0 

1979 5 13.8 2 7.1 7 11.9 

, TOTAL**** 33 13.9 5 8.3 38 13.2 ' 

-

* As of November 1979 
'** Excludes 1 'person who served 43.4 years. If this perso;) were included the 

average 'time served would have been 16.5 years. 
*** Excludes 1 person who served 43.4 years. If this person were included the 

average time serv£'d would have been 17~3 years. 
**** 'Exl~des 2 persons who ser~ed 43.4 years prior to release on parole. If these 

persons were included the adjust~j time served would ,be 15.6 years and 35 
releases. ' 

SOURCE: OIS - Inmate Records Systems 

PREPARED BY: .Research ana Evaluation Section, Nat'ional Parole Board, December 27, 1979. 
For capital murder, 38 inmates served a~ average of 13.3 years. This average excludes 

t, 

~, 

~ 2 in~ates who remained in the penitentiary for 43.4 years. . . 
~ lnmates released on first parole served an average of 13.9 years, wlth the exceptlon of. the 

cases previous'ly mentioned. Those admitted on parole revocation served an a,~erage of 
> n H.3 years prior to re,..release on parole. 
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Appendix J 

Bow long do non-capital murderers ser,ve in a penitentiary 
before'they are released on parole? 

Time Served Before Release on ParQle.by Non-Capital Murderers Admitted 
by Warrant of Committal and Parole Revocation, 1975 - 1979* 

. 

YEAR , / TIME SERVED i 

OF ADMITTED BY 
I 

. RELEASE Warrant of Committal. Paro11~ Revocation Total . j 

# Released Aver. Time # Re1easE\d '/ Aver. Time:' # Released ·Aver •. Tillie 
, 

: ' : . : 

1975 
, 4 9.3 , 1 6. 1 5 8.~, , , . 

'. -
1976 20 10.3 1 4.3 21 10.1 

1977 13 9.9 3 5.4 16 9.0 

1978 ]9 11. 1 7 4 .. 6 26 9.3 
, 

1979** 24 / 10.5 1 8.1 25 10.4 

. TOTAL 80 10.4 13 5. 1 93 9,.3 
/ 

r '.J '" : " .. ;, . 
/ / 

* As of November 1979 
** One inmate admitted on transfer from tne U.S.A. has been excluded. 

SOURCE: OIS .. Inmate Records System 

, 

.I 

PREPARED BY: Research and Evaluation Section, National Parole Board, December 27; 1979 

During the periods January 1975 .. November 1979, 93 non-capi'tal murderers were released 
after serving, an av~rage of 9.3 years. 
Those released on first parole served an average .of 10.4 years. Inmates admitted on 
paro.1e revocation remained in the penitentiary an average: of 5.l years before be.ing 
gr~nted another parole. 
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