
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

JAMES WARE
CHIEF JUDGE

July 7, 2011

Re: Release of Report from the Administrative Office of the United States Courts
Parole Supervision of Phillip Garrido

On February 15, 2011, is my capacity as Chief Judge, I received a confidential report from the
Administrative Office of the United States Courts (“AOUSC”) regarding the parole supervision
of Phillip Garrido by the Probation Office in the Northern District of California between
December 1988 and June 1999. 

The federal Probation Office in the Northern District of California was responsible for the
supervision of Mr. Garrido from December 1988 to June 1999, when his supervision was
assumed by the Parole Division of the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. 
This time period included June 10, 1991, which, based on information that subsequently has
come to light was allegedly when 11-year old Jaycee Dugard was kidnapped by Mr. Garrido.

Mr. Garrido’s federal parole supervision stemmed from a conviction in United States District
Court for the District of Nevada in 1977, when he was convicted of kidnapping a 25-year-old
woman and confining her in a storage shed, where he repeatedly raped her.  For the kidnapping,
Mr. Garrido received a federal sentence of 50-years imprisonment.  For the forcible rape, Mr.
Garrido received a Nevada state sentence of five years to life.

In January 1988, after Mr. Garrido had served eleven years in federal prison, the United States
Parole Commission granted him parole and Mr. Garrido was turned over to Nevada prison
authorities to serve his state sentence.  In August 1988, Nevada parole authorities released Mr.
Garrido on lifetime parole supervision and transferred him back to federal jurisdiction for his
return to the community.

Mr. Garrido was released to the supervision of the United States Probation Office in the Northern
District of California and lived with his mother at her home in Antioch, California.  At the time
of Mr. Garrido’s release from prison in 1988, sex offenders represented a very small percentage
of the supervision population in the federal system, and Judicial Conference policy at the time did
not provide specific guidelines for sex offender supervision.  Nonetheless, policy guidance in
place during Mr. Garrido’s federal supervision required the probation officer to supervise him as
a “high risk” offender. 

Although records indicate that Mr. Garrido was correctly categorized as a “high risk” offender,
the AOUSC report finds that the Probation Office failed to supervise him accordingly.  Home
contacts were rare.  Collateral contacts with neighbors and local law enforcement were never
completed.  Records indicate that the probation officer never verified that Mr. Garrido had
registered as a sex offender as required by the state of California.  



In September 1989, Mr. Garrido’s employer at a nursing home informed the parole officer that
three female coworkers were nervous around Mr. Garrido, however the parole officer did not
meet with Mr. Garrido until more than two months had elapsed.  In February 1990, Mr. Garrido
informed his probation officer that he was training as a salesman and would be selling products in
people’s homes, however the probation officer did not note any concerns about potential risks to
third parties. 

In addition, the report Mr. Garrido tested positive for drugs and was found to have submitted
diluted urine samples on several occasions.  However, there is no record that the Probation Office
informed Nevada State Probation and Parole of Mr. Garrido’s drug use.  Moreover, with one
exception, the Probation Office also failed to inform the United States Parole Commission about
Mr. Garrido’s illicit drug use.  The single exception resulted in a brief revocation of parole, a
short period of time in custody and a period of home confinement.

The AOUSC report concludes that the supervision of Mr. Garrido was substandard.  The report
notes that a California sex offender task force searched the house and grounds in July 2008 and
did not find Jaycee Dugard and her children and the report questions whether greater diligence by
the supervising officer would have uncovered their presence. We do not find comfort in such
speculation.  Because, as pointed out in the report, had Mr. Garrido’s federal supervision been
conducted properly from the onset, it is possible that he may have been deterred from some of the
acts now attributed to him.

Mr. Garrido’s federal parole was terminated in 1999 and his supervision was assumed by the
California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation.  

In 2000, after Mr. Garrido’s federal supervision had ended, the AOUSC conducted a routine
review of the Probation Office in the Northern District of California and found the state of
offender supervision to be poor.  The AOUSC made a series of recommendations for
improvement.  

In May 2007, after a follow-up review found that none of the recommendations had been
implemented, our Court replaced the chief probation officer with an experienced manager from
another district.  If there is anything positive that can be derived from the awful circumstances
revealed by this report, it is the report’s assessment of the District’s current Chief Probation
Officer.  The report states that the new chief brought in well-qualified managers from other
districts to fill the chief deputy and two assistant deputy positions.  The new management team
retrained all officers and supervisors in Judicial Conference policies and procedures for
supervising offenders in the community.  The Chief mandated that officers spend more time in
the community.  Standards were provided for supervision of high, medium and low activity cases,
and internal audits were shared with the supervisors and officers. 

As Chief Judge, I believe that the strength of our public institutions is tied directly to their
openness to public scrutiny.  I have decided to release the full AOUSC report.  We are using its
candid criticism and the public scrutiny that comes from it as tools to improve the administration
of justice in our District.

Attachment: AOUSC Report on the Supervision of Parolee Phillip Gurrido


























































































