. . v 3 R

e ,Ji

New York State

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCIRS.gov.

IDIVISION of
ROA’MON

AH.EE&’MW%

Ch-Sant

Edmund B. Witzer
State Director

dario M, Cuomo
Governor

Co-Sin -

/=L 7P



113650

U.S. Department of Justice
Nationa! Institute of Justice

This document has been reproduced exaclly as received from the
person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated
in ihis document are those of the authors and do not necessarily
represent the official position or policies of the National Institute of
Justice.

Permission 1o reproduce this copyrighted material has been
granted by

NYS Division of Probation
and Correctional Alternatives

fo the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJR3).

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis-
sion of the copyright owner.

- Neugg
SEP 27 19q

& ,

NEW YORK STATE
ADULT PROBATIONER CHARACTERISTICS
AND OFFENSE PATTERNS
1981 - 1986

August 1988
Bureau of Planning,
Policy, and Information



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PAGE

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .. iutiriienvionenssnnasoncassnncenss ceceosesesansesesesans 1
Synopsis of Findings...iieniiinieiieceasrncencnsccanans coenne cerenes . 2
INTRODUCTION . ittt innenerosasenoennoconseassosnncasnaanas Cieiesasnan cevas B
THE GROWTH IN PROBATION SERVICES .. iiviieivinrirereceannnnne Ceeeetncoeneaes . 6
OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS . vt veeeeencenennsnncenannn cirsvenacesssscnas vosess B
Offense ClasS.eeeaconss Ceetaracetsreesartcsaneassananes ceesenesens P 8
Crime TypeS.veenenneneeneans sesrreiennebrana seesenes cesesea besenesaana 9
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS . ierieieeenenceaconenenanss A <
Xttt ietitetastasnsesasssenossnensosnnnanes Ctesascsanerorarrabas 16
Age..vviiieinnans Ceeesnaseeraanns teserensasssnsanas Ceeerensessirenannane 17
Race/Ethnicity st vneeneeeoeenoncanaasnnas Ceceeseenesevsasenssantans 21
CONCLUSION. s it ittt iienenrvncnesessnssosnssuannnsa feteecsteeenesatrtenaaanans 23
TABLES . i iie it iiaiereeannensccenennnnnons besecesuasensan cveanarensansans 28

APPENDIX, v iiiiiiiinrnnerunencnnsnnen P feesesecrsvessasnesretsraantns 46



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

New York State experienced about a 60 percent increase

in cases under probation supervision from 1981 through 1986.

There were 107,303 probationers being supervised by local

probation departments at the end of the period, greater than

half (57 percent) in non-New York City Jjurisdictions.

Statewide, 41,858 individuals were sentenced to probation in

1986, compared to the 32,106 offenders sentenced to

probation in 1981,

Nine crime types consistently accounted for a large

majority (84 to 87 percent) of cases sentenced to probation

supervision. These nine crime types fell under three larger

descriptive offense headings as follows:

Property Offenses Crimes Against
the Pexson

Burglary/Trespassing Assault

Theft/Criminal Pos- Robbery

‘session of Stolen

Property (CPSP) Weapons Offenses

Larceny

Criminal Mischief

Substance Abuse

Offenses

Drug Offenses

Driving While
Under the In-
fluence of
Drugs or Al-
cohol (DWI)



Synopsis of Findings

Local probation departments are supervising, not only
larger caseloads of offenders, but an older population and
one that has been convicted of more serious offenses than
probationers at the beginning of the decade.

The findings below are based on the nine most common
crime types described above. They do not apply to other
less common probation-eligible offenses.

Statewide Findings

o The number of felony probationers increased by 52
percent, while the number of misdemeanor probationers
increased by 42 percent. By the end of 1986, felony
offenders accounted for nearly one-half of probationers
under supervision in the state.

o Sentences to probation for substance abuse offenses
exhibited the largest growth over the period. The number of
probationers under supervision for substance abuse offenses
increased prodigiously: DWI offenders by 188 percent, drug
offenders by 135 percent.

o The number of probation sentences for crimes against
the person increased by 29 percent. The number of
probationers under supervision for such crimes increased by
68 percent.

o Sentences to probation for property offenses declined
in absolute numbers. However, the number of probationers
under supervision for property offenses grew by 23 percent.

o Consistently, throughout the time-period, the vast
majority of probationers were male.

o] The proportion of probationers who were in the youngest
age group (twenty years old or younger) at sentencing
decreased, while the proportion in all other age groups
increased.

o] The proportion of Hispanics in the probationer
population, and among those sentenced to probation annually,
increased, while the proportion of whites and blacks
declined slightly..



New York Citv/non-New York City Comparisons

o Both regions experienced approximately a 30 percent
increase in offenders sentenced to probation annually and
approximately a 60 percent increase in probationers under
pupervision.

o New York City experienced a 75 percent increase in the
number of felony probation sentences, compared to & 45
percent increase outside of New York City.

o In 1986, 60 percent of the cffenders sentenced to
probation in New York City were felons, while in non-New
York City jurisdictions, felons constituted 31 percent of
those sentenced to probation. At the end of 1986, felons
comprised 61 percent of probationers in New York City and 40
percent of those outside of New York City.

o] In both regions, the number of offenders sentenced to
probation for substance abuse offenses increased
dramatically. In New York City, probation sentences for DWI
increased by 411 percent and probation sentences for drug
offenses increased by 139 percent. 1In absolute numbers,
annual probation sentences for DWI offenses in New York City
increased from 146 to 746; annual probation sentences for
drug offenses increased from 1,502 to 3,586. The number of
probationers under supervision for DWI in New York City
increased by 530 percent, while the number under supervision
for drug offenses increased by 169 percent. By the end of
1986, more than one in five probationers under supervision
in New York City were convicted of a drug offense.

o] In non-New York City jurisdictions, the number of
annual probation sentences for DWI increased by 106 percent;
the number of annual probation sentences for drug offenses
increased by 51 percent. The number of non-New York City
probationers under supervision for DWI increased by 174
percent and the number under supervision for drug offenses
increased by 89 percent. At the end of 1986, greater than
one in three offenders under probation supervision outside
of New York City were convicted of DWI.

o In both regions, the number of probation sentences
imposed annually for crimes against the person showed a
similar increase--New York City by 27 percent, non-New York
City by 32 percent. The number of probationers under
supervision for crimes against the person increased by 73
percent in New York City and by 57 percent in the remainder
of the state.



o In both regions, the proportion of probation sentences
imposed for property offenses declined from about one-half
to about one-third. The proportion of probationers under
supervision for such crimes experienced a similar decline.

o In New York City, the proportion of Hispanice among
those sentenced to probation annually increased from about
one-guarter to about one-third. The proporticn of Hispanics
among probationers increased from 17 percent to 2B percent.
The proportion of blacks and whites declined: blacks from
50 percent to 47 percent; whites from 30 pertent to 22
percent.

o In non-New York City regions, Hispanics and blacks both
increased as a proportion of those sentenced to probation,
while the proportion of whites declined from 79 percent to
74 percent. The proportion of Hispanics among non-New York
City probationers under supervision at the end of the year
increased from 1 percent to 3 percent, the proportion of
whites decreased from 77 percent to 74 percent, and the
proportion of blacks remained stable at 20 percent.

o] At the end of 1986, minorities comprised over three-
fourths (78 percent) of New York City probationers; whites
comprised slightly less than three-fourths (74 percent) of
non-New York City probationers.

Several important factors stand out in the data
analyzed for this report. These factors could influence
local probation systems and should, therefore, guide DPCA’s
planning and policy analysis. First, there has been an
increase in the number and proportion of probationers who
were convicted of felonies. Second, there has been an
increase in the number and proportion of probationers who
were convicted of substance abuse offenses. Third, persons
sentenced to probation during 1986 tended to be older than

those sentenced to probatien at the beginning of the decade.



Fourth, the proportion of Hispanics among probationers has
increased. Finally, there are important differences, with
respect to race/ethnicity and offense characteristics,

between New York City and non-New York (ity probationers.



INTRODUCTION

The New York State Division of Probation and
Correctional Alternatives, Bureau of Planning, Policy and
Information, is charged with the mission of providing
information and recommendations to aid informed decision-
making and policy development for the New York State
probation and alternatives system. This report provides a
scan of the current probation population, identifying key
factors and trends that could influence planning for
probation services.

The data used to construct this data report are from
the Probation Registrant System (PRS). Because PRS is a
dynamic file system and will change from one examination to
the next, figures in some tables may differ. Data files for
this report were generated over several months during 18987
and may vary slightly from previously reported figures. For

readers who are interested in more detailed breakdowns of

" probationer offense patterns than are provided in the text,

comprehensive tables are provided in the appendix.

THE GROWTH IN PROBATIGON SERVICES

From 1981 to 1986, the number of offenders sentenced to
probation annually in New York State grew from 32,106 to
41,858~-an increase of 30 percent. Throughout the period,
almost two-thirds (61 to 63 percent) of probation sentences
were imposed in non-New York City jurisdictions.

The increase in probation sentences was relatively

evenly distributed between New York City and other regions



of the state., In 1981, in non-New York City jurisdictions,
19,965 offenders were sentenced to probation compared to
26,225 sentenced to probation in 1886--an increase of 31
percent. In New York City, 12,141 offenders were sentenced
to probation in 1981 and 15,633 were sentenced to probation
in 1986--an increase of 29 percent. (See Table 1 for
statewide probation cases received annually, by region and
offense class, from 1981 through 1986.)

The increase in probation sentences was reflected in an
even greater growth in probationers under supervision at the
end of each year. At the end of 1981, there were 67,530
probationers under supervision in New York State. By the
end of 1986, the number of probationers had risen to
107,303~-an increase of 59 percent, Throughout the six-year
period, 56 to 58 percent of probationers were supervised in
non-New York City counties.

In non-New York City jurisdictions, the number of
probationers increased from 38,474 at the end of 1981 to
60,781 at the end of 1986~-a growth of 58 percent. In New
York City the growth rate was substantially the same (60
percent), representing an increase from 29,056 probationers
at the end of 1981 to 46,522 probationers at the end of
1986. (See Table 2 for statewide probationers under
supervision at the end of the year, by region and offense

class, from 1981 through 1986.)



OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS

Offense Class

From 1981 through 1986, the rate of increase in felony
probation sentences was twice as high (60 percent) as the
increase in probation sentences as a whole (30 percent}.
There were 17,613 felony probation sentences imposed in the
state in 1986 compared to 11,020 imposed in 1881. The
increase in felony probation sentences was concentrated in
New York City where they grew by 75 percent compared to the
45 percent growth in non-New York City jurisdictions. (See
Table 1.)

Due to the longer probation terms imposed for felonies
(five years as opposed to one or three years for
misdemeanors), the increase in felony probation sentences
produced a correspondingly greater increase in the number of
felony probationers. Over the six-year period, the number
of felony probationers increased by 92 percent statewide, by
77 percent in non-New York City jurisdictions, and by 107
percent in New York City. By the end of 1986, there were
53,011 felony probationers under supervision in New York
State; 54 percent were supervised in New York City. (See
Table 2.)

In 1981, felonies represented 34 percent of statewide
probation sentences, 44 percent of New York City probation
sentences and 28 percent of non-New York City probation

sentences. The trend towards proportionately greater use of



felony probation in New York City than in the remainder of
the state was accentuated over the six-year period. 1In
1986, felonies represented 42 percent of statewide probation
sentences, 60 percent of New York City probation sentences
and 31 percent of non-~-New York City probation sentences.
(See Tables 3 through 5 for probation cases received
annually, by offense class, statewide, in New York City, and
in non-New York City jurisdictions, 1981 through 1986.)

A similar trend occurred in the end-of-year probationer
population. At the end of 1981, felony probationers
represented 41 percent of the New York State probationer
population, 47 percent of probationers in New York City, and
36 percent of probationers in non-New York City
jurisdictions. 1In 1986, felony probationers constituted
almost half (49 percent) of the statewide probationer
population, 61 percent of New York City probationers, and 40
percent of non-New York City probationers. (See Tables 6
through 8 for probationers under supervision at the end of
the year, by coffense class, statewide, in New York City, and
in non-New York City jurisdictions, 1981 through 1986.)

Crime Tvpes

Over the six-year period, nine crime types accounted
for approximately 85 to 86 percent of all adult supervision
cases received and adult probationers. Four of the crime
types are property offenses: burglary/trespassing,

theft/criminal possession of stolen property (CPSP),
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larceny, and criminal mischief. Three are crimes against
the mperson: assault, robbery, and weapons offenses. Two
are substance abuse offenses: drug crimes, and driving
while under the influence of drugs or alcohol (DWI). Except
for robbery, which is always a felony, these offenses can be
misdemeanors or felonies, depending on the seriousness of
the crime. %The following analysis is based solely on these
most common crime types for probation and, thus, does not
cover all g¢rimes that resulted in probation sentences during
the six-year period.

From 1981 thrpugh 1986, substance abuse offenses
accounted for tha bulk of the growth in probation sentences
and in probationers under supervision in the state. The
number ¢f probation sentences imposed for substance abuse
offenses rose by 110 percent (DWI offenses by 118 percent
and drug offenses by 98 percent). The number of probationers
under supervision for substance abuse offenses increased by
162 percent (DWI offenders by 188 percent and drug offenders
by 135 percent). -

The increase in sentences for crimes against the person
was substantially less--29 percent. Sentences for property
offenses actually decreased by 9 percent. Both categories
showed increases in probationers under supervision--crimes
against the person by 68 percent and property crimes by 23
percent. (See Tables 9 and 10 for statewide probation cases
received and probation cases under supervision at the end of

the year, by crime type, 1981 through 1986.)

10
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Probation sentences for substance abuse offenses
increased dramatically in both Kew York City and non-New
York City jurisdictions, with both regions experiencing the
greatest increase in sentences for DWI offenses. 1In New
York City there was a 411 percent increase in probation
sentences for DWI offenses and a 530 percent increase in the
number of probationers under supervision for such crimes.
This increase is somewhat misleading, because it does not
represent a large volume of cases: at the end of 1986,
there were only 1,549 probationers in New York City serving
sentences for DWI, compared to 8,977 serving sentences for
drug-related offenses. The rate of increase in New York
City for drug-related probation sentences was 139 percent;
the rate of increase in probationers under supervision for
drug offenses was 169 percent. Non-New York City
jurisdictions experienced a 106 percent increase in
probation sentences for DWI, resulting in a 174 percent
increase in probationers under supervision for such offenses
(16,732 by the end of 1986). The growth in probation
sentences for drug offenses (51 percent) and probationers
under supervision for such offenses (89 percent) was
considerably less in non-New York City jurisdictions than it
was in New York City. At the end of 1986, there were 4,781
probationers under supervision for drug offenses in non-New

York City jurisdictions.
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Probation sentences for most property offenses showed a
decrease in both regions between 1981 and 1986: New York
City by 17 percent and non-New York City jurisdictions by 5
percent. Yet, probationers under supervision for such
offenses increased: in New York City by 26 percent and in
non-New York City jurisdictions by 21 percent. Sentences
for crimes against the person increased in both regions: in
New York City by 27 percent and in non-New York City
jurisdictions by 32 percent. Probationers under supervision
for such offenses showed a much greater increase: 73
percent in New York City and 57 percent in non-New York City
jurisdictions. (See Tables 11 and 12 for New York City and
non-New York City probation cases received, by crime type,
1981 through 1986; see Tables .3 and 14 for New York City
and non-New York City probation cases under supervision at
the end of the year, by crime type, 1981 through 1986.)

The increase in probation sentences for substance-

" abuse offenses and the decrease in probation sentences for

property offenses has changed the distribution of crime
types for probation sentences and, consequently, for
probationers in New York State. In 1981, one-half of New
York State probation sentences were for property offenses,
20 percent were for substance abuse offenses, and 18 percent

were for crimes against the person. 1In contrast, in 1986,



35 percent of probation sentences were for property
offenses, 32 percent were for substance abuse offenses, and
18 percent were for crimes against the person.

The changing composition of probationers under
supervision at the end of the year reflects this shift in
sentencing patterns. In 1986, 35 percent of the
probationers under supervision in New York State were
property offenders (compared to 47 percent at the end of
1981); 30 percent were substance-abuse offenders (compared
to 19 percent at the end of 1981). Twenty percent of
probationers had committed crimes against the person in both
1981 and 1986.

Throughout the six-year period, there were changes in
the distribution of crime types for probationers under
supervision in both New York City and non-New York City
jurisdictions. However, the most striking differences
between the two regions remained consistent. In non-New
York City jurisdictions, between 1981 through 1986, for
about one-tenth (11 percent) of the probation sentences and
the probationers under supervision at the end of the year,
the conviccion crime was a crime against the person. In New
York City, in contrast, crimes against the person
constituted approximately one-third (29 to 30 percent) of
all probation sentences. About one-third (32 to 33 percent)

of the probationers under supervision at the end of the year

13
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were convicted of crimes against the person. DWI offenses
constituted from 17 to 27 percent of probation sentences in
non-New York City jurisdictions and 1 to 5 percent of those
in New York City. Similarly, 16 to 27 percent of
probationers in non-New York City jurisdictions were under
supervision for DWI offenses, contrasted to only 1 to 3
percent of the New York City probationers. For drug
offenses, the differences are reversed. In New York City,
12 to 23 percent of the probation sentences were for drug
offenses, compared to 6 to 7 percent in non-New York City
jurisdictions. Twelve to 20 percent of probationers in New
York City were drug offenders, while 7 to 8 pereent of
probationers in non-New York City jurisdictions were drug
offenders.

In both regions, property offenses represented about
one-half of all probation sentences in 1981 (50 percent in
non-New York City jurisdictions and 489 percent in New York
City), dropping to a little over one-third in 1986 (37
percent in non-New York City jurisdictions and 32 percent in
New York City). Offenders under supervision for such
offenses constituted less than one-half of probationers at
the end of 1981 (49 percent in non-New York City
jurisdictions, 43 percent in New York City) and about one-
third of probationers at the end of 1986 (37 percent in non-

New York City jurisdictions, 33 percent in New York City).
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The rate of increase in probation sentences received
for each of the major crime types is depicted below, broken
down by offense class. Except for burglary/trespassing all
crime types experienced an increase in felony dispositions.
For assault, drug offenses, weapons offenses, and DWI
offenses, there was also a smaller increase in misdemeanor
dispositions.

RATE OFI§NCREASE

STATEWIDE PROBATION CASES RECEIVED
FOR MAJOR CRIME TYPES

1981-1986
CATEGORY TOTAT, FELONY MISDEMEANOR
Assault +30% +72% +19%
Burglary/Tres-
passing -29% -18% ~-44%
Criminal Mis-
chief ~-3% +32% -5%
Larceny +4% +81% ~-8%
Robbery +15% +15% ---1
Theft/CPSP -11% +124% ~-30%
Drug Offenses +98% +159% +37%
Weapons Crimes +45% +64% +10%
DWI Offenses +118% +176% +96%

The rate of increase in probationers under supervision
for each of the major crime types is depicted below, broken
down by offense class. There were increases in felony
probationers under supervision for all crime types. There
were smaller increases in misdemeanor probationers for all
major crime types except for burglary and for robbery (which

does not contain a misdemeanor category.)

1/ Robbery does not contain a misdemeanor category.
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RATE OF INCREASE
IN
STATEWIDE PROBATION CASES UNDER SUPERVISION
AT THE END OF THE YEAR
FOR MAJOR CRIME TYPES

1981-1586
CATEGORY TOTAL FELONY MISDEMEANQOR
Assault +58% +85% +46%
Burglary/Tres-
passing +6% +25% ~-28B%
Criminal Mis-
chief +26% +77% +21%
Larceny +34% +85% +21§
Robbeiry +58% +58% —-——
Theit/CPSP +26% +165% +2%
Drug Offenses +135% +181% +68%
Weapons Crimes +94% +128% +25%
DWI Offenses +188% +209% +177%

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Sex

Males have been consistently overrepresented among New
York State probationers. In 1981, 87 percent of the
offenders placed on probation in the state, and 87 percent
of the probationers under supervision at the end of the
year, were males. By 1986, there was little change: 86
percent of offenders sentenced to probation and of
probationers under supervision at the end of the year were
males. (See Tables 15 and 16 for statewide probation cases
received annually, and probationers under supervision at the
end of the year, by sex, 1981 through 1986.)

The proportion of males was slightly higher in New York
City than in non-New York City jurisdictions. 1In 1981, 89
percent of offenders sentenced to probation in New York

City, and 86 percent of those sentenced to probation in non-

2/ Robbery does not contain a misdemeanor category-.
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New York City jurisdictions, were males. 1In 1986, 87
percent of offenders sentenced to probation in New York
City, and 85 percent of those sentenced to probation in non-
New York City jurisdictions, were males. Similariy, in
1981, B89 percent of New York City probationers and 86
percent of non-New York City probationers were males. By
1986, BB percent of New York City probationers and 85
percent of non-New York City probationers were males. (See
Tables 17 through 20 for probation cases received annually,
and probationers under supervision at the end of the year,
in New York City and in non-New York City jurisdictions, by
sex, 1981 through 1586.)
Age

Probation sentences were imposed on an increasingly
older group of offenders throughout New York State.
Proportionately fewer probation sentences were received by
persons under the age of twenty-one, and proportionately
more probation sentences were received by persons in all
other age groups. This change could be a reflection of
trends in the state’s general population distribution: from
1980 through 1985, the proportion of New York State
residents in the one through nineteen year old age group
decreased, while the proportion in all other age groups

increased.3

3/ State University of New York. ©Nelson A. Rockefeller

Institute of Government. New York State Project 2000:
Report of Population. The People of New York:
Population Dynamics of a Changing State. Albany, 1986.




18

In 1981, almost one-half (46 percent) of those
sentenced to probation during the year were twenty years old
or younger, about one~third (34 percent) were twenty-one
through thirty years old, 12 percent were thirty-one through
forty years old, and 8 percent were over the age of forty.
In contrast, in 1986, less than one-third (31 percent) of
those sentenced to probation during the year were twenty
years old or younger, 40 percent were twenty-one through
thirty years old, 18 percent were thirty-one through forty
years old, and 11 percent were over the age of forty.

The age-distribution, at sentencing, of probationers
under supervision at the end of the year showed a similar
pattern cf increased proportions of probationers in the
older age groups. At the end of 1981, 44 percent of
probationers had been under the age of twenty-one at
sentencing, 34 percent had been from twenty-one through

thirty years old, 13 percent had been from thirty-one

" through forty years old, and 8 percent had been over the age

of forty. At the end of 1986, in contrast, less than one-
third (32 percent) of probationers had been twenty years old
or younger at sentencing, 39 percent had been from twenty-
one through thirty years old, 18 percent had been from
thirty-one through forty years old, and 11 percent had been
over the age of forty. (See Tables 21 and 22 for statewide
probation cases received annually and probationers under
supervision at the end of the year, by age at sentencing,

1981 through 1986.)
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Although, overall, offenders sentenced to
probation in New York City tend to be slightly younger than
those sentenced to procbation in non-New York City
jurisdictions, both regions experienced similar changes in
the age composition of offenders sentenced to probation and
probationers under supervision at the end of the year.
Among offenders sentenced to probation in 1981, one-half of
those in New York City and 44 percent of those in non-New
York City jurisdictions were under the age of twenty-one,
one-third of those in New York City and 34 percent of those
in non~New York City jurisdictions were from twenty-one
through thirty years old, 12 percent of those in New York
City and 13 percent of those in non-New York City
jurisdictions were from 31 to 40 years old, and 6 percent of
those in New York City and 10 percent of those in non-New
York City jurisdictions were over forty. Among offenders
sentenced to probation in 1986, 35 percent of those in New
York City and 29 percent of those in non-New York City
jurisdictions were twenty years old or younger, 39 percent
of those in New York City and 40 percent of those in non-New
York City jurisdictions were from twenty-one through 30
years old, 17 percent of those in New York City and 19
percent of those in non-New York City jurisdictions were
from thirty-one through forty years old, and 10 percent of
those in New York City and 12 percent of those in non-New
York City jurisdictions were over the age of forty. (See

Tables 23 and 24 for New York City and non-New York City
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probation cases received annually, by age[ 1981 through
1986.)

The age composition, at sentencing, of probationers
under supervision at the end of the year, both in New York
City and in non-New York City jurisdictions, showed the same
trend. In New York City, 45 percent of the probationers in
1981 and 35 percent of the probationers in 1886 had been
twenty years old or younger at sentencing, 35 percent of the
probationers in 1981 and 39 percent of the probationers in
1986 had been from twenty-one through thirty years old, 13
percent of the probationers in 1981 and 17 percent of those
in 1986 had been from thirty-one through forty years old,
and 7 percent of the probationers in 1981 and 9 percent of
the probationers in 1981 had been over the age of forty. 1In
non-New York City jurisdictions, probationers tended to be
younger, but the same trend of increasing proportions of
probationers in the older age groups was evident. Thus, in
non-New York City regions, 43 percent of probationers in
1981 and 30 percent in 1986 had been twenty years old or
younger at sentencing, 34 percent of probationers in 1981
and 39 percent of those in 1986 had been from twenty-one
through thirty years old, 13 percent of probationers in 1981
and 19 percent in 1986 had been from thirty one through
forty years old, and 10 percent of probationers in 1981 and
12 percent of probationers in 1386 had been over the age of

forty. (See Tables 25 and 26 for New York City and non-New
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York City probationers under supervision at the end of the
yvear, by age at sentencing, 1981 through 1986.)

Race/Bthnicity

From 1981 through 1986, over one-half of offenders
sentenced to probation (55 percent in 1981 and 53 percent in
1986) have been white. Over one-half of probationers undexr
supervision at the end of the year (57 percent in 1981 and
52 percent in 1986) have been white. As is apparent from
these statistics, minority representation among probationers
is increasing slightly. All of this growth is occurring in
one minority group--Hispanics. From 1981 through 1986, the
proportion of probation sentencesbimposed on Hispanics
increased-~-from 10 percent to 14 percent. The proportion
imposed on blacks, however, remained relatively stable,
decreasing from 32 percent to 31 percent. The proportion
imposed on other racial or ethnic groups remained stable at
1 percent.4 Similarly, Hispanics comprised 8 percent of
probationers at the énd of 1981 and 14 percent at the end of
1986, while blacks represented about one-third of
probationers throughout the entire period (33 percent in
1981 and 32 percent in 1986). One percent of probationers in
1981 and 1986 belonged to other racial or ethnic groups.5

(See Tables 27 and 28 for statewide probation cases received

4/ Data on race/ethnicity is missing for 2 percent of
cases received in 1981 and 1 percent of cases received
in 1986.

5/ Data on race/ethnicity is missing for 2 percent of
probationers under supervision at the end of 1981 and
for 1 percent of probationers under supervision at the
end of 1986.



annually and probationers under supervision at the end of
the year, by race/ethnicity, 1981 through 1986.)

The proportion of minorities among probationers has
always been considerably higher in New York City than in the
remainder of the state, reflecting statewide distributions
of racial and ethnic groups. Throughout the six-year
period, over three-guarters of the offenders receiving
probation sentences in New York City were minorities (77
percent in 1981 and 81 percent in 1986). In contrast,
approximately three-quarters of the offenders receiving
probation sentences in non-New York City Jjurisdictions were
white-~79 percent in 1981, 74 percent in 1986. A similar
pattern is evident in the race/ethnicity of probationers at
the end of the year. At the end of 1981, 68 percent of New
York City probationers were minorities; at the end of 1986,
77 percent were minorities. In non-New York City
jurisdictions, in contrast, at the end of 1981, 77 percent
of probationers were white; by the end of 1986, 74 percent
were white. (See Tables 29 through 32 for New York City and
non~New York City probation cases received annually and
probationers under supervision at the end of the year, by

race/ethnicity, 1981 through 1986.)

22
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CONCLUSION

The most obvious trend in probation in New York State
from 1981 through 1986 has been the dramatic growth in the
number of probationers in the state--from 67,530 at the end
of 1981 to 107,303 at the end of 1986. Within this general

overall trend, there have also been important changes in the

probationer population, particularly in conviction crime,

race/ethnicity, and age-composition. At the same time,
however, other probationer characteristics did not undergo
substantial changes. Most strikingly, important differences
between probationers in New York City and those in the
remainder of the state persisted and, in scme instances,
intensified.

Felony probationers became a larger component of
probation caseloads, rising from 41 percent of all
probationers at the end of 1981 to 49 percent at the end of
1986.% There were also substantial changes in the
distribution of conviction crime types. While the
proportion of probationers convicted of crimes against the
person remained stable at 20 percent, the proportion of

property offenders decreased from 47 percent to 35 percent,

&/ Although the increases in felony probationers may

appear to present a public protection problem, this may
not be the case. The latest DPCA research indicates
that misdemeanant probationers have a higher recidivism
rate than felony probationers, apparently because of
their generally longer prior records.
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and the proportion of substance abuse offenders increased
from 19 percent to 30 percent.7

Demographic changes were not as obvious as those
related to conviction crime. However, there was & trend
towards a greater representation of minorities. 1In
addition, younger offenders (under the age of twenty-one at
sentencing) constituted a decreasing component of the
probationer population. There was a Snpercent drop in the
proportion of whites among statewide probationers (from 57
percent in 1981 to 52 percent in 1986). There was a similar
increase in the proportion of Hispanics (from 8 percent in
1981 to 14 percent in 1986). Blacks represented about one-
third of probationers during the entire period. During the
same time period, there was a 12 percent drop (from 44
percent to 32 percent) in the proportion of probationers who
were twenty years old or younger at sentencing. This was
accompanied by increases in all other age groups.

Consistent patterns continued in the sexual composition
of probationers and in the major differences between New
York City and non-New York City probationers. Historically,
offender populations have been predominated by men. This
continues to be true for New York State probationers, who
are 86 percent male. Through the six year time period, HNew

York City probationers, in contrast to those in other

2/ This analysis is based on the nine most common
conviction crimes for probationers: burglary/
trespassing, theft/criminal possession of stolen
property, larceny, criminal mischief, assault, robbery,
weapons offenses, drug offenses, and driving while
under the influence of drugs or alcohol.
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jurisdictions in the state, were much more likely to be
minorities, and to have been convicted of a felony offense,
a crime against the person, or a drug crime, and less likely
to have been convicted of DWI. About three-guarters of New
York City probationers continue to be minorities; about
three~-quarters of non-New York City probationers continue to
be white. Throughout the six-year period, about one-third
of New York City probationers had been‘convicted of a crime
against the person, in comparison to about one-tenth of
probationers in the remainder of the state. The New York
City/non-New York City differences in the proportion of
probationers under supervision for felonies and for drug
offenses, or DWI were accentuated. In fact the growth in
the proportion of felony probationers and probationers under
supervision for a drug offense was predominantly a New York
City phenomenon, while the growth in the proportion of
probationers under supervision for DWI was predominantly a
non-New York City phenomenon. New York City supervised a
caseload of 61 percent felons in 1986 compared to 47 percent
in 1981. In comparison, the increase in the proportion of
felony probationers in non-New York City jurisdictions (from
36 percent to 40 percent) was relatively minor. Drug
offenders constituted 12 percent of the New York City
caseload in 1981 and 20 percent in 1986, while remaining
relatively stable at 7 to 8 percent of the non-New York City

caseload. On the other hand, DWI offenders increased from

16 to 27 percent of non-New York City caseloads, and
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remained relatively stable at 1 to 3 percent of New York
City caseloads.

Certain trends in probationer characteristics outlined
in this report should influence planning for probation
services in New Yo~k State. Foremost among these is the
dramatic growth in the number of probationers under
supervision in the state. Planning for community services
for probationers must take into accouﬁt changing probationer
characteristics, such as the growing number of probationers
under supervision for substance abuse offenses. Probation
department hiring practices should reflect the increasing
number of Hispanic probationers. Finally, policymakers must
consider the major differences between probation in New York
City (with its predominantly minority population, and its
greater concentration of probationers convicted of drug
offenses and crimes against the person) and probation in the
remainder of the state (with its predominantly white
population, and the greater concentration of probationers
convicted of driving while under the influence of drugs or
alcohol).

When setting budget or program priorities, individual
policymakers may wish to examine probationer offense
patterns in greater detail than is provided in this text.
For this reason, additional tables are included in the
appendix.

This report is a sequel to two reports published by the

Division of Probafion and Correctional Alternatives in 1986:
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Adult Probationer Characteristics and Probation Supervision

Sentences. To ensure that useful and current data about
probationers continue to be available to support informed
decisionmaking, updates to this réport will be issued on a

biannual basis.
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TABLES
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TABLE 1

STRTEMIDE PROBATION CRSES RECEIVED ANNURLLY
BY REGION AND OFFENSE CLRASS

1981-19R
VEAR ! REGION : FELONY ! HISDEHEANOR ! OTHER® ! UNKNOUN ! ToTAL :
: : N z ! N = N % N 2 M 2
1981 ! WEM YORK CITY ! 5,357 % 48.6% i 6,687 1 32.02: 19! 35.2x! 78! 55.72: 12,141 37.8x
! NON-NEW VORK CITY ! 5,663 ! Si.42 ! 14,205 ! 68.02 ! 35! 64.8z: 62! 44.3z: 13,965 ! 62.22!
' STATEWIDE TOTAL ! 11,020 ! 100.0% ! 20,892 ! 100.0% : S9! 100.02 ! 140 ! 100.02 ! 32,106 : 100.0x
1982 ! MEN VORK CITY ! 6,062 49.9% ! 6,298: 29.4z: 10! 3702 92! 67.62 ! 12,4912 3I6.82
! NON-NEW YORK CITY ! 6,213 ! S0.62z ! 15,027 ! 70.62 % 17 ! 63.0z ! 44! 32.4z ! 21,301 63.2x
! STATEWIOE TOTAL ¢ 12,275 ! 100.0% ! 21,275 ! 100.0% ¢ 27 ! 100.0z ! 136 ! 100.0% ! 33,713 ! 10n.0%!
1983 ! NEW YORK CITY PO?,994 ! S2.3 ! 5,573 29.2% ! 6 18.8% ! 447! PP.22: 15,020 39.1x
! MOW-NEW VORK CITY ! 7,302 ! 47.7z ! 15,973 ! 70,8z 26! ©1.32! 132! 22.82! 23,433: §£0.9z
! STATEMIDE TOTAL § 15,296 { 100.0% i 22,546 ! 100.02 ! 32 ! 100.02z ! 579! 100.0% : 38,953 ! 100.0z
. . « . A . . . * . v *
1984 ! NEW YORK CITY ! 7,809 ! S0.22 @ 6,602 @ 29.6%: 13! 3P.1m ! 2121 46.62 ! 14,636 ! 38.22!
! NON-NEM VORK CITY ! 7,736 ! 49.82 ! 15,715 : 70.4x ! 22! 62.92! 243! 53.4z! 23,716 6l.ez
! STATEMIDE TOTAL ! 15,545 ! 100.0z ; 22,317 ! 100.0%x i 35! 100.0% ! 455 1720.0% : 38,352 ! 100.0%
. [ . L4 L] . . E . . . %
1565 | WEM VORK CITY ! 8,435 ! S0.3% ! §,400 ¢ 27.ix! 26! 54.2» ! 86! 63.92 ! 14,947 !  36.9%
! NOM-NEM YORK CITY ! 6,275 % 49.52 ! 17,239 ! 72.92 ! 221 45.8»x! 32! 30.121 25,572 63.12
! STATEMIDE TOTAL ! 16,710 ! 100.0Z ! 23,639 ! 100.0%x ! 48 ! 100.0z : 123 ! 100.02 ! 40,520 ! 100.0x!
) . ] ] » [} . . . » . .
1986 | NEM VORK CITY ! 9,395 ! S53.32 ! S,P21 ! 24.22 % 33 60.0m: 484 93.8%: 15,633 3I7.3m!
! NON-NEM YORK CITY ! 8,218 ! 46.77 ! 17,953 ! 75.82: 22! 40.0z:! 32! 6.2x! 26,225! 62.72!
! STATEMIDE TOTAL ! 17,613 ! 100.0% ! 23,674 ! 100.02 ! 55! 100.0x ! 516! 100.0% : 41,858 ! 100.02:

KOTE: OTHERE Includes intorstste cases and wiscellaneous offenses,
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TRBLE 2

STRTENIDE PRODATIONERS UNDER SUPERVISION
AT THE EMD OF THE VERR
BY REGIOM RND OFFENSE CLASS

1981-1366
! YEAR ! REGIOH : FELONY ! HISDEMEAWOR ! OTHER: ! UNKNOMN : TOTAL !
: : : M L3 N 2 N 2! N z N 2
] »
i 1383 ¢ KEH YORK CITY ¢ 13,764 99.82 ° 12,791 ! 35.22 @ 30 : 30.3» 2,971 @ 70.52 3 29,056 | 93.0>:
: ¢ NON-MHEH YORK CITY | 13,664 50.2% ¢ 23,509 3 64.8% 69 . 69.7% 1,032 : 29.52 38,4974 | 5¢.0%;
: + STATEHIDE TOTAL v 29°,6280° 1 100.02 : 36,300 : 100.0x ! 99 . 100.02 3,503 ¢ 100.02 | 67,530 | 100.0%:
’ 1362 ! MNEW YORK CITY T 16,146 2 50.72 ¢ 12.730 @ 33.02 30 ¢ 44.12 1,932 ¢} 74.2%2 ¢ 30,638 . q2.22;
H ! NON-HEW YORK CITY ! 15,690 2 {9.32 ¢ ¢ R0 ! 67.02 39 ! 55.92 ! 571 @ 25.82% | 42,219 ! 57.92x
H + STATEMIDE TOTAL ¢ 31,836 : 100.02 ! .350 ¢ 100.0% * %8 ¢ 100.02 . 2,603 | 100.0% ! 73,057 : 100.0z:
] v ] ¢ ] [] [} [) . [ . 3 ]
! 1983 ! MEM VORK CITY ! 19,609 ! S52.4® ! 13,550 1 32.7z ! 24! 3872 2,169 7R.02 ! 35352 43.3%
H : NOM-NEM YORK CITY . 17,829 ¢ 47.6% | 27,0806 67.3% | 38 : 51.32 ¢ 611 22.0% 46,364 . 56.72;
H ¢ STATEWIDE TOTAL + 37,438 [ 00.02 ! 491,436 ! 100.02 ! 62 ! 100.02 ! 2,780 ! 10G.02 ! 81,716 ¢ 100.0x:
[] [ 3 13 . 13 ® ) . [ ] ] [}
! 1984 ! NEW VORK CITY ! 22,447 1 52,921 14,449 % 32921 27 42.92: 2,170 77.3z! 39,093 ! 43.ex
: ! HOW-NEM VORK CITY ! 19,9497 ! 47.1x ! 29,966 ! 67.12 i 36! 57.12 ! 639 ! 22.7%¥: 50,088 ! S56.2x!
: ! STATEMIDE TOTAL ! 42,394 ! 100.0% ! 43,315 ! 100.0% ! 63 ! 100.0x ! 2,809 ! 100.0% ! 9,181 100.0%
+ . 13 * L] . . . 0] ® + . .
! 1985 ! MEM YORK CITVY ! 25,385 ! S52.8z % 15,327 ! 31.82! 46! S4.12! 2,033! 78.6% ! 42,791 3.3z
' ! NON-NEW YORK CITY ! 22,678 ! 47.2% ! 32,810 1 68.2¢x: 33 4592 554 1 21.42 1 56,081 S56.7x
! ! STATEMIDE TOTAL ! 48,063 ! 100.0% ! 48,137 ! 100.02 ! 65! 100.02 ! 2,567 ! 100.0z !, 96,872 i 100.0%:
13 * . . . [) . ] . . ) [ )
! 1385 ! MEM VORK CITY ! 28,432! S53.62! 15,712 ! 3062 61! 62.22! 2,317! 3.0z 46,522 ! 43.4%!
: ! MON-NEM YORK CITY ! 24,579 ! 46.42 ! 35,690 ! €9.4x: 37! 37.82! 475 ¢ 17.02 ! 60,7681 ! 56.6x!
: ! STATEMIDE TOTAL ! S3,011 ! 100.02 ! 51,402 ! 100.02 ! 98 ! 100.0% ! 2,792 ! 100.0% { 107,303 ! 100.0x
. . [] ) ] ] . . . . . H H

HWOTE: OVMERE Includes interstaste casos and wiszcollaneous offonses,
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TRBLE 3
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THABLE 5
1381-1986

NOW-KEH YORK CITY PROBATIOH CRSES RECEIVED RWNUALLY
BY OFFENSE CLASS
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TRBLE ¢

HEW YORK CITY PROBATIONERS UWNDER SUPERVISION
AT THE END OF THE YERR
BY OFFENSE CLRSS

1981-1306
' BFFENSE : 1981 H 1982 H 1983 : 1384 : 198 : 1565 H
1 CLass H N X N A N z N 23 LU 23 M b
;FELO?W ¢ 13,769 ¢ qe.42 1 16,116 ! S52.4% ! 19,609 ! 55.52 1 22,447 ! S?.42 1 25,385 59.32z | 28,4932 ! 61.1%:
» 1] 1 L] . . L3 s ¥ ¥ v . . [
+ HI SOEHERNOR vo12,791 0 44.02 ! 12,730 41.3z ¢ 13,550 38.3% T 14,4949 Je.oz T 15,327 ¢ 35.82 [ 15,712 @ 33.8%:
;DT“ERR H 30 . a0 iz 2 29 ! i - 27 -12 2 46 1 o kA 61 ¢ -
+ UNKNOUN H 2,971 ! 8.5z 1,932 . 6.32 ¢ 2,169 6.1%2 2,170 ¢ 5.62 1 2,033 4.82 2,317 ¢ 5.0%:
1TOVRL ¢ 29,056 I 100.0z t 30,830 [ 1060.02 ! 35,352 ! 100.0z {1 39,093 ! 100.02 [ 42,7391 100.0% : 45,522 ! 100.0x:

TRBLE 8

HON-NEM YORK CITY PROBATIONERS UNDER SUPERVISIOR
AT THE ENO OF THE VEAR
BY OFFENSE CLARSS

1931-1986
1 OFFEMSE : 1581 : 1982 : 1983 H 1984 : 1585 : 1566 H
1TLASS : Mol - L 23 K 2 N3 22 Wy R [ :
: FELORY T 13,864 3%.0% : 15,690 | 36.32 ¢ 17,829 ! 38.52 ! 19,9497 ! 39.82 1 22,678 ; 40.492 I 249,579 40.97:
. - 1 . 1 . . . . 1 * 14 ’ L] a
. L] . » . . L] L] . . L . . .
: HISDEHEANOR ' 23,309 ¢ 6{.12 ! 26,820 62.12 ¢ 27,086 60.1% ; 29,4566 : S8.8%2 1 32,810 } 58.52 | 33,690 ! 38.7%:
, 13 r * . L] . . . 3 ’ " . :
: OTHER® : 69 ! .28 512 A% 2 39 .12 3 36 . i+ A 39 ' - A 372 1%
» b . * 1] . * 3 ) * 1] [ 4 + » .
+ UHKNROUR : 1,032 ¢ 2.7% % 571 3 1.62 @ 511 ¢ 1.3z ¢ 639 ! 1.32 554 ! 1.02 473 ¢ -87;
+ TOYRL . 39,474 1 100.02 ! 43,219 ! 10002 1 45,364 ! 100.0% ! 50,088 ; 100.0% ; 56,081 ; 100.6% ! 60,781 ¢ 100.02;

£e

NOTE: DTHER® Includes interstale cases and wiscellancous offenses.
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TABLE 15
SYATEHIDE PROBATION CASES RECEIVED AKKUALLY

aY SEX

1991-1906
H H 1981 : 1982 H 198 : 1964 . 1385 H 1986 H
ISEX H H R M 2 W 2. N 2 {1 1 2 N 20
THALE v 27,914 1 86.92 ¢ 29,205 1 86.62 T 32,319 . 86.62 ! 33,200 ! 66.6% ¢ 35,012 ! 86.42 ! 35,872 85.?2;
FEHRLE : 1,192 | 13.12 ¢ 4,508 : 13.49% ¢ 5,139 13.12 3,152 ¢ 13..m ¢ 5,500 13.62 ¢ 5,966 14.32;
TorAL ! 32,106 : 100.0% : 33,713 ! 100.0z @ 38,453 : 100.0%2 [ 38,352 ! 100.02 ! <0,520 ! i30.0% ! 41,858 | 100.02:

TABLE 16

STRTEMIDE PROBATIONERS UKDER SUPERVISION
AT THE ENO OF THE YERR

8Y SEX

1981-1986
: 3 1381 S 1382 : 198 : 1364 : 1985 : 19866 H
+SEX H [ 2. N 2 N R H 2 H t 3 '
THRLE : 58,826 @ 87.12 ! 63,4569 ! 86.92 | 70,756 . 86.62 | ?7,207 ¢ 86.6% ¢ 65,615 85.6& 92,176 86.2%:
L) . ’ . 1] . . . . . . . . .
+FERALE : 8,704 12.92 ¢ 9,593 13.1g ¢ 10,960 ! 13.4% 1 11,974 . 13.92 { 13,257 13.42 2 14,827 13.6%2.
TOTAL ¢ 67,530 ! 1o0.0® ¢ 73,057 ! 100.02 ! ®©1,716 ¢ 100.0% 1 09,181 7 100.02 : 98,872 . 100.0% [ 107,303 ! 100.0%:
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TABLE 17
KEM YORK CITY PRUBRTION CASES RECEIVED ANNURLLY

BY SEX

1981-1986
H 199 ' 1982 H 1983 : 1984 . 1985 : 198 :
: W 23 N 23 N 2. N 2 L z H b
¢ 10,816 89.1% ! 11,006 ! ag.?2 T 13,338 ! gR_ax | 12,915 88.22 I 13,156 : 88.02z | 13,660 ! B7.9%; -
H : H . ' : : . . : : H :
H 1,325 ¢ 10.92 1,406 11.32 3 1,682 11.22 1,721 3 1i.8% 1,731 3 12.02 ; 1,973 12.6%;

rrS

12,1491 ¢ 1oo.0% ! 12,412 ¢ 100.0®2 ! 15,020 ! 100.0% ! 14,636 ! 100.0® ! 14,947 ! 100.02 [ 15,633 ! 100.0o%!

TRBLE 18

HEM YORK CITY PROBATIOWERS UKRDER SUPERVISION
AT THE END OF THE YERR

ay SEX

1381-1986
H 1981 H 1982 : 1383 H 19849 H 1385 H 1986 :
: (1 2 M 2 1 22 N 2 2 = L H
T 25,785 & eg.?x- 1  2¢,310 ga.62 ! 31,185 ! 88.22 ¢ 34,457 8s.1z | 37,650 68.0=2 « 40,7493 ! 87.62!
' 3,274 ¢ 11.3% ¢ 3,528 ! 11.4% 4,157 ! ii.8z | 4,635 11.%2 5,141 ¢ 12.02 @ 5,703 3 12.49%;

29,056 ! 100.02 ! 30,838 ! 100.0% 35,352 ¢ 100.0% ! 39,093 ! 100.0®= [ 42,791 : 100.0% ! 45,522 1 100.0%:

8¢



TRBLE 19
NON~-HEW YORK CITY PROBATIGH CASES RECEIVED RNNUALLY

BY SEX

1981-1986
: : 130 : 1982 : is8 : 1984 : 198 H 1986 :
VSEY : 3 I z L EA L 73 [ % [x R H H
T HRLE .. 17,098 8S.6x% 18,193 ¢ 85.92 1 19,981 ! 85.32 1 20,265 ! 85.52 ¢ 21,6556 835.5% . 22,212 . 84q.72;
TFENALE H 2,867 ¢ 14.492 ¢ 3,102 ; 14.6% 3,932 . 149.72 | 3,431 i4.52 ! 3,717 ¢ 14.52 1,013 15.3%0
TOTRL 19,965 ¢ 100.02 @ 21,301 ! 100.0% ! 23,4933 [ 100.0%2 ! 23,716 : 100.0% ! 25,573 ! 1G0.0® ! 26,225 ! 100.0%!

TABLE 20

HON-NEW PURK CITY PROBRTIONERS WMDER SUPERVISION
AT THE END OF THE VEAR

BY SEX

1981-1966
' H 1991 H 1982 : 1983 H 1984 : 1985 : 1386 :
1 SEX H L z N 23 N 23 AN ® 3 N3 2. Mo HH
FHALE v 33,041 85.92 ¢ 36,1549 ¢ 85.62 I 39,561 ¢ 5.3 | 42,745 85.3% ¢ 47,965 85.52 ! S51,727 ! 85. 1%
L) ’ 1] v . . v L) . . . s ~ . . £
'FEWALE : 5,433 | 14,462 6,065 | 144 ! 6,803 ! i4.72 | ¥,338 i4.72 @ 9,116 iq.%52 9,054 14.92;
TTOTRL T 3B.,4v4 1 100.02 ¢ 42,219 ¢ 100.0% ! 45,364 1 100.0z ! S0,083 ! 100.02 ! S6,081 ! 100.0®% ! 60,781 ! 100.0=2!

6€




R B O e .
TRBLE 21
STATELIDE PRUBATION CASES RECEIVED RNMUALLY

B8Y AGE

19681-1986
' : 198 : 1962 : 1983 : 1984 : 1995 : 1996 :
:.‘-:3—5 H N2 4 N 21 N b [, I b [ 23 N ZE
i< 16 YERRS 5 116 L 162 5% 156 : L4z 136 -3% 122 | 3% 1 145 1 -3z
 16-20 vERRS § 14,632 § &S.72 1 13,883 | 40.9% g 14,547 g 37,42 é 13,504} 3d.4% i 13,082 § 32.12 g 12,929 E 30.?1%
ézx-zs vEARS g e.807 : 21.0% ; 7,333 ; 21.6% g 8,774 ! 22.6% 5 8,945 5 22.72 § 9,110 % 22.47 1 9,547 g 22.72!
225—30 vEMmS g 4,056 g 12.5% g 4,613 § 13.8% i 5,764 ; 14.07 g .130 § 15.52 i 6,619 § 16.3% S 7,107 g 1%.92?
531—35 veARS ! 2,503 g 7.7 g 3,059 g 9.0 2 3,728 g 9.6% é 4,035 é 10.2% § 4,438 g 10.9%2 E 4,724 g nn.zz§
gas-qo vERRs ; 1,475 g 4.8 é 1,756 § s.2% E 2,227 g 5.72 g 2,577 é 8.5 % 2,838 g ?.02 g 3,008 § r.iz§
§41-4s YERRS § 1,005 § 3.1 E 1,153 g .92 ! 1,403 g 3.62 ! 1,580 g 4.0% i 1,808 i q.4ax é 1,639 E 4.4z§
246-50 VERRS é 673 % 2.12 % 808 % 2.4% ; %08 E 2.3 ; 997 i 2.85% g 1,098 % 2.72 % 1,171 é z.azé
§> 50 YERRS : 984! 3.0 1,1841  B.4Z ! 1,373 1 3.5z ! 1,479 ! 3.7z 1 1,824 !  4.02 ! 1,617 ! 3.az§
ivoraL { 32,431 : 100.0% ! 33,939 ! 100.0% ! 38,860 ! 100.0% ! 39,463 ! 100.0% ! 40,711 ! 100.0% ! 42,096 ! 100.0%:

TROLE 22

STATEWIDE PROBATIONERS UNDER SUPERVISION
AT THE ENUO OF THE YEAR
BY AGE AT SENTENCING

1981-1986
: : 581 ' 1582 : 198 : 1964 : 1985 : 1986 :
 noE ! 3 21 Nt z 1 N1 2 Nt : M ' N 2
§< 16 VERRS 5 210 1 -3z 1 309 1 .42 8 374 ! 5% 1 28 5% 1 54 ¢ 5% 1 490 .sxé
gls-zo YEORS E 29,001 g 44.0% E 20,713 | 41.3% ; 30,978 g 36.32 é 31,411 E 35.7% g 52,291 § ¥3.2% é 32,951 E 31.3z§
ézl-zs YERRS ! 14,082 g 21.3% g 15,600 ; 21.7% g 16,077 § 22.3% i 19,938 g 22.8% 5 22,114 E 22.7% S 23,937 E 22.721
526—30 VERRS P e.s7s E 13.02 1 9,857 E 13.7% g 11,866 5 14.72 § 13,503 é 15.3% E 15,513 E 15.92 1 17,387 5 1s.sz§
§31—35 veEARS : s, 362 g 6.12 ; 6,330 E 8.6% § 7,651 § 9.5% E 8,853 g 10. 12 E 10,344 f 16.8% ; 11,890 § 11.1z§
1 36-40 VERRS ; 3,169 {  4.82 i 3,686 é .32 % 4,471 F  s.5% g 5,393 i 8.1 E ¢,502 § 6.7% i 7,398 f 7.02!
541-45 vemms é 2,119 é 3.22 i 2,458 E 34> g 2,916 g 3.6 i 3,392 E 3.92 1 4,074 é 422 ! 4,848 E 4. -g
346-50 veans % 1,459 § 2.22 E 1,645 3 2.3% § 1,895 E 2.32 E 2,151 i 2,47 ; 2,505 § 2.62 ? 2,032 g 2.7z§
§> 80 YERRS ! 2,602 3.0 2,200 322! 2,703  3.3%: 2,964 3.4z ! 3,513: 3.8 3,938 ! 3.?2%
iTorac 1 65,960 ! 100.0% | 71,668 ¢ 100.0% ! 80,931 ! 100.0% { 8,031 ! 100.0% { 67,310 { 100.0% ! 105,266 ! 100.0%:

NOTE: Humbers in these tables wvary slightly from others due to being compiled

fraom o loker computer run.
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TROLE 23
NEW YORK CITY PRODATION CASES RECEIVED MGSUALLY

BY AGE

i981~19686
' : 198 : 1982 : 1903 : 1984 ' 1865 : 1906 '
1 AGE H [ ® [ 23 L I 213 [ B 21 2 - . b4
i< 15 veRmS : o7 : REE 1241tz 137 RN 106 : 7z 91 : 6 124 .a:;
§xs-2o veERas g 5,934 é 48,92 é 5,341 é 42.08% § 6,003 § 39.92 é 8,364 % 3%._6% S 5,074 g 33.92 § 5,267 é 33.72%
121-25 YEARS P 2,562 P21z g 2,765 1 222z 1 3,427} 22.62 % 3,3%% 5 22.72 é 3,900 i 22,621 3,451 2202
ézs—ao vERRS tooa,es7 i1z 1,740 b1zt 2,281 4.7z 2,270 E 15.5% 1 2,360 ! 15.02 ! 2,563 : 1s.sz§
531—35 YERRS E 932 é 7.62 g 1,699 E 8.8 E 1,423 g 9.5% g 1,481 g 10. 12 g 1,822 g 10.6% g 1,666 § 1o.szf
136-40 VERRS é a3 3.7 se2 i 4.7z é el sax 905t B.2x i 1,021 § .87 1 1,084 ! 6.0%!
541-45 YVEARS g 308 g 2.5% g 310 § 2.5 § 453 % 3.0 E 521 é 3.6%2 § 306 § 4.07 g 599 § 3.az§
gdﬁ-so YERRS g 202 g 1.82 é 230 % 1.82 é 296 S 2.0 § 304 § 2.1 % 349 § 2.32 % a17 § 2.?2%
1> 50 vERRS : 203 1 1.72 ¢ 280 ¢ 2.3 3 1 2,27 ) 377t 2.62 1 @7 ! 312 sto ! 3.2%
i ToTRL ! 12,246 ! 100.0% ! 12,479 ! 100.0% ! 15,046 ! 100.0% ! 14,654 ! 100.0% ! 14,970 ! 100.0% : 15,701 ! 100.0%:

TRBLE 24

HOM-NEM YORK CITY PROBATION CASES RECEIVED ANHUALLY

8Y AGE

19811986
' ) 198 ! 1962 ! 1903 : 1904 ! 1985 : 198 '
! AGE : N 2 P P N L P Nt 2 2 W 2!
{2 16 vERRS : 29 ! 12 ! 36 ! 22 1 19 ¢ 17 30 ¢ TR 3t 1 .12 21 : .1z§
{16-20 VERRS {8,030 ; .02 0,54 § 39.62 ; 0,545 | 35.e% ¢ 8,221 ; 3.1z 1 7,99 o 31.02 P 7,650 29.0%!
121-25 venns ! 4,225 § 20.02 1 4,568 | 21.3% | 5,348 |  22.4% ; 5620 | 22.6% % 6,734 i . 20.3% g 6,109 é 23.1z§
126-30 veaRs H 2,508 ¢ 12.9% ; 2,873 ; 13.42 1 3,556 ; 14.92 ¢ 3,861 % 15.6% ; 4,260 P ez i 4,531 g 1?.1z§
131-35 vEARS ; 1,571 ; s.62 1 1,960 é 9.12 | 2,905 { 9.7 ' 2,855 i  10.3% | 2,616 ! 10.02 ; 3,060 § 1x.sz§
éas—qo YERRS ' 802 1 4.0t 1,176+ S.szt 1,453 F ez 1,672+  6.7% ; 1,818 1 Azt 184+  7.am
§41—4s VEARS : co? g .52 ! 643 |  3.92 | 950 ; 4.02 ; 1,050 1 4.3% | 1,199 Poarmt 241t 4w
146-50 YEARS ' art i 23w 578 ! 2.7% | 812 § 2.6% 1 $93 ; 2.0% 1 sa ' 2.0% ; 754t 2.9%!
§> S0 YEARS : 1 .62 ! 076 |  A.12 ! 1,048 § 4.4z i 1,302+ 4.4 1,487 1 4.8z i 1,108 | 4.zz§
1 TOTAL ! 20,183 ! 100.02 ! 21,460 ! 100.0% ! 23,637 ! 100.0% ! 24,813 ! 100.0% ! 25,752 ! 100.0% i 26,420 ! 100.0%!

NOTE: MNuwbers in those tebles very slightly frow othors due to being compilod Vrow a lator computor rum.
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TRBLE 25

HEU VORX CITY PROSATIONERS UXTER SUPERVISION
e AT YHE END OF THE YEAR
BY RAGE AT SENTENCING

19911275
r : 1991 : 1902 : 1963 : 1904 : 1985 : 1966 '
! AGE : e s N 2 N ! N : N 2 N 2
i< 16 vEARS : 150 ¢ 62 244 ! e 314 : 9% 1 367 1 1.0% ¢ 306 ! Jon a21 1 Camt
éns—zo VEARS ; 12,511 ; 44.82 ; 12,705 | 42.7% g 13,630 | 0.1z g 14,260 g 37.62 ; 14,750 E 342 1 15,260 g 33.9z§
121-25 VEARS E 6,159 i  22.12 § 6,734 % 22.5% é 7,826 é 22.72 g 0,720 g 22,92 1 9,623 E 23.12 {10,399 1 22.9%
126-30 VEARS g 3,693 g 13.22 ! 4,180 é 14.0% é 5,133 é 14.92 | 5,850 !  15.4% ! 6,542 é 15.72 1 7,346 PR
;31—35 YEARS § 2,256 % 0.12 1 2,576 g 8.6 ! 3,220 E 9.32 ; 3,776 é 9.92 ; 4,320 E 10,42 g 4,765 | 10.52;
136-40 YEARS 1,243 1 4.5% ; 1,371 1 A6z ; 1,700 :  4.9% t 2,130 g 5.6% g 2,567 1 6.z 2,04 ; 6.3%!
1 41-45 YEARS é o0 :  2.9% : o37 ¢ 2.8 : 999 1 2.92 ; 1,296 1 3.37: 1,479 1  3.6271 1,668 é 3.?-§
;45~so YEARS é 510 ¢ 1.6% é 550 é 1.92 ; 660 §  2.0% ! 7631 2.0% 1 879 é 2.12 1 1.060 g 2,42
§> 50 YERRS : 569 1  2.1% 647 ¢ 2.2% 263 1 2.2% ! o35 1 2.42 1 1,100 |  2.62 { 1,397 | 3.02%
I TOTRL : 27,919 { 100.0% ! 29,932 ! 100.02 ! 34,465 ! 100.0% ! 38,017 ! 100.0% ! 41,636 ! 100.02 ! 5,033 ! 100.0%!

TRBLE 26

NOM-NEU YORK CITY PROBATIONERS UNDER SUPERVISION
AT THE END OF THE YERR
BY AGE AT SENTENCING

1981-1986
' ! 1991 : 19652 t 1983 ! 1984 : 1965 : 1996 1
t AOE : NS : N 2 M 2 Nt 21 P 2 o 2
< 16 YEARS ' 52 1 o7 65 | 2% 1 60 ¢ 1z 1 61 ¢ 12 8 ! 17 69 ¢ e
! 16-20 VEARS P 16,450 ; .32 § 16,828 §  40.4% | 17,148 §  36.8% ! 17,131 ! 34.3% | 17,841 ; 31.5% ; 17,691 1 29.4%
;21—25 VEARS I 79231 20,821 6,066 1 21.1% ; 10,251 §  22.12 | 11,216 1  22.4% | 12,491 ¢ 22.4% i 13,604 §  22.6%!
126-30 VEARS | 4,883 ¢ 12.6% ; 6,677 | 1352 1 6,733 1  14.52 § 7,653 1 15.3% 1 8,971 ; 16.12 | 10,043 1 15.72?
231-35 YEARS 3,06 1 0.2 3,754 ; .02 1 4,431 ; 0.52 1 85,007 g. 10.22 1  6.0241 10.62 ; 6,925 ; 11.sz§
136-40 VEARS P 1,026 § S.1z | 2,295 % .58 ; 2971+ 6.02% 3,263 1  B.52 % 3,945 ; ?.12 é 4,455 § ?.4%
541—45 YEARS % 1,318 i 3.5 E 1,621 ; 3.9% 5 1,917 g 4.1 5 2,156 E 4.3% E 2,595 5 4.7 5 2,977 5 s.ozg
146-50 vears : 9231 2.4xi L0071 2623 W81 20623 L3I0  206% i L6 2921 w72l 2.
!> 50 VERRS P1,413 1 3721 1,643 1 3.9% @ 1,940 ! 4.22 1 2,069 !  4.12 ! 2,413 ¢  4.3% ! 2,809 1 4.3
tToTAL 38,041 ! 100.062 ! 41,936 1 100.0% ! 456,456 ! ‘ 100.02 ! 50,014 !  100.02 ! 55,674 ! 100.0% ! ;5:133 ! 100.0%!

A4

NOTE: Mumbersz in these tezbles vary slightly frowm otheors due to being conpiled frow a later cowpulor run.




TRASLE 27

STRATEMIDE PRODATION CASES RECEIVED AMNURLLY
BY RACE/ETHNICITY

19811916
{RACE/ : 1981 : 198 : 1983 : 1984 : 1985 : 158 :
iEr"NICITV H 3 B ‘ P N2 e N 2 | B e [ 2 H: ZE
gﬂg;;c {47,744 1 553 18,756 1 S5.6% 1 20,742 53.9% ! 20,780 1 S4.22 1 22,0091 S4.3z: 22,267 i 53,2
gaanx é 10,327 | 32.22} 10,440 E 31.02 é 12,059 g 31,42 § 12,111 § 31.62 g 12,059 | 29.82 Po12,8% : 30.7%;
T HESPANTC {3,060 1  9.eei 3,507 i 107z 4,756 1 12.4x ! 46661 12.221 5,001 130z} 5,935 oA :
Eurutn g 303 .92 § 292 g .92 § 339 g .92 é 337 g .92 é 526 E 1.32 g 503 1.4z§
FUvou : sP2:  1.82f 628  1.92 1 557! L4z 458 ! 1.2z} 645!  1.62 ! 237 1 .6z
TroraL : 32,106 ! 100.02 ¢! 33,743 ! 100.0% ! 38,453 ! 100.0z ! 38,352 ! 100.0% ! 40,520 ! 100.0% ! 41,858 ! 100.0%:

TABLE 28

STATEMIDE PROBATIGNERS UNDER SUPERVISION
AT THE END OF THE VEAR
BY RACE/ETHNICITY

1981-1906
! RACE/ : 1981 : 1902 : 1983 ' 1984 : 1985 : 1996 '
LETHNICITY : N z ! M P M % N % Wi .. ®i M z}
LI TE P 38,234 ! 96.62 1 40,537 ! S5.5z ! 43,838 ! 53.6% ! 46,915 ! 52621 51,6071 52271 55,303 ! 51.3%;
éatncx é 22,165 é 32.9% é 23,528 | 322w § 26,414 § 2.3 é 29.101 1  32.62 Poan,r2 % 32.12 g 34,298 § 31.9¢!
%HISPﬁNIC § 3,197 % 7.72 § 6,891 g S 9233 1L3m é 10,915 é 12.22 1 12,077 % 13.02 | 15,028 g 14.0%;
t oTHER % 793 é 1.22 § 771 é 1.1% % 810 § 1.0% § 853 g 1.0% 1 1,129 5 1.1% g 1,410 é 1.3}
funxnoun P21t L7t LW Lezi G421 LR 1,391 162 i L5 L6z L34} 12w
— ! 67,530 ¢! 100.02 ! 73,057 ! 100.0% ! 81,716 ! 100.0% ! 89,181 ; 100.0% ; 98,872 { 100.0% : 107,303 ! 100.0%
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TABLE 29

HEM YORK CIVY PROBATIOM CASES RECEIVED ANKUALLY
BY PRCE/ETHRICITY

199 1-19R86
TRACE, H 1911 H 19682 H 1983 H 1984 : 1985 H iq6e :
fErHNICITV H N ® W z 3 [, Z 3 N 3 N 2 N ZS
gﬁﬁrrz —g_ 2,509 1 20021 2,695 ! 217z} 3,350 22371 3,199 21921 3,203 2.4z 2,975 19-oz§
tpLACK {6,208 SLIzi 5,104 {4221 72103 480z 7,052 482w ! 6,827 1 4572 T.IM4 1 6.6
L HLSPAKIC Po2925: 24z 3,29 P26.52 1 42113 Z8.0x ! 4,140 28321 4,562 ©oWzi o503 2.2
{ OTHER E 159 1 1.3z 120 | 1.0z 107 é oz 105 ! ri 2%4i  Lexi 288 P
EUNKNUNN : 305 1 2.5% 202 1 f.e% 142 R 140 ¢ 1.02 71 S2 27 .zz§
;TOT“L' v 12,1491 7 100.02 12,412 7 1100.02 1 15,020 : 100.02 | 14,636 ! 100.02 ! 14,9497 . 100.02 ! 15,633 ¢ IUO.UZ;
TABLE 30
NEW VORK CITY PROBATTONERS UNDER SUPERVISION
AT THE ENRD OF THE YERR
BY RACE/ZETHNICITY
1981-199%6
IRACE, : 1981 : 1962 : 1983 : 1904 : 1985 : 1986 :
{ETHNICITY : N ! N 2 N R N 2 N P N z:
) EHHITE 3 8,603 E 29.62 E 8,216 3 26.62 E 8,793 E 24.92 E 9,329 E 23.92 E 9,692 E 23.12 5 10,225 3 22.02%
BLACK g 19,39 | 49.62 i 15,140 1 49.1% ! 17,148 i 4652 i 18,949 § 8.5z 1 20,379 P ar.ez § 21,955 ¢ ar. :
Eutsrnnrc § 4,872 § 16.82 E 6,396 g 20.72 g 8,423 E 23.92 § 9,865 g 25.22 é 11,462 § 26.0% § 13,191 § zs.ng
oTHER E 4921 172 § 251 l.aw ! 361 § Loz § 356 | .97 5321 1.2 E 71 LS
FURKNOHN P 691! 2.4w! e 2.9z ! 621  l.ez ! S99 LSz 526 1.2} 440! .97}
LroreL © 29,056 ! 100.0% ! 30,838 : 100.0% ! 35,352 ! 100.0% ! 39,093 ! 100.0% i 42,791 ! 100.0% ! 45,522 ! 100.0%
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TABLE 31
1981-1986

BY RACE/ETHRICITY

HON-KEK YORK CITY PROBATION CASES RECEIVED AWNURLLY
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TaBLE 33

STRTEMIDE TOTAL PROBATICN CASES RECEIVED RKNURLLY
Ay OFFEMSE CATEGORY AND OFFENSE CLASS

197 1~19R3
tToTAL ' 1981 : 1982 : 1983 :
! OFFENSES : FELONY ! % HISD. ! ® ! FELOWY ! % HISD. ! 2! FELOWY ! %!  HISD. ! R:
| BURGLARY ! 2,860 : S9.1%¥ ! 1,993 ! 40.9% { 2,655 $3.02! 1,559 37.02: 2,876 : 66.4% ! 1,453! 33.62
! RORRERY ! 1,765 ! 100.0% ! 0! .02z ! 1,805 ! 100.0% ! 0 : .0z 1 2,405 ! 100.0x ! 0! .0x!
! DRUG OFFEMSES ! 1,401 S0.6% ! 1,367 ! 49.42 ! 1,829 ! 55.927 ! 1,493 ! A4.1x ! 2,365 ! S56.8% ! 1,656 !  41.2%
IDMI OFFEMSES : 934 ! 26.02 % 2,663 ! 4.0z ! 1,259 27.5z! 3,315 v2.5z! 1,699 29.8z! 4,005 0.2
1GRAND LRRCENY : 931 13.92: 5,751% W®e.12! 1,2131  18.82 ! 5,250 B2zl 1,222 7.6 % 5,728 ! B2.4%
I HERPONS : 900 ! 64.3% ! 499 ¢ 35.72 ! 1,314 69.1z ! 601 ¢ 30.92 ! 1,711 ! S0.0%: 1,711 S50.0%
I ASSAULY : 530 % 20.72: 2,026 1 79.3% 563 1 21.2% ! 2,087 1 78.8% ! 721 % 23.8% 1 2,305 7e.2n
1 CPSP ' WP 1 122! 2,739 ! 87.92 ! 340 ¢ 12.22 % 2,439 87.0% } 556 1 19.2271 2,344 e0.8x!
{ CRINIMAL HISCHIEF ! 90! 6.7 1,251 93.32! 78! 6.1z 1 1,208 % 93.92 ! 00 v.ex ! 1,174%  sz.2:
'ALL OTHER : 929 ! 27.32 ! 2,472 ! 72.7x ! 1,147 ! 29.8z! 2,701! v0.22z! 1,254 ! 38.92 ! 1,973 ! 6l.1z
. . :
L TOTSL ! 10,717 ¢ 34.12 1 20,751 ! 65.9% ! 12,233 ! 373z ! 20,603 ! 62.72 % 14,909 ! 40.02 ! 22,349 ! 60.0%

TRBLE 34

STATEWIDE TOTRL PROBATION CASES RECEIVED RNNURLLY
BY OFFENSE CATEGORY AND OFFENSE CLASS

1384-1986 -
| TOTAL : 1384 ! 1985 : 1988 !
! OFFENSES ! FELOWY ! Z: HISD. ! %! FELOWY ! = ! HISD. ! Z i FELOWY ! ®:  HMISO. ! =
| BURGLARY : 2,705 ! 6?.5% ! 1,303 32,52 2,370: 67.42! 1,143! 32.6®: 2,337 ! 68.02 % 1,101 ! 32.0%
! RORBERY ! 2,184 % w00.02: 0 .0z 1 1,929 % 100.0% ! 0! 0% 2,026 3 100.0% ! o .0z
{DRUG OFFENSES ! 2,506 ! 59.6% ! 1,701! 40,42z 3,199% 4.3z 1,776 ! 3B.7® ! 3,623 ¢ 65.9x ! 1,677 ! 3.
DM OFFENSES t2,006 % 32.3r ! 4,208 % B7.7® 3 2,465 32721 5065 673w ! 2,578 3.z 5,210 66.97
I GRAND LARCENY ! 1,267 ! 19.92 % 5,101 ¢ 60.1z ! 1,501 21.72 ! 5,424.! 78.3® ! 1,683 : 24.22 ! 5,277 ! 75.8%
{UEAPONS $o1,73 1 72wt 6711 27.9w % 1,533 7F1.2% ! 6231 288z ! 1,476 72.82! 5511 27.2¢
! ASSAULT i 7841 24.52 % 2,418% 7?3.52! 887 !  26.32 i 2,488 1 73.7% ! 912 ¢ 2P.52 ! 2,408 ! 72.5%
1 CPSP : 556 ! 20.02 ! 2,220 ! 80.0% ! 7241 25.52 1 2,116 1 7452 ! 844 ! 30.52 1 1,926 ! 69.5x
! CRIHTHAL WISCHIEF ! 107 ! 8.22 ! 1,197 ! 91.8% ! 13! 6.8z ! 1,165 91.2¢ ! 119 9.1z ! 1,183 ! 90.9%
!ALL OTHER $ 1,273 : 20.22! 3,244 ?1.8z % 1,616 31.4z! 3,530 ! 68.62 ! 1,720 311z 3,811! 68.9%
L TOTAL : 15,119 1 40.72 ! 22,063 ! 59.32 ! 16,338 ! 41.2z ! 23,332 ! S6.8% ! 17,329 ! 42.62 ! 23,399 ! S57.4x!
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TRBLE 33

HEH YORK CITY TOTRL PRUBATION CRSES RECEIVED RRNURLLY
© . QY QFFENSE CATEGORY ANO OFFENSE CLARS

1981-1383
i TOTAL : 1981 : 1982 : 1993 :
! OFFENSES ! FELOWY ! %! HISD. ! %! FELONY ! %  HISD. ! %! FELOWY ! % HISD. ! 2
' - :
! BURGLRARY ¢ 1,005 1 39.0% ! 699 ¢ 41.0% ! 823 1 62.2% | 503 1 37.8% ! $77 1 67.9% 1 4811 32,
! ROBRER" ! 1,473 ! 100.0% ! 0 .02 1 1,481 1 100,07 ! 0! .0z 1 2,007 | 100.0x ! 0 .0z
1ORUG OFFEWSES : @25 ! 55.02 ! 676 ¢ 45021 1,108 !  60.5% ! 7231 39.52 1 1,604 ! 65.22 ! 858 ! 34.ex
! DMI OFFENSES : 251 187z ! 109 :  81.37 ! M 24.6% ! 95 1  75.42 ! 70! 33778 138 1 66.37
! GRAND LARCENY : 361 : 35.02 ¢ 2,047 i 85.0% ! 556§  23.52 1 1,813 76.5% 545 ¢ 21,32 1 2,011 78.7%
I HEAPONS : 815 !  75.9% ! 259 ¢ 24.1z ! 1,228 % 79.2% ! 323! 20.82 % 1,568 ! 79.22! 411! 20.82
' ASSAULT : 302 1 29.2% ! 731! 70.82 ! 307 ! 30.3x ! 705 i B9.72 ! 408 ¢  33.32 ! @18 ! 66.73
1CPSP ! 193 ! 9.7z 1 1,336 90.32: 150 ! 11.8x: 1,126 1 88.2% ! 3121 2312z ! 1,040 6.9
{ CRIMINRL HISCHIEF ! 1 2.9z /6 1 9. ! 17! 5.07! 321 ¢ 95.0% 1 10: 3.2 266 1 96.42!
'ALL OTHER : 32 1 4197t 4331 S8.ax: 368 ! 48.2% ! 396 ! 51.8% ! 352 1 40.82 ! 525 1 59.22
iroTAL ! 5,278 ! 44.2z% 6,656 ! 5582 ! 605! 503! 6,005! 49.7x! 7,863 ! S4.62! 6,528 ! 45.4
TABLE 36
HEW YORK CITV TOTAL PROBATION CRSES RECEIVED RRKURLLY
BY OFFENSE CATEGORY AND OFFENSE CLASS
1994-1986
ITOTARL : ' 1984 : 1985 : 1986 :
! OFFENSES ! FELOWY ! % HISD. ! %! FELOWY ! =i  HISD. ! R ! FELOWY ! i MISD. ! %
. .
! BURGLARY : 918 !  68.5% ! 422 1 31.5% ! 833 ! ?3.9% ! 297 ¢ ®.im ! 814 1 79.4% ! 211 ¢ 20.6%:
! ROBBERY !o1,740 ¢ 100.02 ! 0! 0% ! 1,579 ¢! 100.0% ! 0: 02! 1,701 % 100.0% t 0! -0zt
{DRUG OFFENSES !o1,629 1 64.22 ! S04 1 35.8% ! 2,165 1 71.2% ! 874 ! 28.8% ! 2,733 6.2 ! 833 ¢ 23.ex
' DUI OFFENSES ' 128 ¢ 39.4% ! 197 ! 60.6% ! 2251 36.1z ! 399 !  63.9% ! 275 ¢ 38.5%2 ! 433 ! 61.5%
!GRAND LARCENY : 544 1 23.02 ! 1,820 ¢ 77.0% ! 632 ! 25.¥% ! 1,830 ! 4.3z PP L 31T 1,677 ¢ 60.3%
| UERPONS t 1,583 ¢ 60.62 ! 380 ! 19.42z ! 1,365 ! 81.02 ! 325! 19.02z ! 1,340 ! 84.22! 252 ¢ 15.82!
{ ASSAULT 1 Q12 1 31.8%2 3 883 :  68.22 ! 430 ! I7.9% ¢ 802 {  62.1% % 544 3 43.2% ! 714 :  se.ez
: CPSP : w7 1 2w.32 ¢ 1,006 72.72 ! 426 ! 32.52 ! 885 !  67.5% ! 533 ¢ 41.22 % 762 1 58.8%
L CRIMIMAL. WISCHIEF § 13 4.7z 262 1 93.3% ¢ 19 7. 242 ¢ 92.72 ! 17 8.8z ! 177 ¢ 912w
IALL OTHER ! 378 1 36.6% ! 655 1  63.42 ! 543 ! 44.9x ! 673 !  S5.12 ! 593 !  51.22 ! 570 ;  48.82
LTovAL ! ?,717 1 S4.2x ! 6,529 45.8% ! 8,309 S6.82! 6,327 43.22! 9,335! 62.3z! 5,655 377
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TRBLE 37

HOK-KEH YORK CITY TOTAL PROBATIOH CASES RECEIVED RHWUALLY
BY OFFENSE CATEGORY ANO OFFENSE CLASS

1971-19A3
<TOTAL : i961 H 1982 : 1983 :
L OFFENSES ' FELOWY | 3 HISD. % ! FELOHY I 23 WISD. R ! FELOWY ! 2 HISD. ! b
: - H
{BURGLARY : 1,855 3 59.12 1,284 3 40.9%2 ! 1,826 63.42 ¢ 1,056 36.62 1,699 635,72 | 932 ¢ 34.372
+ ROBBERY H 286 I 100.02 ! o . 202 2 324 1 100.02 ¢ LV .0z . 398 ¢ 100.0=2 0 -0z
+ORYG NFFENSES . 576 2 45.52 . 691 $4.52 24 W 50.02 ?20 ¢ 50.02 ! 761 3 4g.a2 38 ! Si.2z
‘DHI OFFENSES : 909 26.52 2,524 : ?3.52% } 1,228 27.6% 3.220 f2.42 3 1,623 1 29.62 | 3,867 ! 70.42;
1 GRAND LARCENY : 570 . 13.32 1% 3,704 86.72 657 | 16.02 ¢ 3,437 ¢ 84.02 3 677 ¢ i5.49% 3,717 .} 84.62;
THEAPONS H 85 26.2% 2 210 ¢ v3.82 ; 116 . 29.42 278 ¢ v0.62 } 143 31.92 ¢ 305 68, 12:
+ASSAULT : 228 | 15.02 | 1,295 @ 85.0% & 256. | 15.62 ¢ 1,32 ¢ 84,492 ! 313 17.492 1,487 ! 82.62;
FORGERY : 197 | 33.72 387 ¢ 66.32 | 130 31.9% 3 <06 68.1% | 275 @ 40.1% 3 410 59.9z:
icpsp H 239 3 149.32 ¢ 1,403 ! 85.7% | 190 ; 12.62 1,313 2 87.42 2494 ¢ 15.82 1,304 84.22:
{CRININAL HISCHIEF @ 79 1 8.2z 1 88s 91.82 | 61 3 6.4972 | ag? 33.62 50 3 9.02 ¢ 308 91.0z8
{ALL OTHER : 420 ; 20.02 1,682 60.0% : 589 : 23.7% 1,899 | ?6.3% | 617 & 23.32 ¢ 2,033 ¢ 76.72;
1TOTRL : 5,439 ¢ 27.82 ¢+ 14,095 ¢ v2.22 ¢ 6,158 29.7% I 14,598 70.32 7,046 1 30.8% | 15,821 69.22:

TABLE 38

KON-KEN YORK CITY TOTRL PROBATION CASES RECETVED RWHURLLY
BY OFFENSE CRVEGORY RND OFFENSE CLRASS

1384-1386
tTOTRL : 1984 : 1985 H 19856 :
« OFFENSES 1 FELOWY 23 Hisn. @ 2§ FELOWY ¢ R Hiso, 2 ! FELOWY | z HWisD. | 25
: BURGLARY : i,787¢ 3 67.02 681 ! 33.02 ¢ 1,531 64.4% ! 848 2 35.62 | 1,523 ! 683.1=2 ! 830 | 35.9%
: RUBBERY H 4944 ! 100.02 ! o .02 . 350 ¢ 100.0% ! 1 I i H 325 ¢ 100.0% ! g 0%
{DRUG OFFENSES ' 632 | 52.5% ¢ s Ta 4?.52 1,029 53.32 ! s02 ¢ b 890 46.52 1,624 33,52
TUNT OFFENSES H 1,878 31.82 1 4,011 ¢ 60.1%2 | 2,240 | 32.492 | 4,666 ! 67.6% | 2,303 2 32.67 ¢ 4,771 ¢ 7.4z
1 GRAND LARCERY : 23 3 18.12 a,201 a1.9x 659 19.52 | 3,594 : 80,52 ; 910 ! 20.2% 3,600 ! 79.682:
VEAPCGNS ' 148 ! 33.72 231 66.32 & 159 J4.12 ) 238 1 55.9%2 136 3 31.02 ¢ 299 3 687>
YASSAULT : 372 ¢ 19.52 1 1,535 80.52 397 19.1z2 ; i.686 ¢ 89.92 ! 368 i7.8%2 1,694 ¢ 82.22:
+FORGERY H 235 ¢ 36.72 1 406 3 63.32 1 237 ¢ 3s5.7=2 426 ¢ 64,32 287 | 37.4% <80 62.62.
CPspP ’ 268 ! 16.12 1,214 81.9> 3 298 19.52 ¢ 1,231 2 80.52 ; 3112 ¢ 21.12 3 1,169 ; 7892
+CRIHINAL HISCHIEF ! 94 9.1% 3 935 @ 90.9% 94 i 9.22 ) 923 90.82 102 9.2x 1 1,005 | 90.8%;
VALL OTHER : 651 ¢ 23.02 3 2,183 ?7.02 3 830 ; 25.52 ! 2,931 @ 74.52 ! 834 @ 23.22 1 2,761 v6.6x
TTOTAL b 7,982 | 32.52 ¢ 15,534 @ 67.52 . 8,029 ! 32.12 ! 17,005 ! 67.92 | 7,969 3 31,12} 17,689 68.92!
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TRBLE 39
STRTEUIDE TOTAL PROVPATION CASES UNDER SUPERVISIOH
AT THE ENO QF THE YERR
BY OFFENSE CATEGORY AND OFFENSE CLASS

19a1-1903
TTOTRL : 1961 : 1982 H 19583 :
+ OFFENSES v FELDWY ! E HISD. ! 721 FELOWY ! z . HISD. ¢ 2 . FELOMY @ z HISD, ¢ 2
! BURGLARY : 6,320 §4.0% | 3,433 ¢ 35.22 3 7,138 : 70012 2 3,043 ¢ 29.9% : 7,581 3.32 !} 2,767 @ 26,72,
+ROBBERY : 4,429 1 100.02 : 0 02 1 5,030 ! 100.02 ° LU .02 3 3,944 I 100.02 | L -0l
1DRUG OFFEMSES H 3,481 ! 53.52 & 2,359 1§ “0.52 4,308 | 62.492 2,647 | 37.62 2 5,515 ¢ 65.02 ¢ 2,976 35.0=;
s DU OFFENSES H 2,305 ¥6.5% ¢ 4,009 63.52 | 2,889 34.492 5,510 2 65.62 1 3,19 35.02 ! 6,912 ! 63.028
! GRAND LARCENY | 2,632 ¢ 20.492 ¢ 10,276 v9.62 1 2,762 ¢ 20.92 { 10,432 ! ?9.12 3 3,199 : 22.62 | 10,987 ; .42
+HERPONS : 2,906 57.12 1,180 ¢ 32.92 & 3,073 71.62 2 1,220 26.492 ¢ 4,008 . 76.22 } 1,250 23,622
VASSAULT : 1,483 ! 23.62 @ 3,528 1 v0.42 1,616 ; 30.42 . 3,694 ¢ 69.6¥ 1,861 | 31.82 3,992 ! 68.22;
CpPse : a2s | 14.82 ¢ 9,760 ; 85.22 © 896 ! 15.82 4,782 | 84.22 1 1,175 ¢ 19.62 | 4,814 80.47;
LCRININ, HISCHIEF ¢ 204 ¢ 8.2 | 2,135 ¢ 91.32 ¢ 222 9.0% | 2,251 ¢ 91.02 | 258 3 10.22 ; 2,274 1 89.82!
‘ALL OTHER : 2,994 ¢ 3s.ex 4,946 60.22 3,181 39.42 1 4.897 & 60.62 3,965 39.22 4 5,367 ¢ 60.82;
' TOTAL s 27,029 ¢ 42.8% ! 36,137 37.22 1 31,190 : 44.9% : 38,976 . 55.22 ¢ 35,729 © q?7.0% : 41,339 ! 53.0=:

TRABLE <0

STATEMIDE TOTRL PROBATION CARSES UWDER SUPERVISION
AT THE END OF THE VEAR
BY OFFEKSE CATEGORY AND OFFENSE CLASS

1394-1906
1TOTAR. : 1984 : 1985 . . i98s :
t OFFENSES +  FELOWY 2 HISD. ® ! FELONY | 2 Hisp. % ! FELOWY ! 2. HISD. LY
+ BURGLARY H 7,804 ; 735.12 2 2,626 29.94 8,013 ; 6.2z 2,507 . 23.82 °,87?7 ¢ 76.2% 2,962 23.67%;
+ROBBERY : 6,530 1 100.0x @ LI .02 6,874 | 100.02 : g -0 1 7,001 { 100.0% 2 {1 .02
' DRUG OFFEWSES : 6,585 £6.72 1 3,285 ¢ 33.32 : 8,158 | 69.12 ! 3,643 ¢ 30.92 9,769 2 71.0% 3 3,98 23.02;
+OUI OFFENMSES : 1,635 ! 5. 7R % 8,101 ¢ &3.32 1 6,049 37.82 | 9,939 62.2% 7,116 3 39.1=2 { 11,103 ! 60.92:
GRAND LARCENY H 3,581 29.52 7 11,045 3 75.52 ¢ 9,257 26.32 ¢ 11,917 ! f3.7z2 ! 4,877 20.2% ¢ 12,399 71.82;
' HERPONS : 4,821 76.9%2 3 1,447 ¢ 23.12 3 5,213 ?7.92 ¢ 1,475 22.12 ¢ 5,477 3 7e.82 1,473 ¢ 21.22:
SASSAULY ' 2,092 § 32.02 | 4,448 | 68.0% | 2,456 | 33.22 ¢ 4,952 ¢ $6.82 | 2,750 ¢ 34.8% @ 3,14 65.22
‘CPsp : 1,496 23.92 ¢ 4,762 | 76.12 1,843 27.42 3 4,894 v2.62 2,186 | 31.22 ¢ 4,830 ! 68.82;
+CRIGIWAL. HISCHIEF ¢ 286 | 10.v2 ¢ 2,379 ¢ §9.3% ! 322 ¢ 11.82 : 2,490 88.5% 1 2 12.32 ¢ 2,581 3 8v.72
tALL OTHER : 3,714 3a.52 ¢ 5,990 | 61.52 3 4,355 3 38.62 5 6,933 3 61.49% 1 5,070 | 39.72 1 v, 706 | 60.32;
TTOTAL + 41,7349 48.62 . 94,083 ; 51.492 . 47,546 I 49.42 [ 18,750 ! 560.62 ¢ 52,4985 S0.49% ¢ 51,683 ! 49.62:
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TRRLE 4%
WEH VORK CITY TOTRL PROBATION CRSES UNDER SUPERVISION
: AT THE TND OF THE VEAR
BY OFFENSE CATFGNRY AND OFFENSE CLASS
197 1-1993
TOTAL : 1981 ' 1992 : 1983 :
| OFFENSES ! FELOWY ¢ %!  HESD. ! %! FELONY ! %1 HISD. ! 2! FELGHY ! 2 HISD. =
| BURGLARY : 2,090 ; 61.82 ! 1,290 : 38.22 ! 2,462 9.1z : 5103 ! 30.92 : 2,691 ! 72.7% ' 1,000 ! 27.3%
! ROBBERY ! 3,630 ¢ 100.0% ! 0! 02 4,154 ¢ wo.oz 0! 02! 4979} 100.0% : 0 oz
1DRUG GFFEMSES I2.045 % B1.3% % 1,292 ¢ 3\.72 1 2.664 1 64.62 1 1,462 ! 3IG.4% 1 3.537 F  6P.92 1 1,672 % 2.1z
{DMI OFFENSES : 68 ¢  29.6% ! 162 ¢ 70.4% ! 721 251z ¢ 215 ¢ 74.9% 123 ¢ 30.22 ! 284 ¢ 69.087%
SGRAND LARCENY {1,057 1 21.22 % 3,921 % 78.8%x ! 1,135 Z2.42 ! 3,923 ¢ 77.62 ! £,364 ! 24.52 % 49,2141 75.52
* NERPONS 120150 ¢ 73.9% ¢ 7600 26,12 ! 2.777 1 70.7% ¢ 7Szt 21.32 ! 3.680 1 81.7% ! 824 ! 18.3m
$ASSAULT : 922 ¢ 40.6% ! 1,351 ! S59.4% ! 974 T 41.82 ¢ 1,355 1 58.22 ! 1,111 : 42.62 ! 1,560 § S7.4
1 CPSP : 359 1 12.8% ¢ 2.438 !  B7.27 ! 4 14.8x 1 2.367 ¢ B5.4% ! 596 1 20.2% ¢ 2.3%0 ! 79.47
: CRIMINAL HISCHIEF 20 3.9z ¢ 665 ! 96.1% 3% ! S.7z ! 657 !  94.4% ! 3:  4.97 638 ¢  95.17
{ALL OTHER t1,239 0 58,22 ¢ 890 : 41.82 ! 1,255 1 S8.32 ! ga7 ! Al.ez ! 1,287 ! S5.92 ! 1,015 ! 44,172
L 7OTAL ! 13,567 :  S51.62 ! 12,769 ! 48.4% ! 15,933 ! S55.62 ! 12,731 ! 44.4% ! 19,401 : 58.9% ! 13,517 !  41.1%
TABLE 42
HEM VORK CITY TOTRL PROBATION CASES UWDER SUPERVISION
AT THE END OF THE VEAR
DY OFFEMSE CATEGOPY AND OFFENSE CLASS .
1984-1986
s TOTRRL : 1984 : 1985 : 1966 :
| OFFENSES ! FELONY ! 2 HISD. ! %! FELOWY ! 21 HISD. ! R ! FELOWY ! = MISD. @ =
! BURGLARY { 2,886 % ?4.2% % 1,601 25.8%: 3,010 76.8% ! S07 % 23.2% % 2,98 78.42 820 ¢ 21.6%
! ROBBERY ! S5.479 ! 100.0% ! 0! 02! 5.766 ! 100.0% ¢ o 02! 5.302 ! 100.0% ! 0! oz
'DRUG OFFENSES ! 4,304 % B9.3% 1 1,908 ! 30.72 : 5,910 0 72.3 i 2,071 ! 27.7% ! 6.836 : 76.22 ! 2,141 2307
' OMI OFFEWSES : 223 1 37.9% ¢ 366 |  62.1% ! 390 ¢ 37.62 646 | 62.4% ! 579 ¢ 39.72 ! 91a ! 61.32¢
: GRAWD LARCENY ¢ 1,563 ! 26.8x: 4,272: 7?3.22 % 1,853% ‘'29.22% 4,498 % 70.8z % 2,226 32.3% % ‘4,660 67.7%
| MERPONS ¢ 4.443 ¢ 83.0% ! 313 ¢ 17.02 ! 4.774% @84.22 ! 897 ! 15.8% ! 5.007 ! 85.7% ! 838 :  14.32
tRSSAULT To1.225! 4.3z 1,739 S@.72 !  1.439 ! 43.92 % 1,839 ! S6.1%7 ! 1.648 ! 47.ix ! 1,848 ! S2.9%
1 CPSP : 926 ¢ 25.9% ! 2.362 % 74.12 ! 1.063 1 30.82 ! 2.392 ! 69.22 ! 1.337 ! 36.5% ! 2.324 ! 63.52
{CRINIMAL MISCHIEF ! 34!  s.2w ! 618 | 94.82 ! 39!  e6.02 ! 610 ! 94.0% ! 50! ez ! Seg ! 91,9
ALL OTHER : 1,321F sS1.22! 1,258 ! 48.ez ! 1,518 % S0.52: 1,489 ! 49.5z ! 1,805 ! S3.1z ! 1,594 } 46.97!
L TOTAL ! 22,304 :  60.72 ! 14,437 ! 39.32 ! 25,262 ! ¢ 37.82 ! 28,358 ! 64.32z : 15,7121 35.7%

c.62:22 0 15,349
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TABLE 43

HOR-HEMN yoRY CTITY TOTRL PRUBATICH CASES URDER SUPERVISION
AT THE END OF THE VERR
BY OFFENSE CATEGORY AWD OFFENSE CLRSS

19A1-1913
tTOTRL H 1981 H 1992 : 1983 H
1 OFFENSES T FELOWY ! ® niso, ® ) FELOXWY @ 2 HisD, ¢ 2 ! FELGWY ¢ Z HESD, ! 2
+ BURGLARY t 4,230 % 66.42 V0 2,193 336 Y 4,676 7 P0.7% ¢ 1,940 ¢ 23.3% )  4,8%0  ?3.6wm ! 1,757 ¢+ 26.4%
! ROPBERY : 799 ! 100.0% @ 0 .02 2 876 ! 100.0% ! o 0% ! %S ! 100.0%2 ¢ G 0%
sORIG OFFENSES : 1,926 57.12 % 1,077 ¢ Kq2.92 | 1,724 ¢ 5%.32 1,185 .= 0 1,376 ¢ 50.32 1 §,304 ¢ 55 72!
1 OMI OFFENSES ! 2,237 F 3B.82 % 3,897 ) B63.22 ! 2,812 34.?® ! 5,295 : 65.3® ! 3,595 ! 332! 6,628 ! 54,87
' GRAND LARCENY : 1,575 ¢ 19.92 ¢ 6,355 ¢ B80.1= ! 1,627 ¢ 20.02 ! 6,509 ! 80.02 ! 1,835 ¢ 2132 ! 6,773 ! 78.7x0
I HEAPONS : 256 ¢ 3.9z ¢ 420 ¢ 62.12 296 .8 38.72 ¢ 468 ! 61.3% ! 320 ¢ - 3B.62 ! S22 !  Gl.4%
SASSAULYT H S6i ¢ 20.52 ! 2,177 ! 79.52 ! 642 21.52 ) 2,33 79.52 ! ?S0 ! 23.4® ! 2,992  76.9%:
' FORGERY ! 486 !  40.3» ! 719 ;.  59.7% 5492 ¢ 40.92 ) 762 ¢ 39.1r ! 614 ! 42,352 ¢ 852}  S5?7.5%
H o2 : ! 466 ! 16.72 ¢ 2,322 e©3.32! 492 @ 16.92 ! 2,415 ! 83.1i% ! 579 ! 19,32z 1 2,454 ! €0.9%!
ICRIWINRL WISCHIEF 7T 10.72 ¢ 1,971 ) 99.3% ! 186 ¢ 10.42 ! 1,596 ¢ B9.6% 225 1 12.12 ! 1,636 ¢ @r.92
1ALL OVHER : 1,219 ¢ 30.1= ! 2,837 ! §9.9%2 ! 1,384 ! 30.12z ! 3,216 ! 539.9% ! 1,564 ¢ 31.492 ! 3,924 ! 68.6x:
LYOTAL t 13,492} 3B6.57 ¢ 23,369 ¢ 63.5% ¢ 15,257 ! IP.22 25,745 ¢ 62.892 ¢ 17,323 38.92 { 27,822 % 61.62; =«

TABLE 94

RON-HEN VORR CIVY TOTRL PROBATION CTASES UNDER SUPERVISICH
. AT THE END OF THE VERR
BY OFFEMSE CATEGOURY RWD DTFEHSE CLRS5S

19849- 1906
LTOvM. H 1984 H 1563 H 1566 H
! OFFENSES ! FELONY @ ” ! HISO, ! .23 FELOWY ! ® ! HWISOD. ! R ! FELONMY ¢ % #isd. 2
1 BURSLRRY ! 8,018% 75.35% ! $1.623 ¢ 249.52! S, 003! ?5.8% ! 1,600 ¢ 29.22 ¢ 4,99 ! 492 §,642 ! 2[.i=
' RORBERY H 1,051 ! 100.0% § L1 0”3 1,108 ¢ 100.0% } 0. ~02 ¢ 1,099 ! 109.0% ! [ I o=
{DRUG OFFEWSES H 2,201 ! 62.49% 4,377 ! 37.6% ¢ 2,748 ¢ 63.62 1 8.572 ¢ 35.49% ¢ 2,933 ¢ 61.9%2 ¢ 1.847 ¢ 38. sz.
IDHE OFFENSES ! 4,472 7 36,62 ! 7,357 63.4% ! 5,659 7 3I7.8R ! 9,293 ! 62.22 ! 6,537 ¢! 39.i% ! 10,144 ! 6O.
{GRAMD LRRCENY T 2,018 2302 B,773F P02 ! 2,904 ! 24.52 ! 7,419 ! "¢5.52 ! 2,651 ! 25.52! 7,734 74.52:
{UERPONS H 38 ! 41.0% ! 545 ¢ 59.02 39 ! " 493.22 ! 578 ! 56.8% ! 470 ¢ 492.5% ¢ 635 I 37.5%
LASSAULT : 857 ¢ 292z ! 2,709 ! 75.82 ! 1,017 ¢! 249.62 ! J,i13 !  PS.42 ! §,102 ! 25,02 3,298! ¢5.0m
: FORGERY H 653 ! 42.2% ! 8949 ¢ 37.82 ! 722 42.2%! . %87 ¢ STr.8= ! 798 ! 92.5%2 ! 1,081 ¢  S7.520
1Cpsp H 670 ! 2i.82 ! 2,900 ! ?@.22 ! v86 !  23.9%{ 2,502 ! ?6.1x ! 849 I 23.3% ! 2,506 ! 74.7xz!
(CRIMENS. WISTHIEF ¢ 252 12.52 1,761 ! H7.52 ! 283 ! 13.1% ! 1,860 ¢ 85,92 312 ! i3.49% ¢ 2,013 ! @s.62!
!ALL OTHER : 1,770 ! - M.ex ! 3,827 1 €8.42 ! 2,115 L 32.22 ! 4,457 ! . 67.B2 ! 2,97 ! 32.9®x ! 5.031! 67.1x
1 TOVAL v 19,4930 ¢ 39.62 ¢ 29,646 ! 60.42 ¢ 22,284 ! -40.0= ! 33,401 60.0=2 ! 249,127 4.1 ! 35,971 ¢ 59.92.
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