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MESSAGE FROM THE MA VOR 

The District of Columbia, like other major cities, 
has experienced increasing levels of crime. This rise 
in crime is primarily the result of the influx of crack 
cocaine to the city. The presence of this insidious drug 
has devastating effects on the lives of those who 
become involved with it. Too many people in our city 
and across the nation have been lured into the desola­
tion of addiction and the criminal activity associated 
with drugs 

As we recognize these issues and problems and 
confront them directly, the government constantly 
seeks to strengthen its efforts to prevent involvement 
with drugs, treat and rehabilitate drug abusers, and 
enforce the law. The Metropolitan Police Department 
and other criminal justice agencies continue to work 
hard to reduce crime and administer justice. In spite 
of the drug crisis in our city, the Metropolitan Police 
Department has managed to keep crime at controllable 
levels. The District's crime rate ranks moderately 
when compared with other major U.S. cities. 

My administration will continue to expand and in­
crease measures to ensure the safety of the District's 
residents, commuters and visitors. Though I 
ac~nowledge the worsening problem of drugs and 

drug-related crime in the district, I remain optimistic 
about the commitment and ability of our government 
and the people of our city to work together to restore 
safe and healthy environments in the neighborhoods 
afflicted by drugs and crime. Public agencies, private 
and community groups and organizations, and in­
dividual citizens must demonstrate their commitment 
toward this end. 

Marion Barry, Jr. 

U.S. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

Mayor 
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MESSAGE FROM THE DIRECTOR 
The Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis 

is pleased to present the 1988 Crime and Justice 
Report, an annual publication which provides a com­
prehensive overview of criminal justice trends and 
issues in the District of Columbia. This report con­
tains information and statistical analyses of trends in 
law enforcement, the courts, corrections, parole and 
juvenile justice. Characteristics of adult and juvenile 
arrestees, including drug use, and descriptions of the 
criminal and juvenile justice processes are also pro­
vided in this report. 

The Crime and Justice Report is designed to 
provide accurate and current data and information 
about the District's criminal justice activities to 
criminal justice policy makers, practitioners and the 
general public. Information presented here addresses 
questions about types of crime reported and number 
of arrests, crime in particular areas of the city, and 
criminal justice agency expenditures and caseload 
sizes. Data are provided over the past five and, in 
some cases, ten year periods. 

What these data show is that the problem of drugs 
in our city is all encompassing and has impacted every 
stage of the criminal justice system. Drug arrests have 
increased 23 percent since: 1984 and last year ac­
counted for 25 percent of all arrests. In 1988, 60 per­
cent of adult arrestees and 31 percent of juvenile ar­
restees tested positive for at least one drug. As our 

arrestee population continues to grow, the court 
system has become overburdened. Drug law viola­
tions accounted for 52 percent of felony prosecutions 
compared with 34 percent in 1984. Since 1984, there 
has been a dramatic increase of 199 percent in drug 
felony convictions. Naturally, the District's correc­
tional population, affected by these escalations, rose 
10 percent since 1987, with more than half of the new 
inmates convicted for drug offenses. 

The numbers presented in this report are, indeed, 
informative; but, they must do more than simply in­
form us. These numbers should move ue to action, 
compel us to take an active role in addressing the 
chronic problem of drugs and the delinquency and 
crime associated with drugs. We must be cognizant 
of the fact that every number in this report about 
drugs or crime or involvement in the criminal justice 
system involves a person in our community. The ef­
forts to solve the problems of drugs and crime in our 
city must be as wide-spread as the problems 
themselves. Let this report serve to not only inform 
readers about the state of the District's criminal 
justice system, but also elicit citizen involvement and 
community action to work with the government to ad­
dress and solve the problems of our city. 

Shirley A. Wilson 
Director 
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INTRODUCTION 
This report provides a statistical overview of ac­

tivities and outcomes in the different stages through 
which persons and/or cases are processed in the 
District's criminal justice system. The data are 
presented in an order that parallels the actual flow of 
cases through the criminal justice system, from 
reported offenses to corrections and parole. Also in­
cluded are descriptions of the criminal justice and 
juvenile justice processes in the District. 

The data, in most instances, represent five- and 
lO-year trends. Graphs, charts and maps appearing 
in this report are derived from data presented in the 
tables in the text and appendix sections. In addition 
to the statistical charts and graphs, a geographically­
based analysis, which presents the location of reported 
offenses in the District of Columbia, is provided. 

The law enforcement section of this report includes 
information about reported crime in the District, adult 
arrests, and characteristics of adult arrestees. Also 

included is a geographical analysis that shows the loca­
tion of crime in the city. 

Data pertaining to prosecutions and convictions are 
presented in the section on the courts. Prosecutions 
and convictions by offense type are also included in 
this section. 

The corrections section of this report presents data 
on the average daily population of the District's cor­
rectional facilities and incarceration rates. The sec­
tion on parole reports data for grants and revocations. 

The section on juvenile justice includes information 
on juvenile arrests, prosecutions and dispositions as 
well as juvenile drug use. 

Two new sections in this year's report are descrip­
tions of the criminal and juvenile justice processes. 
These sections provide basic descriptions of the com­
ponents and flow of cases for youth and adults from 
arrest through release back to the community. 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESOURCES 
The District of Columbia govermhent's total expen­

ditures increased 46 percent from fiscal year (Fy) 
1984 to FY 1988, rising to slightly over $3.2 billion. 
The proportion of the District's budget spent on public 
safety 'JIldjustice in 1988 was about 22 percent (Table 
1, Figure 1). 

From FY 1984 to FY 1988, Metropolitan Police 
Department (MPD) expenditures increased 37 per­
cent from about $144 million to $198 million and cor­
rections expenditures increased 74 percent during the 
same time period, rising from $112 million to $194 
million. MPD and the Department of Corrections have 
consumed most of the District's criminal justice ex­
penditures since 1984 (Table 2, Figure 2). 

It should be noted that parole services were 
transferred from the Department of Corrections to 
the Board of parole in FY 1988, affecting expenditures 
in both of these agencies. Transfer of these services 
curbed increases in expenditures for corrections in 
FY 1988. 

Figure 1 
D.C. GOVERNMENT TOTAL EXPENDITURES 
BY AGENCY, 1988 

3.6%------------. 
Government 
Direction 
& Support 

220/0--­
Public 
Safety & 
Justice 

23%---\ 
Human 
Support 
Services 

18% 
Public---------i 
Education 

Figure 2 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURES 
BY AGENCY, 1988 
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TABLE 1 
District of Columbia Total Expenditures* 
by Agency, Fiscal Years 1984-1988 

f' 
\ 

1 . 
,Govt. . 
I Pirection & 
: Support l . 
F E.cononUc 
i Development 

i Public Safety 
f& Justice . i . . 
I Public 
f Education 

) .Huma~ 
I SUpport 
I Services 

I ''PublicWorks 
j' f>. 

: Financing &. 
i0tf~r U:~es 
I Enterprise _ 
! Funds '. 

I. Capital OutlaY' J . . . 

'.1984 

81,165 

'472,389 ' 

497.264 

169,242 

·173,559 -

12i,972 

137.470 

490;379 .. 5~5,~~ ~,929 58~,4.85 
6 

564.932 :.~13,652 .·657,~5 13i.5:t4 

191,838 .196,~19 .' 198,757 :215;~atl 

206,832 1~4,786 . 211,308' ~2,931 

144,473 152/131 . '157~491 • 203iM3 
-. 

136,422 375,514: 431,295 296,724 I 
[ Total I 2,193,5642,4;40,363 2,84Il,691 3,099~779 3,208,679 ! 

'Expenditures are in thousands of doUars. 
SOURCE: District of Columbia Supporting Schedules, Office of the Budget. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminnl Justice Plans and Analysis. 

TABLE 2 
District of Columbia Government Total * 
Public Safety & Justice Expenditures 
Fiscal Years 1984-1988 

1984 1985 '1986 198\ '. 1988 

i 
!-. Metropolitan 

Police " I Department 144,220 !,5i,662 16.9,809 185,750 ~97,687 
\ ! Police " 
; Retirement· 65,070 64,011 66,888. 12,670 74,512 

f 

" .. 
Coucts 47,285 59,698 60.426 65,512 .' 73,544 

Judicial <I 
2,601 Retirement 1,700 1,823 2,020 2,500 

Col'po\1ltion 
Counsel 6,722 8,879 - 9,~02 10,450 '12,317 

Public 
Defender 
Service 4,089 4,246 .. 4,428. 4.786 5,222 

Pretrail 
Sernces 

.. Agency _ i,561 1,486 2,141 2,361 2,435 

C~t1e~tlons . 112,076 136,559 164,727 
. (';-. 

185,412 194,608" 

Board of 
Parole 773 1,088 1,434 1,994 . 3,931 

Other 992 1,259 1,397 1,138 1,711 

Total 384,488 .430,711 483,172 532,573 568,568 

"Fire Department and Fire Department Retirement, settlements and 
judgements, National (Juard and Office of Emergency Preparedness not 
included in public safety expenditures. 
SOURCE: District of Columbia Supporting Schedules, Office of the Budget. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT 

A. Overview 
The Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) is 

primarily responsible for law enforcement in the 
District of Columbia. The department has both city 
and state law enforcement authority, and is charged 
with a broad range of statutory and municipal law en­
forcement responsibilities. In addition to the MPD, 
which has 3,938 police officers, there are 23 other 
public law enforcement authorities operating in the 
District of Columbia with 3,389 commissioned police 
officers. Among the public agencies with police 
powers are the U.S. Secret Service Uniformed Divi­
sion, the U.S. Capitol Police, the U.S. Park Police, 
and the Metro Security Force. 

Many crimes go unreported to the police. The most 
common way in which a crime does become known 
to the police is for the victim to report it. Other crimes 
become known when a law enforcement officer either 
witnesses a crime in progress or uncovers evidence 
of a crime while conducting patrol duties. A citizen 
other than the victim may also witness a crime and 
then report the crime to the authorities. 

Reported offense data throughout the United States 
focus primarily on the eight major offenses defined 
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) as Crime 
Index offenses, or Part I offenses. These offenses are 
further divided into two groups: (1) violent offenses, 
which are homicide, rape, robbery and aggravated 
assault; and (2) property offenses, which are burglary, 
larceny, motor vehicle theft and arson. In selecting 
the crimes to be included in the Crime Index, the FBI 
considers several factors: the seriousness of the 
crime, how frequently it occurs, its pervasiveness in 
all geographic parts of the country, how consistently 
jurisdictions define the crime, and the likelihood that 
the crime is reported. 

Part II offenses encompass all other crime classifica­
tions outside those defined as Part I offenses. This 

Figure 3 

category of offenses is designed to ensure that of­
fenses with different titles under state and local law 
are considered and appropriately distinguished from 
part I offenses when counted. 

After a crime is reported, the police must deter­
mine the validity of the reported crime. Once 
validated, the police investigate and attempt to iden­
tify and apprehend a suspect. 

After an individual is taken into custody, the police 
decide, based on the facts ofthe case, which charges 
to impose and forward to the prosecutor. A complete 
description of the criminal justice process after arrest 
is given later in the report. 

This section of the report examines reported of­
fense data, geographic patterns of crime, arrest data, 
characteristics of arrestees, and trends and issues 
concerning reported offenses and arrests in the 
District. 

B. Reported Offenses 
Crime Index offenses peaked in 1981 at 68,338 or 

10,837 per 100,000 and gradualy declined to 50,367 
or 8,034 per 100,000 in 1985. Crime Index offenses 
then consistently increased since 1985 to 61,715 or 
9,922 per 100,000 in 1988. The increasing trend of 
Crime Index offenses appears to be attributable to in­
creases in illicit drug trafficking. 

In 1988, 61,715 Crime Index offenses were 
reported in the District of Columbia. This represents 
a crime rate of 9,922.0 per 100,000 residents. The 
number of reported Crime Index offenses increased 
17 percent as compared with the previous year. This 
increase in reported Crime Index offenses from 1987 
to 1988 is atrributed to increases for both violent and 
property crime. Violent crime increased 19 percent 
and property crime increased 16 percent; with the 
most notable increases i111988 for auto theft (37 per­
cent) and homicide (64 percent) (Figure 3, Table 3). 
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TABLE 3 '" ' " , ', ,'" ,,0," , ,", ,','", ',' ", 

Population Estimates and Nwn~er"and I!ate .terlOQ,OOO Residepts of Reported, Crime Ipde~ Offen~es iIi the:c.District of ' 
Columbia, Calendar Years1979-~~8' " "J "" ,,' 

V 
;: Murder ,0 

(; ~;/ Crinie Violent Property & Non- Mot9r 
Population Index' Crinie Crime Negligent Forcible Aggravated Larceny- Vehicl~ 

Year Estimate Total Total ?rotal Manslaughter Rape ,Robbery Assault Burglary ,Theft Theft Arson, 
0 ); 

1979 Total.o 660.,20.0. 56;721 ' to.,553 46,168 180 489 6,920. 0 :2,964 13,452 ,,28,819 3 60.6·:~ 291 
Rate 8,591 1,598 6,993 27 74 1,0.48 449 2,0.38 4,365 

t
s46

,,· 
44 

r, 
1980. Total" 637,651 64,0.35 12,772 , 51;263 ,20.0. 439 8,897 3;236 16,260."" 31,068 3,568 ,367 

Rate ),0,042 ,2,0.0.3 8,0.39 31 69 1,395 50.7 2,550. 4:872 560. 58 
{S " 1981 Total 630.,60.0. 68,338 14,468 53,870. 223 414 ,10.;399 3,432 16,832 32;845 3;765 428 

Rate 10.,837 2;294 8,543 35 66 1,649 544 2,669 5,20.9 597 68 

c 1982 , Total (330.,0.0.0. 66;0.71 1"3,397 ' 52;674 194 421 9,137 ,3;645 14,774 , 33;435 4,0.86 379 
'" Rate 10.,487 2,127 8,361 31 67 i,45D 579 2,345 5,30.7 64!:) ,; ,60. 

1983 Total 627,50.0. 58;150. 11,936 46,214 186 40.6 ' 7,698 3,646 12,483 29J4D5~ 3,955 3ill 
Rate 9,267 1,90.2 7,365 3D 65 1,227 58l. 1,989 \J 4,686 630. :59 

1.; < 

333
1 

1984 Total 623,0.0.0. 53,857, 10.,725 43,132 175 • "366 6,0.87 ",4,097 10.,954 ,,27,471 '4:,374 
Rate ~,645 1,722 6,923 28 59 977 658 1~?58 4,40.9 70.2 53 

1985 Tot;li 626,90.0. 50.,367 10.,172 4D,19!i 148 337 5,230. '4,457 10,0.0.4 '24,873 5,0.24' 294 
Rate .8,0.34 1,623 13,412", 24 " 54 834, 711 1,596 3,968 ,,80.1 47 

4;719 
--L" 

272 
q" 

1986 Total 627,40.0. 52,431 ' 9,422 43;0.0.9 194 328 4,181 10.,814 25,818 '6,10.5, 
, R"te 8,357 1,50.2' 6,855 31 

-;:::.~ 
52 752 61?6 11724~ 4,115, ' 973 43 

, '", 

1987 Total 628,50.0. 52,799 10.,016 
.;' 

42,783 225 245 4,462 5,0.84 11,241 ' 24.965' 6,297 280. 
Rate " 8,491 1,594 6,80.7 36 39 710. 80.9, 1,789 ' 3,972 1,0.0.2" 45, 

'-:.~ :::t<' I' 

1988 Totar 620.,0.0.0 61,715 11,913 49,802 369 165(' 5,689 5,690. 12,295 ~' 2&;582 8~633 292 
Rate 9,954 1;922 8,0.33 60. ,27 918 918 Ul83 4:610. d) 1.392', 47 

The following classifi<;ations will be used in this and. subsequent tables: 
Crime Index Total equals Violent Crim~Totai pillS Property Crime Total. 
Violent Crime Total equals the sum of IllUrderand.non"negligentl11li!lslaugllter,. forcible rape, robbery; and aggravated assault. 
PrOPt!rty Crim/",.;I'otalequalstheisum of burglary, larceny-theft,motorvehic<letheft, aria arson. .. ,) . ... '. . 
SOURCE: Metr~lolitan Police Department. {/. ;:; 

Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plan.· s'aild l\nal.Ys .. is." 
• - ' - Q'. 
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C. Reported Crime Relative to Other Cities 
In a comparative analysis of reported crime in U.S. 

cities with populations greater than 400,000 data for 
1988 show that 15 cities have crime rates higher than 
the District. The District's crime rate is 9922.0 per 
100,000 (Table A-6). 

D. Geographic Patterns of Crime 

Crime in Wards 
Table 4 shows the total number of Crime Index of­

fenses, violent crimes and property crimes in the 
District by ward. Ward 2 had the highest number of 
reported Crime Index offenses for both property and 
violent crimes. The number of Crime Index offenses 
in Ward 2 constituted about 31 percent of all such of­
fenses in the District of Columbia during 1988. Since 
Ward 2 comprises in the urban core of the District 
and has a large commercial presence, it is easy to 
comprehend the disproportionate amount of both pro­
perty and violent offenses in this ward. Past research 
has always pinpointed the largest proportions of crime 
in business areas. 

Ward 1, which has the next highest occurrence of 
property crimes, violent crimes and Crime Index 
totals, had less than half as many total Crime Index 
offenses as Ward 2. All other wards, except Ward 6, 
had between 3,500 and 6,000 Crime Index offenses 
in 1988, with the fewest property crimes occurring 
in Wards 3, 7 and 8 and the fewest violent crimes in 
Wards 3 and 4 (Table 4). 

Crime in Census Tracts 
The distribution of Crime Index offenses across 

residential and non-residential census tracts is shown 
in Maps 1 and 2. It should be noted that in maps depic­
ting crime in residential areas, the non-residential 
tracts are left white. Conversely, in maps of crime 
in non-residential sections, the predominantly residen­
tial tracts are white. 

Residential census tracts are those areas where the 
majority (at least 51 percent) of the land is zoned for 
residential use. The residential tracts with the lowest 
Crime Index totals (1 to 300) are primarily in Wards 
3,4 and 5. Tracts with moderately high Crime Index 
totals (301 to 600) are dispersed throughout the 
wards, as are the residential tracts with the highest 

TABLE 4 
Reported Crime Index Violent and 
Property Offenses by Ward 
Calendar Year 1988 

·~Clime ,Violento Property 
Ward P Index . Crime Crime .. 

Totai . T()tat Total' ." 

1 '1},,720 1,727 .. 6,993 
() ~-, 

19,352. .2 ·.·2;926 16,426 

3 3),04 Hi9 .... 3,405·/ 

4 4,667 %9 3,908 

5 5,848 1,382 4,466 

6 8,005 1,577 .... 6,428 

7 .5,289 " 1,526 ~,763 

8 5,285 1,646 3,639 
'0 

Unknown ·945 171 774 

Total 61,715 11,913 :49,80~ 

SOURCE: Metropolitan Police Department. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans 
and Analysis. 

(1 

Crime Index totals (601 to 1,031). Wards 1, 2 and 
6 have several tracts with high Crime Index totals 
while the other wards have fewer such tracts (Map 1). 

Non-residential census tracts are those areas where 
at least 51 percent of the land is zoned for non­
residential purposes, such as commercial or recrea­
tional. The non-residential tracts with the lowest 
Crime Index totals (1 to 300) are primarily located in 
Wards 1,3,4 and 7. Tracts with small and moderate 
Crime Index totals (1 to 300 and 301 to 600 respec­
tively) are primarily located in Wards 5,6 and 8. Ward 
2 has non-residential tracts that have small, moderate 
and high (601 to 2,488) numbers of crimes. Research 
has shown that larger amounts of crime more often 
occur in commercial areas than in residential areas. 
The higher amounts of Part I crimes in Ward 2 are, 
therefore, explainable, given that the majority (59 per­
cent) of the tracts in this ward are zoned for com­
mercial pUrposes (Map 2). 
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MAP 1 
PART I OFFENSES IN 
RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

PART I CRIMES 

1 TO 150 

151 TO 300 

301 TO 450 

451 TO 600 

II 601 TO 1031 

MAP 2 
PART I OfFENSES IN 
NON"RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

PART I CRIMES 

1 TO 150 

151 TO 300 

301 TO 450 

451 TO 600 

I~".I 601 TO 2488 



11---------------------------------------

E. Arrests 
The number of adults arrested for Part I and Part 

II offenses increased 3 percent from 34,753 in 1979 
to 35,913 in 1988 (T.l()l:'; 5, Figure 4). Adult arrests 
for Part I offenses decreased 9 percent from 8,652 
in 1979 to 7,912 in 1988, while Part II arrests increas­
ed 7 percent from 26,101 in 1979 to 28,001 in 1988. 

The proportion of adult arrests for Part I and II of­
fenses has changed over the past 10 years. In 1979, 
25 percent (8,652) of total adult arrests were for Part 
I,offenses while 75 percent (26,101) were for Part 
n offenses. By 1988, arrests for Part I offenses declin­
ed to 22 percent (7,912) of total arrests while arrests 
for Part II offenses increased to 78 percent (28,001) 
of the total. The slight increase in the proportion of 
Part II offenses is due to the climbing number of drug 
arrests and weapons charges in the District. It should 
be noted that drug sales is a Part I offense and drug 
possession is a Part II offense. 

Data indicate that adult drug arrests have increas­
ed 9 percent from 7,820 in 1984 to 8,505 in 1988. 
The data further show that adult drug arrests peak­
ed at 12,058 in 1986 during the height of Operation 
Clean Sweep, a police initiative aimed ?,t street drug 
sales. Sixty (60) percent (5,139) of adult drug arrests 
during 1988 were for the possession of drugs (Table 
6, Figure 5). The District has lead the nation in per 
capita drug arrests since 1983 (Table A-6). 

Figure 4 
PART I at " ADULT ARRESTS, 
CALENDAR YEARS 1979-1988 
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TABLE 5 
Number of Adult Arrests for Part I and 
Part II Offenses in the District of Columbia 
Calendar Years 1979-1988 

Year .~artI ", PartR 
'" 

lfotal~ :0 
",:': ~~l 

..1979 
• < 

'0, 

26,101 . ,; ·8,652 34.75~ 
1980 8,716 24,616 

;/, 

33;332, 
t;> 

19~f' :,9,242 26;182 '35,424' 
.1982 8,844 28,1..];6 37,260 , 
1983 ;8;735 31,065 ' .39,$00 

19~ 8,856 31,050, 39,906 
1985 

., 
8,995 '33,648 42,643 

" 1986 9,17'( '<'34,877 %4,054 
;·li98~ 8,275 ;,' 35,170, 43,«'5 
i988 7;912 28;Q,01 ," 35,9130 

,0.':, u 

SOURCE: Metropolitan Police Department. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and 
Analysis. 

TABLE 6 
Number and Percent of Adult Dmg Arrests 
for Sales and Possession 
Calendar Years 1984·1988 

Year % . Possessi()n 
6 

% 

1984, 3,542 45 
0-,<) 

(} 

04,278 55 7,820 

1985 3,126 36 e 5;523. 64 '8649 .,. 
1986 

" 
'5,058 42 7;000 58 12,058 , 

1987 ~297 48 5,769 521' 11065" , .? 

1988 3,366 40 0 5,139 60 8,505 
>,'\ 

SOURCE: Metropolitan Police Department. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and 
Analysis. 
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F. Characteristics of Arrestees 
The majority of adults arrested in 1988 were males 

(82 percent). Of adults arrested for Part I crimes, 84 
percent were male and 16 percent were female. Of 
the adults arrested for Part II crimes, 82 percent were 
male while 18 percent were female. Of adults arrested 
for drug law violations, 87 percent were male and 13 
percent were female (Table 7). 

Of adults arrested in the District in 1988, 24 per­
cent (8,686) were between the ages of 25 and 29 and 
21 percent (7,585) were 22 years and younger. Of 
adults arrested for Part I offenses, 22 percent (1,762) 
were between the ages of 25 and 29 and another 23 
percent (1,837) were ages 18 to 22. Of those arrested 
for Part II crimes, 25 percent (6,924) were between 
the ages of 25 and 29 and 21 percent (5,748) were 
ages 18 to 22. The highest proportion (25 percent) 
of adults arrested for drug offenses were between the 
ages of 18 and 22 followed by adults aged 25 to 29 
(23 percent) and 30 to 34 (19 percent) (Table 7). 

Nearly all defendants arrested in the District of Col­
umbia who are charged with major offenses are tested 
shortly after arrest for the presenceof drugs in their 
systems. Table 8 shows the drug urinalysis test 
results of adults arrested in the District from 1985 
through 1988. In 1985, 60 percent of the adult ar­
restees tested positive for one or more drugs. In 
1986, that percentage increased to 68 percent, and 
in 1987 and 1988, as much as 72 percent of all adults 
tested for drugs were positive for at least one 
substance. ' 

TABLE 8 

TABLE 7 
Adult Part I, Part II, and Drug Arrests 
by Age and Gender, Calendar Year 1988 

Ie' . 
. o. 

I Age 
I . 

I 18-20 

I 21-.22 
23~U 

25-29. i '30-34 
" I, 35~3~ 

4,.O-M 

i 45-49 ,. 
f 

1 

50+ 

! .','. 
,Ge~1tl~J;: ' 
Mme" 
Female 

, ci 

t'Total 
t 

".',' 

.' 1112 ·.~,0531282.4: 165;1 
'725' 2~695< '850" ,,~]4i61 

.,7()0 .. ··'2,~i28!n 's,67?:1 

• t~i;·:.~~i·,ti;i~tiij1 
. '773' .'19~' .1,Oil<· 
935,J67 laOO! ' 

10 91/'·1,'0:"':': 
,'~ . 

, 28,0()18,50~'}~;~J·~}1 

',J 
'. ,6,661 ., 2i,82~ 7,393 '29;483 '.' J 
-1,251 5,1'l9,:li~12: :6,4~?J 

. 8,595 ·35~913.1 
,-, v,',", .".. .. ': >, ._,,1"'-:' >_<?: i 

*Drugs are a Part II offense. 
SOURCE: Metropolitan Police Department. 
Prepared by: Offfice of Criminal Justice Plans and 
Analysis. 

Adult Drug Test Results, Calendar Years 1985-1988 

¥ 

I' Year 

, ,.Jr"._ 

'Tot~ 
"Tests .," -S' 

., Total . Percent ' . 
Positive :positive. Heroin 

'" 
I I' 198~ t!15;8:?' 
I 1986 14:;935 10,098 

I, 1987 '. '15/167 11,;89,~ 
\ 
! 1988,··.. ,.t5,134, '11,351 

68 
72 .,," . 

12 

Percents based on total number of tests. 

3,166 

. 3>101 
Z,662 

"".2618 .' . , 

Percent 
Pos,itive .e' Coc~ine .•.•. 

.29 
'~l ,,' ,.6',025 

··'l1. q 7,94-7. fLo 

17 10,078 , 
: ~I ~ 

Totals include positive tests for amphetamines and methadone. 
Categories not mutually exclusive. 
SOURCE: Pretrial Services Agency. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 

64 
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The percentage of adult arrestees testing positive 
for heroin declined from 20 percent in 1985 to 17 per­
cent in 1988. The percentage of adult arrestees 
testing positive for PCP increased from 33 percent 
in 1985 to 43 percent in 1987, but decreased to 33 
percent in 1988. The percentage of arrestees testing 
positive for cocaine has doubled since 1985. In 1985, 
32 percent of the adult arrestees tested positive for 
cocaine, while 64 percent tested positive in 1988. 
These numbers indicate that cocaine is the drug of 
choice among the District's adult arrestee population 
(Table 8, Figure 6). 

G. Trends and Issues 
Crime Index offenses have fluctuated a great dea1 

since 1979. The data indicate that the District ex­
perienced its highest crime rate in the last 10 years 
in 1981 at 10,837 crimes per 100,000 residents. The 

Figure 6 
Adult Drug Test Results 
Calendar Years 1985·1988 
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crime rate gradually declined to 8,034 per 100,000 
residents in 1985, but inclined to 9,922 per 100,000 
residents in 1988. The 17 percent increase in Crime 
Index offenses from 1987 to 1988 can be attributed 
in part to large increases in homicide, robbery and 
auto theft. The rate of auto thefts has nearly tripled 
in the District over the past 10 years, rising from 546 
auto thefts per 100,000 in 1979 to 1,388 per 100,000 
population in 1988. 

Drug testing data indicate distinct drug use patterns 
among adult arrestees in the District. The data show 
that arrestees are increasingly testing positive for 
drugs and that these increases are primarily due to 
the popularity and availability of cocaine. PCP and 
heroin use have declined over the past four years 
while cocaine use has greatly increased. These data 
indicate that cocaine is the drug of choice in the 
District and continues to become more widely used. 

1987 1988 
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A. Overview 
After a person has been arrested and charged, the 

charge and any additional information about that per­
son are forwarded by the police to the prosecutor's 
office. In the District, the Office of the Corporation 
Counsel prosecutes juvenile cases, traffic cases, some 
misdemeanor cases, and civil suits to which the 
District of Columbia government is a party. The 
United States Attorney's Office handles the prosecu­
tion of all adult criminal cases. This section of the 
report provides prosecution and conviction data for 
adults. 

B. Prosecutions 
The number of adult criffiinal prosecutions decreas­

ed 7 percent from 23,117 in 1987 to 21,573 in 1988. 
In 1988, 51 percent (10,939) of adult prosecutions 
were for felonies and 49 percent (10,634) were for 
misdemeanors. Felony prosecutions have increased 
63 percent from 6,707 in 1984 to 10,939 in 1988 
(Table 9, Figure 7). This substantial increase in felony 
prosecutions over the last several years is priMarily 
the result of a dramatic increase in the number of per­
sons prosecuted for felony drug law violations. Pro­
secutions for felony drug law violations accounted for 
34 percent of all felony prosecutions in 1984 while 
accounting for 53 percent in 1988 (Table 10). 

Prosecutions for both homicide and motor vehicle 
theft have dramatically increased over the past five 
years. Homicide prosecutions have increas~d 25 per­
cent from 157 in 1984 to 196 in 1988. Prosecu.t.ions 
for motor vehicle theft increased a dramatic 58 per­
cent from 573 in 1984, to 908 in 1988. 

Figure 7 
ADULT PROSECUTIONS, CALENDAR YEARS 1984-1988 
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TABLE 9 
Number of Adult Felony and Misdemeanor 
Prosecutions, Calendar Years 1984-1988 

t Felony, 
I 
i Misdemeanor 
I 
I 'Total 
t' 

7,480 .~. 76~nq18 iO.~39~{: 1 
13,268 13.64,li ~2,~74 ., .. 1l,li99ljl.634' •· .. 1 
19,~75 .2i;11522,~~~ 23,117 21,5731 

L 
f , 

: , 
I 

}. 
i 

SOURCE: United States Attorney's Office, Prosecutor 
Management Information System. 

Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 

TABLE 10 
Number of Adult Felony Prosecutions by 
Offense. Calendar Years 1984-1988 

Offense, '1984 1985 19$6 

Homicide i57 12!/ 141 
" 

Rape 206 180 197 132" 
t;i, 

1,041 897 825 735
0

, 

:706 812 '845 .872 

Ilur~ary .' 676 576 525 482 

Larceny. 138 259' 244 
,',' 

234 

Motor .-;;< 

Vehicle Theft 5'(.3 677 si-t ",888 

Arson, ,36 23 ,22 .21 

108 

732. 

879' 

494 

274 

908 

39 
, 

5,845 Drugs 2~277 " 2,968 S;lQ1 5,768 

, .W~apons 134 127 121 104 

Other' 763 
" 

922 '21· 2 ."" ,,832 , ,()68 

Total 6,707 7480 ~, -' 9,762 '·11,518' 

SOURCE: United States Attorney's Office, Prosecutor 
Management Information System. 

.115 . 

1,426 

.10,939 

Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 
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C. Convictions 
The number of convictions has consistently increas­

ed over the past five years. Data indicate that total 
convictions increased 24 percent from 10,992 in 1984 
to 13,597 in 1988. Of the 13,597 adult convictions in 
1988,46 percent (6,280) were for felonies and 54 per­
cent (7,317) for misdemeanors. The gap between 
felony and misdemeanor convictions is closing as the 
percentage of felony convictions increases and the 
percentage of misdemeanor convictions decreases 
(Table 11, Figure 8). 

The increase in adult felony convictions over the 
last five years is accounted for by an increase in felony 
drug convictions. The number of adult felony drug 
convictions has risen from 1,247 in 1984 to 3,732 in 
1988, a 199 percent increase. In 1988, drug convic­
tions accounted for 59 percent of the District's total 
adult felony convictions compared with 33 percent in 
1984 (Table 12). 

D. Trends and Issues 
Prosecution and conviction trends indicate an in­

creasing number of prosecutions and convictions for 
felony drug cases, homicide and auto theft; but fewer 
for other categories of felony and misdemeanor 
crimes. A 199 percent increase in felony drug con: 
victions from 1984 to 1988 was somewhat offset by 
a 55 percent decrease in robbery convictions and a 
48 percent decrease in burglary convictions during the 
same five-year period. Prior year trends suggest that 
the number of felony prosecutions and convictions will 
continue to increase, while ll1jsdemeanor prosecutions 
and convictions will decrease. The emerging trend in 
prosecutions and convictions reflects increased efforts 
by the U.S. Attorney to address the increase in crime 
that is attributable to illegal drug activity and focus 
more presecutorial resources on felony crimes. 

Figure 8 
ADULT CONVICTIONS, CALENDAR YEARS 1984-1988 
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TABLE 11 
Number of Felony and Misdemeanor 
Convictions, Calendar Years 1984-1988 

1984 1.985. 1.986 1987 1988 

Felony 3,754 4,942 6,285 7,024: 6,280 

Misd.emeanor 7,238 8,246. 6,992 6,518 7,317 

Tobii 10,9!}2 13,188 13,277 13,542 13,597 

SOURCE: United States Attorney's Office, Prosecutor 
Management Information System. 

Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and .\nalysis. 

TABLE 12 
Number of Adult Felony Convictions by 
Offense, Calendar Years 1984-1988 

Offense 1984 1985 1986 1987 0 1988 

Homicide 146 III 94 69 102 

Rape 125 92 55 .,81 37 

Robbery .688 596 444 39l!., 312 

. Assault 305 402 348 268 230 

Burglary 366 326 251 199 191 

Larceny 184 234 260 285 273 
0 

Motor 
Vehicle Theft 121 185 214 322 343 

., 
Arson 12 13. 6 3 5. 

Dl,1Igs 1,247 2,250 3,309 4,622" . 3,732 

Weapons 109 123 . 113 114 108 

Other 451 610 1,191 663 947. 

Total 3,754 4,942 6,285 7,024 6,280 

SOURCE: United States Attorney's Office, Prosecutor 
Management Information System. 

Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 
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CORRECTIONS 
A. Overview 

The District's Department of Corrections was 
established in 1946 and is responsible for the ad­
ministration and operation of a detention facility Gail) 
and various prisons, community correctional centers 
and programs. The District's sentencing facilities are 
in Lorton and Occoquan, Virginia on a 3,600-acre site. 
Minimum, medium and maximum security facilities are 
used to house the majority of the District's male­
sentenced population. The District's Detention Facili­
ty is in the District of Columbia and is primarily used 
to house persons awaiting trial. The District also uses 
the Federal Bureau of Prisons to house sentenced of­
fenders and has recently contracted with other states 
to house D.C. inmates. 

B. Average Daily Correctional Population 
A growing inmate population is one of the main pro­

blems facing correctional managers in the District of 
Columbia. In recent years, the jail and the seven 
prisons have had significant increases in the number 
of inmates they must house and manage. The 
District's average daily correctional population, in­
cluding District inmates serving sentences in federal 
prisons, has risen 52 percent from 7,108 in 1984 to 
10,769 in 1988 (Table 13). 

C. Incarceration Rates 
The incarceration rate in the District has steadily 

increased over the last five years. In 1984, the 
District's incarceration rate was 1,140.9 per 100,000 
residents. By 1988, the incarceration rate increased 
to 1,731.4 per 100,000 residents (Table 14, Figure 
9). The 1988 incarceration rate includes the newly 

Figure 9 
D.C. INCARCERATION RATES, 
CALENDAR YEARS 1984·1988 
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TABLE 13 
Average Daily Population by District and 
Federal Facilities by Facility, 
Calendar Years 1984-1988 

! 1~84'2,04~ ',3;401 259 .' <'·,1(1~ .! 
,0'8;368 1.1~$'5' 1,613 4,299','~25 

,1986 " ~,563 '>419 
2,031,' 

Z;!il>3', 

, 2;247 

"0 !l,292." 

I 
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1,~7 

1987 1,57!) 

1988 1;688 
" 

'Estimates. 

S;377 57{ 
5,978 ,:646 

, o '9;l38O 

407.~ lo,169'~ 

"Placement of D.C. inmates in other state facilities began in 1988. 

SOURCE: Department of Corrections. 
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Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 

TABLE 14 
Number of D.C. Prisoners and 
Incarceration Rates, 
Calendar Years 1984-1988 

Year 

1984' 

1985 

1986 .',9,292 

R~te/JKlr 100'000 

' l,140.~, 

' i,3;H,:s 

I 
I 

[ 1987 9,880 

,I ! 
i9~8 

, 
10;769", , 

\~{ 

I 
'Includes residents of halfway houses, District imnages held at federal prisons, 
sentenced inmates at Lorton facilities and at the D.C. Jail, the District's 
pretrial and pre'sentenced population, and placement of D.C. inmates in other 
state facilities. 

SOURCE: Department of Corrections. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 
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created group of inmates housed in other state 
facilities as well as those inmates housed with the 
Federal Bureau of Prisons. 

D. Offenders Entering Lorton 
The prison population increased by 10 percent since 

1987 (Tables 13 & 14). This increase reflects the re­
cent increases in the number of arrests, guilty disposi­
tions, and felony drug convictions. As indicated in 
Table 15, the majority of persons entering Lorton dur­
ing both 1987 and 1988 were convicted of drug law 
violations, 60 percent (2,437) and 55 percent (3,160) 
respectively (Table 15). 

E. Trends and Issues 
The District's total incarcerated population has in­

creased 52 percent over the last five years. This in­
crease appears to be a direct result of the steady rise 
in felony drug convictions and new prison com­
mitments for drug offenses and other drug-related 
crimes, including homicide. 

At the end of the criminal justice system, the data 
continue to show the great impact that the illicit drug 
trade is having on the District. The District is 
responding to the great increases in drug-related of­
fenses by incarcerating those people who are involv­
ed in drug-related crime. The rate of growth in the 
District's correctional population for 1989 will, 
therefore, continue to be affected by levels of drug­
related crime. Increases in these numbers will cause 
a continued rise in the District's prison population. 

TABLE '15 
Offenders Entering Lorton, 
Calendar Years 1987-1988 

1 r' , 
LCharge •• 

I 

t 
I 

I 
I 
t AlIsljtilt 

l"'Rape , 
I L~ceny" 

f 
> Forgety' 

> ,. • 0·· 

WeapOIls' . 

Other, 
Felonie~ 

T9tal' 

'1981" " . l!fssl 
NumbElr Percept Nti1Db~I', \ferce~t , I 

391' 
G 

,'4,081 ··1QO 

SOURCE: Department of Corrections. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 



---------------------------------------18 

PAROLE 
A. Overview 

The Board of Parole is an executive agency of the 
District of Columbia. The five board members, in­
cluding a chairperson, are appointed by the mayor. 
The board is supported by 103 employees under the 
direction of the chairperson. 

Parole represents a bridge between incarceration 
and unconditional release. The board is responsible 
for determining if offenders should be released on 
parole; establishing terms and conditions of release; 
supervising parolees in the community; and determin­
ing whether to modify conditions of parole or revoke 
parole. 

B. Grants and Revocations 
The number of parole grants increased 28 percent 

from 1,767 in 1986 to 2,270 in 1988. The number of 
parole revocations increased 53 percent from 692 in 
1986 to 1,060 in 1988 (Table 16). 
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TABLE 16 
Number of Parole Grants and Revocations, 
Calendar Years 1986-1988 

;J~ar Grapts RevOcati()n$ 
'\ 

1~86 1,767 692 

1~~7 
{ 

2,244:, ,825" 

198~" 2,270 '1,Q60 

SOURCE: Board of Parole. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans 
and Analysis. 

C. Trends and Issues 

~" j 

I 
I , 

: I 
J 

The substantial increase in illegal drug activities and 
recent changes in parole rules governing revocations 
have contributed to the increase in the number of 
parole revocations. 
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THE JUVENILEJUSTICEPROCESSINTHE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Youth involved in delinquentor criminal activity may 

come to the attentioI.1 of authorities hy being apprehended 
atthescene of the crimeoridimtified as, Slispectsby 
witnesses; . or reported for incorrigibility or other status 
offenses by school personnel, family, neighbors or 
others .. ,The police officet who apprehendstheyoi,lth may 
. elect to reprimand, release 0):' divert him if no; further 
action is necessary. Diverting a youthinvplves referr~ 
ing him to the Commis~ion of Social Services for addi~ 
tiomil services,· If the youth IS apprehended, the Youth 

. Division of the . Metropolitan Police Department is 
notified. . . . 

The Youth Division first takes the youth for initial in­
take to the District' of Columbia Courthouse or the 
Receivmg Home for Children. The youth is,. then, either 
released to the. custody of his parents pending aninitial' 
hearing the next day or detained for an initial screening. 
Initial screenings are conducted by the Supetior Court 
intake staff and involve a review of the youth's socii:d 
and criminal history ,family situation" and circumstances 
pertaining to the charge. Based on this information; the 
court staff may release the youth pending his initial hear­
ing. youth apprehended for homicide, rape,' drug. sales, 
assault with a gun, armed robbery, attempts to commit 
such offenses, and first degree burglary are required to 
undergo judicial review prior to release from detention. 

After initial screening, the probation officer assigned. 
to the case reviews aU information gathered during the 
initial screening, interviews the youth and the parents 
or guatdians when possible, and contacts pertinent 
members of the community who may provide additional. 
information.· The probation officer then delivers a recom­
mendation on whether or not to petition the cas,e to' the 
Office of the Corporation Counsel and prepareJ'l a'report 
to be presented at the new teferrals heating.' The pro­
bation officer's report also provides recommendations 
for pretrial status, which may include pretrial detention, 
shelter care, community"based placements, or release 
to the custody.of parents or guardians pending trial. 

The Assistant Corporation Cpunsel (ACC) conducts 
a screening and inVtlstigation of all cases recommended 
to the Superior Cqurtc;oncerningjuvtlniIes. The results 
of these screenings and investigations are considered 
jointly with the recommendations of Social SerVices Divi­
sion (SSD) of the Superior Court before the final deci­
sion is made to file the petition with the cOurt. The Ace 
reviews the detention decision made in cases of ju .... eniles 
acused of committing serious crimes, and can make a 
recommendation to waive'Juvenile Branch jUrisdiction 
and have the case continue through the adult criminal 
justice system. 

Cases may be "no papered" if the SSD and the ACC 
determine that the case is not suitable for prosecution, 
whereby the case is closed and the youth is released 
withoutfurther court action. 

If the deGision' is made to file the petition, the case 
is forwarded for ,either a new referrals heating or an in-

'. itial helfiing. The ACC may file for a dismissal ofpeti~ 
nonpapersatany'tlme during the proceedings up to the 
trial. . ' " 

, ',.. Thene..y tef~rriils heanngis held before a jud,ge for 
~, youth who have been detained ,pending an initial court " 

appearance. This heiirlng involves a ptesentlltion of the 
petition and the substance ofthe chatgesto the Y()lJ,th, 
parents, and the attorney; the response to the charges; 
at:idthe court, determination of probal>leeause that the' 
juvenile committed the offense. If the court determines 
,that there WaS probable clluse, . the judge thensetsllie 
level oisupervisioD.or cjJstoc;iy the youth wiUteceive 
while awaiting atrial date. Th¢judgeteview~'the ,recom- " 
mendation of the SSD and theACC anClconsiders any 
previous court involvement in making his determination. 

'If detention is warranted,thecourfspeCifiesthe leveL 
of detention, or delegates. that responsibility, to ,the 
DepartlIlent of Human Services (DHS). Youth detained 
pending trial mustbe scheduled for trial Within, athirty. 

, day period. , ',. , '.'... ,', " 
Youth detained pendjng trial ,may be, placed in>either 

secure or non~secure settings. ¥outhheldin maximull) 
secutityare pla(:edaf'Oak Hill, a facility operateli by the 
DHS~ Younger delinquents are held in maximull) securi­
ty, and youth heIr,! in medium andminimuril, secutity are 
placed at Oak Hill Annex or the Receiving Home for' 
Children. Other alternativesmclude communitycbased 
shelter homes andhQmedetentjon programs. '.' , 

The initial heating is. held within ,seve:ndays. of thtlir 
arresffor'juveniles who were released to .the cu~tody" 
of their parents orguarciians.If probable cau~eis deter­
mined after a teviev,':lof evidence by illehearin'g officer' 
and the ACC,releaseconditions,a.trial date and app<>int-
ment of counsel are set..0 , ' ',,'. ' , 
, When a case proceeds totri.al;the Case is heard berore 

a: judge. There is 'no right to jurymaifor juvenile;> in 
the Districtpf Columbia., If tM. allegations in the peti­
tion are ,determined to be flue,the court ordetsprepara­
tionof an indepthsocial summary prior to thedisposi­
tionof the ca~e. If the verdict is acquittal, the juvenile 
is free ,from any further. supetvisl(:m of the courL 

.The pre-disposition investigation is conducted by the, 
SSD. This investigation is the basis for the social sillri­
mary and. maY' include physical and·' mental health e;)!:':" 

\ amID ... · atiop.s.rhe purpo ... '. se o. f.f!1i.·S .. inv.,.e. ~tig.a.tion .. i.S .• to .. de . .ter.,'-. llmIDe the clrC,Umstances Jnfluerrcmg. the • Juvenile's 
behavior in order to arrive at. ahapproprmtedispClsition .. ' 

.. Thejudgement entered at the disposition includes· the 
plea,. the findings, the adjudication, . and the c1ispositiopal 
order. Juveniles who are identified by the court as poor 
probation risks are' tomInitt:ei:l to tile Youth Services Ad~ 
. minlstration of J)HS and are institutionalized or placed . 
in alternative care. . 

If the court decides in favor of probation, the YO~th 
continues his involvement with the SSD, which provitles 
counseling and supervision fOJ; the youth until the court 
requests a case review or immediate court release. 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE 

A. Overview 
Juvenile law enforcement is handled by the Youth 

Division of the Metropolitan Police Department. Ad­
judication of juvenile offenders is handled by the Fami­
ly Division of the District of Columbia Superior Court. 
Prosecutorial functions are performed by the Juvenile 
Section of the Criminal Division of the Office of the 
Corporation Counsel. Legal defense of youth accus­
ed or adjudicated in the juvenile court is performed 
by the Public Defender Service, the Volunteer At­
torney's Office, private counsel appointed by the court 
pursuant to the District of Columbia Court Reform 
and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970, privately retained 
defense attorneys, and student attorneys from local 
law schools. 

B. Juvenile Arrests 
According to the data, juvenile arrests increased a 

dramatic 56 percent from 1986 to 1987. However, 
this increase is partly attributable to modified juvenile 
arrest reporting procedures. Prior to 1987, juveirile 
arrest numbers excluded youth who were taken into 
custody, but not formally charged with a crime or 
referred to court. New reporting procedures now in­
clude all juveniles taken into custody by police. It is 
also suggested that the rise in juvenile arrests is due 
in part to increased juvenile involvement in the 
District's illicit drug trade, weapons offenses and auto 
theft. 

Figure 10 
JUVENILE DRUG ARRESTS, 
CALENDAR YEARS 1987-1988 
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TABLE 17 
Number of Juvenile Arrests for Part I and 
Part II Offenses in the District of 
Columbia, Calendar Years 1979-1988 
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*Part II arrests include fugitives from justice, 
institutions and parents. 
**Includes juveniles released without being charged 
or referred to court. 

SOURCE: Metropolitan Police Department. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and 
Analysis. 

TABLE 18 
Number and Percent of Juvenile Drug 
Arrests for Sales and Possession, 
Calendar Years 1984-1988 

Year 'Sales" % P9SS~s~i~~ .'. % 

1984 .185 '71 

TgtaI. 

",635' 

1 
i 

.-1 
I 

I ·1985 220 35 65 :.630 
.1986 ·'279 n c,:j 

23'.· '1;~~2 
1987* 1,550 18" '1,S94 
1988*¢ "'1,657 1,913 

*IncIudes juveniles released without being charged 
or referred to court. 
SOURCE: Metropolitan Police Department. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and 
Analysis. 
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Juvenile arrests increased 8 percent from 6,148 in 
1987 to 6,627 in 1988. In 1988, arrests for Part I of­
fenses accounted for 34 percent (2,278) of all juvenile 
arrests while arrests for Part II offenses accounted 
for 66 percent (4,349) of juvenile arrests (Table 17). 

Juvenile arrests for all Crime Index offenses except 
homicide, motor vehicle theft, and arson h<l.ve 
decreased since 1987. The most dramatic change in 
juvenile arrests is the 247 percent increase in motor 
vehicle thefts over the past 10 years, from 407 in 1979 
to 1,414 in 1988 (Table A-3). 
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Juvenile drug arrests increased slightly over the 
past two years. Data show a 1 percent increase in 
juvenile drug arrests from 1,894 in 1987 to 1,913 in 
1988. The overwhehning majority of juvenile drug ar­
rests (87 percent) in 1988 we're for the sale of drugs, 
while only 13 percent were for possession. This con­
trasts with earlier years (1984-1986) when approx­
imately 29 percent of juvenile drug arrests were for 
the sale of drugs and 71 percent were for possession 
(Table 18, Figure 10). 

C. Juvenile Prosecutions 
Of the 5,434 juvenile cases in 1988, 65 percent 

were petitioned (prosecuted). Forty-three (43) per­
cent of cases prosecuted were drug cases, followed 
by motor vehicle theft cases (24 percent) and assault 
(6 percent) (Table 19). 

D. Juvenile Dispositions 
A judge may exercise one of several options in 

juvenile case disposition, including: 
(1) commitment to the Youth Services Administra­

tion; 
(2) probation; 
(3) consent decree (conditional supervision by 

court); 
(4) suspended commitment; and 
(5) closed without a finding. 
In 1984, 1,432 juveniles either pled or were found 

guilty of delinquent offenses. This compares with 
1,584 in 1988, an 11 percent increase. The percen­
tage of cases dismissed has increased 14 percent from 
918 in 1984 to 1,042 in 1988, while the percentage 
of cases resulting in consent decrees increased 38 per­
cent from 322 in 1984 to 444 in 1988 (Table 20, Figure 
11). 

Figure 11 
JUVENILE DISPOSITIONS, 
CALENDAR YEAR 1988 
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TABLE 19 
Number of Juvenile Cases Petitioned and 
Not Petitioned by Offense, 
Calendar Year 1988 
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I,Off;t!~~ , 

Subtotal 1,267' 

I Dl1igg " !, 

j Other Part II 

, 1,53l" 
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I, Total 3,534', " 

SOURCE: Office of the Corporation Counsel. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and 
Analysis. 

TABLE 20 
Juvenile Dispositions 
Calendar Years 1984-1988 

"Cori8~mt 
Year 'Guilty Dismi$sed De,cree', Total, 1 

I 

i 1984 
f 1985 I 1986 
! 1987' 
I 1988 

1,432 
1,352, 
1,604 
1;730 
1,584 , 

3~2, 
212; 
3~5 
352, 
444, 

2,67~', '\ 
2,443" ! 

'3089' 1 .. :. ',I 
3,189> I 

03,07°1 
SOURCE: Office of the Corporation Counsel. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and 
Analysis. 
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E_ Juvenile Drug Use 
The District of Columbia Pretrial Services Agency 

began to include juveniles in its drug testing program 
on October 21, 1986. The primary goal of the pro­
gram is the early identification of drug use among 
juvenile respondents. 

Table 21 shows juvenile urinalysis test results in 
the District from 1987, the first full year of testing. 
Of the 3,542 juvenile arrestees tested in 1987, 35 per­
cent tested positive for at least one drug. Twenty­
five (25) percent tested positive for PCP, 14 percent 
for cocaine, and less than 1 percent for heroin. Data 
for 1988 show that drug use among juvenile arrestees 
decreased slightly to 31 percent. In 1988, 22 percent 
tested positive for cocaine, 14 percent tested positive 
for PCP and less than 1 percent for heroin. These 
test results indicate that PCP was the drug of choice 
among juveniles in 1987, but that cocaine replaced 
PCP in 1988 (Table 21, Figure 12). 

F. Trends and Issues 
Total Part I juvenile arrests have shown little 

variance from 1984 through 1988, averaging approx-

TABLE 21 

imately 2,000 per year. However, juvenile arrests.' 
have steadily increased since 1986. This increase crui 
be attributed to the dramatic increase in juvenilediug 
offenses, homicide and auto theft from 1986 to 1988. 
The numbers indicate that juveniles are expanding 
their involvement in illicit drug sales, homicide, auto 
theft, and weapons offenses, which contributes to the 
higher arrest rates. 

As juvenile drug arrests increase, the percentage 
of juvenile drug cases prosecuted also increases, trig­
gering growth in the juvenile detention and commit­
ment population. It is interesting to note that in 1988, 
the overwhelming majority (87 percent) of juvenile 
drug arrests were for the sale of drugs, while the ma­
jority (60 percent) of adult drug arrests during the 
same year were for possession. The 1987 pattern in 
drug arrests is identical. 

Like adult arrestees, available data on drug use pat­
terns clearly indicate that cocaine is the drug of choice 
among juvenile arrestees in the District. 

Juvenile Drug Test Results, Calendar Years 1987-1988 

Pel'cetit ..... 
; Positive J;6~ain~ 

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

Percents based on total number of tests. 
Totals include positive tests for amphetamiens and methadone. 
Categories not mutually exclusive. 
SOURCE: Pretrial Services Agency. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 

Figure 12 
JUVENILE DRUG TEST RESULTS, CALENDAR YEARS 1987-1988 
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SUMMARY 
Since 1984, total District government expenditures 

increased 46 percent and the proportion of the 
District's budget spent on public saiety and justice 
has remained at 22 percent. From 1984 to 1988, MPD 
and the Department of Corrections have consumed 
most of the criminal justice expenditures since 1984, 
with increases of 37 percent and 74 percent 
respectively. 

The District's crime rate in 1988 was 9,922.0 per 
100,000 residents, reflecting a 17 percent increase 
in Crime Index offenses since 19~7. This increase is 
attributable to increases in both violent and property 
crimes. Violent crime experienced a 19 percent in­
crease, particularly in homicide, which increased 64 
percent. Property crime increased 16 percent, with 
a dramatic rise of 37 percent for auto theft. 

Total adult arrests increased 3 percent since 1979. 
Adults arrested for Part I offenses decreased 9 per­
cent since 1979 and those arrested for Part II offenses 
increased 7 percent. In 1979, 25 percent of adult ar­
rests were for Part I crimes and 75 percent for Part 
II crimes. In 1988, adult arrests for Part I offenses 
declined to 22 percent and Part II arrests increased 
to 78 percent. 

Adult drug arrests have increased 9 percent since 
1984, but have decreased 29 percent since 1986. Sixty 
(60) percent of adult drug arrests in 1988 were for 
possession of drugs. 

In 1988,82 percent of adult arrestees were male. 
Of adults arrested for drug law violations, 87 percent 
were male. The largest proportion (24 percent) of 
adult arrestees were between the ages of 25 and 29, 
and 21 percent were 22 years or younger. 

In 1985, 60 percent of adult arrestees tested 
positive for one or more drugs compared with 68 per­
cent in 1986 and 72 percent in 1987 and 1988. Heroin 
use declined from 20 percent in 1985 to 17 percent 
in 1.988. PCP use increased from 33 percent in 1985 
to 43 percent in 1987, but decreased to 33 percent 
in 1988. Cocaine use doubled from 32 percent in 1985 
to 64 percent in 1988. 

Adult criminal prosecutions decreased 7 percent 
from 1987 to 1988. In 1988, 51 percent of adult pro­
secutions were for felonies and 49 percent were for 
misdemeanors. Adult felony prosecutions increased 

63 percent since 1984, primarily due to the increase 
in prosecutions for drug law violations. Drug law viola­
tions accounted for 34 percent of felony prosecutions 
in 1984 while accounting for 53 percent in 1988. 
Homicide and auto theft prosecutions from 1984 to 
1988 have increased 25 percent and 58 percent 
respectively. 

Total adult convictions increased 24 percent since 
1984. In 1988, 46 percent of adult convictions were 
for felonies and 54 percent for misdemeanors. There 
was a 199 percent increase in adult felony drug con­
victions, from 33 percent of total felony convictions 
in 1984 to 59 percent in 1988. 

The District's prison population increased 9 per­
cent since 1987, reflecting increases in the number 
of drug convictions. Sixty (60) percent of people 
entering Lorton in 1987 and 55 percent in 1988 were 
convicted of drug law violations. 

Parole grants increased 28 percent from 1986 to 
1988. Parole revocations increased 53 percent from 
1986 to 1988. 

The apparent 56 percent increase in juvenile arrests 
from 1986 to 1987 was in part due to changes in 
juvenile arrest reporting procedures. Juvenile arrests 
increased 8 percent from 1987 to 1988. Part I offenses 
accounted for 34 percent of juvenile arrests and Part 
II crimes accounted for 66 percent. The most dramatic 
change in juvenile arrests is the 247 percent increase 
in auto theft from 1979 to 1988. 

Juvenile drug arrests increased 1 percent from 1987 
to 1988. Of juvenile drug arrests in 1988,87 percent 
were for sale and 13 percent for possession of drugs. 

Sixty five (65) percent of juvenile cases were pro­
. secuted in 1988. Of these, 43 percent were for drug 

offenses, 4 percent for motor vehicle theft, and 6 per­
cent for assault. 

Since 1984, there has been an 11 percent increase 
in the number of juveniles who pled or were found 
guilty of delinquent offenses. The number of cases 
dismissed increased 14 percent and those resulting 
in consent decrees increased 38 percent from 1984 
to 1988. 

Juvenile drug use among arrestees decreased slight­
ly from 35 percent in 1987 to 31 percent in 1988. In 
1988, 22 percent of juveniles tested positive for co­
caine, 14 percent for PCP, and less than 1 percent 
for heroin. 
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APPENDICES 

Part I Offenses 
1. Murder and Non-Negligent Manslaughter 

All willful felonious homicides as distinguished 
from deaths caused by nelgigence, and excludes 
attempts to kill, assaults to kill, suicides, acciden­
tal deaths, or justifiable homicides. Justifiable 
homicides are limited to: 

(1) the killing of a felon by a law enforcement 
officer in the line of duty; and 

(2) the killing of a person in the act of commit-
ting a felony by a private citizen. 

Manslaughter by Negligence* 
Any death which the police investigation 
established was primarily attributable to gross 
negligence of some individual other than the 
victim. 

2. Forcible Rape 
The carnal knowledge of a female forcibly and 
against her will in the categories of rape by force 
and attempts of assaults to rape. Excludes 
statutory offenses (no force used-victim under 
age of consent). 

3. Robbery 
Stealing or taking anything of value from the care, 
custody, or control of a person by force or by 
violence or by putting in fear, such as strong-arm 
robbery, stickups, armed robbery, attempts or 
assaults to rob. 

4. Aggravated Assault 
Assault with intent to kill or for the purpose of 
inflicting severe bodily injury by shooting, cutting, 
stabbing, maiming, poisoning, scalding, or by the 
use of acids, explosives, or other means. Exclude 
simple assaults. 

5. Burglary 
Housebreaking or any breaking or unlawful en­
try of a structure with the intent to commit a 
felony or a theft. Includes attempted forcible 
entry. 

6. Larceny-theft 
The unlawful taking, carrying, leading or riding 
away of property from the possession or con­
structive possessions of another. Thefts of 
bicycles, automobile accessories, shoflifting, 
pocket-picking, or any stealing of property or ar­
ticle which is not taken by force and violence or 
by fraud. Excludes embezzlement, "con" games, 
forgery, worthless checks, etc. 

7. Motor Vehilce Theft 
Unlawful taking or attempted th! \ft of a motor 
vehicle. A motor vehicle is self-propelled and 
travels on the surface rather than on rails. 
Specifically excluded from this category are 
motorbo~ts, con~truction equipment, airplanes, 
and fannmg eqUIpment. 

Part II Offenses 
1. Other Assaults (Simple) 

Assaults which are not of an aggravated nature 
and where no weapon is used. 

2. Arson 
Willful or malicious burning with or without intent 
to defraud. Includes attempts. 

3. Forgery and Counterfeiting 
Making, altering, uttering or possessing, with in­
tent to defraud, anything false which is made to 
appear true. Includes attempts. 

4. Fraud 
Fraudulent conversion and obtaining money or 
property by false pretenses. Includes bad checks 
except forgeries and counterfeiting. Also includes 
larceny by bailee. 

5. Embezzlement 
Misappropriation or misapplication of money or 
property entrusted to one's care, custody, or 
control. 

6. Stolen property; buying, receiving, 
possessing 
Buying, receiving, and possessing stolen 
property. 

7. Vandalism 
Willful or malicious destruction, injury, disfigure­
ment, or defacement of property without consent 
of the owner or person having custody or control. 

8. Weapon; carrying, possessing, etc. 
All violations of regulations or statutes controll­
ing the carrying, using, possessing, furnishing, 
and manufacturing of deadly weapons or 
silencers. Includes attempts. 

H. Prostitution and Commercialized Vice 
Sex offenses of a commercialized nature and at­
tempts, such as prostitutes, keeping a bawdy 
house, procuring or transporting women for im­
moral purposes. 

10. Sex Offenses 
(Except forcible rape, prostitution, and commer­
cialized vice) Statutory rape, . offenses against 
chastity, common decency, morals, and the like. 
Includes attempts. 
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11. Drug Abuse Violations 
Offenses relating to narcotic drugs, such as 
unlawful possession, sale, use, growing, and 
manufcaturing of narcotic drugs. 

12. Gambling 
Promoting, permitting,' or engaging in illegal 
gambling. 

13. Offenses Against the Family and Children 
Nonsupport, neglect, desertion, or abuse of fami­
ly and children. 

14. Driving Under the Influence 
Driving or operating any motor vehicle or com­
mon carrier while drunk or under the influence 
of liquor or narcotics. 

15. Liquor Laws 
State or local liquor law violations, except 
"drunkenness" (class 23) and "driving under the 
influence" (class 21). Excludes federal violations. 

16. Drunkenness 
Drunkenness or intoxication. 

17. Disorderly Conduct 
Breach of the peace. 

18. Vagrancy 
Breach of the peace. 

19. All Other Offenses 
All violations of state or loca11aws, except classes 
1-25 and traffic. 

20. Suspicion 
No specific offense, suspect released without for­
mal charges being placed. 

21. Curfew and loitering laws 
Offenses relating to violation of local curfew or 
loitering ordinances where such laws exist. 

22. Runaway 
Limited to juveniles taken into protective custody 
under provisions of local statutes. 

*While Manslaughter by NegHgence is a Part I crime, it is 
not included in the Crime Index. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States. 
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Legal Terms 
Accused - A person who has been charged with committing a crime 
but has not yet been tried. 
Acquittal - A decision made by a judge or jury that the accused 
was not proven guilty of committing the crime. 
Appeal - To take a case to a higher court for review or retrial. 
Arraignment - The initial court hearing at which the accused is 
brought before a judge, told the charges against him/her, and ask­
ed to enter a plea of guilty or not guilty. 
Arrest - To take a person suspected of committing a crime into 
legal custody so that he/she can be charged and tried for commit­
ting the crime. 
Bail/Bond - The amount of money set by a judge which aIlows 
the accused to go free until the trial. The purpose of bail is to en­
sure that the accused shows-up at court. The type of bail the ac­
cused pays is referred to as bond (see personal re(~ognizance). 
Charge - An accusation made against the accused that he/she com­
mitted the crime. 
Continuance - A delay or postponement of a court hearing to 
another date or time. 
Conviction - A decision made by a judge or jury that the accused 
is guilty beyond a reasonable doubt of committing the crime for 
which he/she has been tried. 
Court - An agency of the judicial branch of the government with 
constitutional authority to decide questions of law and disputes 
brought before it. 
Defendant - A person who has been charged with committing a 
crime and is now on trial (see accused). 
Defense Attorney - The lawyer for the defendant/accused. 
Dismissal - A decision by a judge ending a criminal case before 
ordering a trial. 
Disposition - The final outcome of a case. 
Evidence - Testimony and objects presented in court by the pro­
secutor and the defense. 
Felony - A serious c...--une punishable by one year or more in a prison 
and/or a fine. Felonies include crimes such as murder, rape, 
burglary, and robbery. 
Grand Jury - A group of 23 D.C. citizens who hear evidence 
presented by the prosecutor and decide whether or not there is 
enough evidence to charge and try the accused. 
Guilty - A decision of a judge or a jury in a criminal case that the 
accused committed the crime with which he/she was charged. 
Guilty Plea - A statement by the accused that he/she committed 
the crime. 
Indictment - A written accusation made by a grand jury charging 
a person with committing a crime. 
Investigation - The gathering of evidence by police and pro­
secutors to prove the accused committed the crime. 
Judge - In the District of Columbia, a person appointed by the Presi­
dent of the United States to preside over a court of law. 
Jury - A group of citizens who hear the evidence presented in court 
and decide whether the accused is guilty or not guilty. 
Misdemeanor· A crime that is less serious than a felony and is 
punishable by one year or less in jail and/or a fine. Misdemeanors 
include offenses such a petty theft, most traffic violations, and 
possession of marijuana. 
Mistrial - A trial that ends when the jury cannot decide whether 
the accused is guilty or not guilty, or a legal procedure is violated. 
Motion - An oral or written request to the judge asking the judge 
to make a decision or take a specific action. 
Nolo Contendere - "I will not contest it"; a plea to a crime that 
does not admit guilt, but has the same result as a guilty plea. 

Not Guilty Plea - A statement by the accused denying that he/she 
committed the crime. 
Offender - A person who has been convicted of a crime. 
Parole· The supervised release of an offender from jail or prison 
before the end of his/her sentence. 
Papering - The decision made by the prosecutor on whether or 
not there is enough evidence to file charges lIgainst the accused. 
Perjury - A lie told while a person is under Uath to tell the truth. 
Personal Recognizance - The written promise made by the ac­
cused to the judge that he/she will return to court when ordered 
to do so; a frequent form of pre-trial release in criminal cases in D.C. 
Plea - A defendant's formal answer in court denying or admitting 
that he/she committed a crime. 
Plea Bargaining - An agreement between the prosecutor and 
the accused that the accused will plead guilty. 
Preliminary Hearing - A hearing to determine if there is enough 
evidence to hold the accused for a grand jury hearing. 
Presentence Report - A report by the Social Services Division 
of the D.C. Superior Court describing the'past behavior, family 
circumstances, and personality of the accused, as weIl as specifics 
about the crime committed. This report helps the judge determine 
the sentence (see Victim Impact Statement). 
Probable Cause - The amount of proof needed by the police, the 
prosecutors, and the judge to believe that a crime was committed 
and that the accused committed it. 
Probation· A court sentence allowing the accused to go free under 
the supervision of a probation officer. 
Prosecutor - In a criminal case, the lawyer representing the 
government and the victim; in D.C., an Assistant U.S. Attorney 
or an Assistant Corporation Counsel. 
Public Defender - An attorney employed by the D.C. govern­
ment to represent defendants who cannot afford to pay for a lawyer. 
Restitution - An order from the judge that requires the offender 
to pay the victim for damaged or stolen property or medical costs. 
Sentence· The accused's punishment after b~ing convicted of 
a crime. 
Status Hearings - Court hearings to make sure that both the pro­
secution and defense are ready for trial. 
Subpoena - A written order requiring a person to appear at a cer· 
tain time to give testimony about the crime. 
Suspect • A person who is thought to have committed a crime 
and is under investigation, but who has not been arrested or 
charged. 
Testimony· Statements made in court by witnesses who are wlder 
oath to tell tle truth. 
Trial- A court proceeding before a judge or ajury at which evidence 
is presented to decide whether or not the accused committed the 
crime. 
Verdict • The decision of the judge or jury at the end of a trial 
that the accused is either guilty or not guilty of the crime. 
Victim -An individual against whom a crime, or an attempted crime, 
was committed. The family or close friend of an individual who was 
murdered. 
Victim Impact Statement - A form used by the judge at the time 
of sentencing that aIlows victims to describe the physical, emo­
tional, and financial impact of the crime on their lives and families. 
Witness· A person who has seen or knows something about the 
crime. The victim is usuaIly a witness too. 
Witness Conference· A discussion between the victim, witness 
and the attorney to prepare for trial. 

SOURCE: Council for Court Excellence. 
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TABLE A~l 
Number pf Reported Violent and Property Crime Index Offenses by 
Census Tract, 1988 

Census Crime Index Violent Property 
Tra,ct Total Crime Crime 

1.0 1,029 114 915 
2.0 1,031 81 950 
3.0 184 15 169 
4.0 157 7 150 
5.1 299 23 276 
5.2 186 10 176 
6.0 296 19 277 
7.1 139 13 126 
7.2 138 9 129 
8.1 153 8 145 
8.1 108 4 104 
9.1 119 3 116 
9.2 39 0 39 

10.1 555 29 526 
10.2 164 6 158 
11.0 361 27 334 
12.0 330 14 316 
13.1 80 4 76 
13.2 241 12 229 
14.0 225 16 209 
15.0 129 3 126 
16.0 260 21 239 
17.0 403 71 332 
18.1 7 3 4 
18.3 110 12 98 
18.4 242 55 187 
19.1 233 29 204 
19.2 109 15 94 
20.1 220 29 191 
20.2 327 49 278 
21.1 268 78 190 
21.2 228 61' 167 
22.1 163 44 119 
22.2 98 24 74 
23.1 114 27 87 
23.2 353 16 337 
24.0 235 55 180 
25.1 260 32 228 
25.2 366 75 291 
26.0 186 8 178 
27.1 330 37 293 
27.2 584 73 511 
28.0 714 165 ··549 
29.0 255 95 160 
30.0 260 75 185 
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TABLEA·l(continued).. ....... '.' ... ' ". I, 
.. Number. of Reported Yiolent and.Property €nme: Iiid.exOfferises by 

Censtl$Tract, 1988.' . . 
,.'. 

i:> Violent ' Propef1;y 
Crime Crime 

3l.0' 318 90 
; 

228 t) 

'32.0 
., 
'354 145" .209 

',,33.1 185 55 130 
33.2 '168 58 Il. 110' 
34:0 710, 

c· 

107 603" 
35.0 . '\1 CO' 298, 58 240 

" 36.0. 406 144 " 262 
37.0 422 179 

~ 
"243 

38.0 696 91 605 
39.0 610' 57 553 
40.0 889 92 797 
'41.0 231 0 "22, 209 
42.1 402 61 341· 
42.2 496 63 433 
43;0 .394 ~ 910 303 
44.0 314 70 244 
45:0 234 52. _ r ~ '182 
46.0:. 371 ,129 242 
47.0 n2 227 495. 

.;;.48.1 288 128 160 
'48:2 294 75 

.. 
219 ", (.r. 

49.1 271 100 171 
49.2 372 " 120 252 
50.0 663 141 522 

II 

821 51.0 986 .165 
52;1 ,640 103 537 
52.2 .393' 43 

,) 

350 
'. 53,1 606. 89 517 
·53.2 818 .. G 72 74{), 
54;1· 947 77 870 
54,.2 .' 973 60 913 
55.1 500 72 428 

.'. 50;2 " 407 JI 36 37.1 
56.0 367 37 330 
57.1 r:o ~1( 346 26 . #" 0 

320 
5'7.2 . 188' 17 :' .:'~ 171 
58.0 2,448 D 303 2,145 
59;0 687 73 614 Q 

60.1 311 34 277 
{)0:2 137 30 107 
.61.0 365" 57 6 ,}'! 308 
6.2.1 

.. 
216 10 0" 206 

62.2 .543 45 498 
63.1 201 30 171 

·63.2 8 4 4 

co 
() 

.... , .. , ....... , "., .. // .. ,-
> -~ "~, - -,.-.~ 
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TABLE A-I (continued) 
Number of Reported Violent and Property Crime Index Offenses by 
Census Tract, 1988 

Census Crime Index Violent Property 
Tract Total Crime Crime 

64.0 287 102 185 
65.0 397 45 352 
66.0 346 44 302 
67.0 460 52 408 
68.1 126 36 90 
68.2 149 30 119 
68.4 110 13 97 
69.0 398 81 317 
70.0 607 120 487 
71.0 409 107 302 
72.0 779 163 616 
73.1 34 5 29 
73.2 506 129 377 
73.4 331 126 205 
73.8 43 10 33 
74.1 248 68 180 
74.4 322 165 157 
74.5 512 180 332 
74.6 225 75 150 
74.7 458 90 368 
74.8 201 77 124 
75.1 711 224 487 
75.2 236 65 171 
76.1 405 101 304 
76.3 420 51 369 
76.4 331 68 263 
76.5 218 25 193 
77.3 411 115 296 
77.7 273 79 194 
77.8 214 49 165 
77.9 178 38 140 
78.3 415 147 268 
78.4 337 154 183 
78.5 425 102 323 
78.7 142 43 99 
78.8 435 175 260 
79.1 252 95 157 
79.3 182 65 117 
80.1 221 40 181 
80.2 339 50 289 
81.0 437 35 402 
82.0 328 30 298 
83.1 458 50 408 
83.2 334 63 271 
84.1 187 62 125 
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TABLE A·l (continu~d) , , ' 
'Ntim1>~r of Reported Violent and Property Crime Index Offenses by 

<;,ensus Tract, 1988 " . 
" if 

Census 
Tract 

Crime Index, 
"Total 

:,' Violent:c 
Crime: 

Property 
Crime 

84.2 303 ,57' '" 246 
85.0,,505 134 371 
86.0, 528 95 433 

c 87.1" 144 41 103 
87.2 168 ,34 134 
88.2 230 078. 152 
88.3· 376 80 .296 
88,4 258 65 193 
.89.3 152 45 107 
89.4 479 104 375 
90.1 61 7 ,54 
90.2510 74 . 436 
91.1 234 60 174 
91.2 465, 147 318 
92.1 125 17 . 108 
92.2 469 136 333 
93.1 331 53 278 c 

93.2 210 52 158 
94.0 283 41 242 
95.1285 21 264 
95.2 293 60 233 
95.3 138 18 120, 
95.5 14522 123 
95,,7 55 12, 43 
95.8 198 28 170 
96.1., ' 146 38 108 
96.2 140 71 '69 
96.3 430 77 353 
96..4 111 18 93 
97.0 418 161 257 
98.1 370 158 212 
98.2 126 47 79 
98.3 147 44 103 
98.4 203 53 150 ,. 
98.5 145 35110 
9~;6 431 102 329 
98.7 ' 293 80 213 
98.8 272, 41 231 
99.1 , 132 12 ' 120 
99.2 201 ' 34 167 
~9.3 217. 10141 
99.4 252 127 125 
99.5 131 44 87 

L ,99.6 143 34 109 
[ ,C ~If' ' "99.7 197 67 130 
t, Unkrtowrt 945 171 Q 774, 

t
k ,), Total 61,715 11,91349,8'02 

~ ',,, SOURCE: tlMetropolltan Pollce Department. ,~ Preparep by: Office of Crimirial Justice Plans and Analysjs. 

\t;. . 
.2...,~~,--,-~.-__ ~ .. _~~ .... .-e ____ M _4'--< __ Iv _p" ~ ..... "_ ~ ~ ... .,.,. - _ - •• _. ~ -•. ", ,. _"""~_"'~ ',,.c, .« •• " __ ,, >"' "_, .... "~~,. ",." " •• __ ~.. , 
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TABLE A 2 \\ 
.' .' -. \\ ' 

Number of Adults Arr~~sted for Crime Index Offenses in the 
District.of ... Columbia{>Calendar Years 1979-1988 

Murder 
Crime Violent Property and Non- Motor 
Index Crime Crime Negligent Forcible Aggravated Larceny- Vehicle 

Year Total Total Total Manslaughter Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Theft Theft 

1979 8,652 

1980 8,716 

198.1 9,242 

1982 8,844 

1983 8,735 

1984 8,856 

1985 8,995 

1986 9,177 

1987 8,275 

1988 7,912 

3,028 

3,114 

3,133 

2,990 

2,946 

2,902 

3,131 

3,001 

2,689 

2,415 

5,624 

5,602 

6,109 

5,854 

5,789 

5,954 

5,864 

6,176 

5;586 

5,497 

SOURCE: Metropolitan Police Department. 

158 

154 

179 

156 

173 

138 

107 

127 

124 

160 

Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 

TABLE A-3 

173 

145 

" 118 

135 

129 

139 

136 

124 

97 

58 

1,231 

1,344 

1,448 

1,224 

1,153 

1,023 

1,030 

952 

764 

715 

1,466 

1,471 

1,388 

1,475 

1,491 

1,602 

1,858 

1,798 

1,704 

1,482 

1,376 

1,378 

1.494 

1,447 

1,335 

1,232 

1,475 

968 

852 

825 

Number of Juveniles Arrested for Crime Index Offenses in the 
District of Columbia, Calendar Years 1979-1988 

Crime Violent Property 
Index Crime Crime 

Year Total Total Total 

1979 3,280 

1980 2,453 

1981 2,428 

1982 2,228 

1983 2,250 

1984 2,051 

1985 2,443 

1986 2,141 

1987 2,229 

1988 2,278 

863 

721 

720 

669 

655 

650 

986 

580 

562 

499 

2,417 

1,732 

1,708 

1,559 

1,595 

1,401 

1,457 

1,561 

1,667 

1,779 

Murder 
and Non­
Negligent 

Manslaughter 

15 

8 

12 

5 

3 

4 

15 

8 

9 

26 

SOURCE: Metropolitan Police Department. 

Forcible 
Rape 

26 

17 

18 

7 

15 

20 

22 

19 

14 

11 

Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 

Robbery 

601 

478 

462 

457 

434 

388 

431 

279 

220 

179 

Aggravated 
Assault Burglary 

221 

218 

228 

200 

203 

238 

518 

274 

319 

283 

859 

577 

572 

503 

515 

384 

374 

243 

197 

122 

3,373 

3,385 

3,770 

3,467 

3,508 

3,635 

3,156 

3,697 

3,354 

3,331 

826 

785 

808 

895 

890 

1,035 

1,193 

1,480 

1,339 

1,297 

Motor 
Larceny- Vehicle 

Theft Theft 

1,130 

807 

768 

724 

648 

512 

343 

296 

333 

235 

407 

340 

360 

318 

419 

497 

725 

1,015 

1,133 

1,414 

Arson 

49 

54 

37 

45 

56 

52 

40 

31 

41 

44 

Arson 

21 

8 

8 

14 

13 

8 

15 

7 

4 

8 
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II 

1'~I.~,,A-4,,,·', .... '. .... ./1 < ."" .•.•... '. . ... 
Totw..· Arrests in. the Distri..ctofCQlumbi;l':Ca1end~ Ye8l'S;'1919-t988 

... . .O'; '.1,1 ... ' .• ,' 

,~t~e;; . .1980 't98ti~982j19~~y' 1984 
.'"AtrestL ..'(/] 

, .,-' ',"-' ';,; 

1~85i9'861981 .;. , . ~,,' 

1('>2 • 161 ,r176 ,14() , i~2 135 

162 ,136'. "142'1 144159158' "1.43 "Ul 
1,82~ .. ' l;~nO" .' 1 1681 j.· 1,~87 1,411 ... 1,461., 1,231 984 

'1,6~.9.1,6l.611,69'. ·57..05.· .•.. jll.1694. l,!W02,376 ·2,072 2,0231,165 
2,235 1,955 ,'2;066 " . .' I 1,850 1,616 .•. 1,~9 .1,211 1,049 ·~.7 

' .... ·4,503 '.'4;192 4.~538 4,191 :[4,156 "4,147 .·.3;4993,9933,687 '.' 3';'566" Laj"c~ny' 
!i~ 

. MotorVehlcl~ 
Theft . 

, 
1,168' . 1,213 1309 '1,532. '1;9i8 2,495 >.'. " :,1,233 1;125 

70 62 . 45 59 ',! 

69 [I .. 60 . .,/: . " 

55 38 

'11.932 11.1,69 11.670.11.07210 .• 98510.995 1l;43tJli.318 l,Oj504 

,-,,' " ':;.: 

4,250 .4.556 " .6;408 ..6,871 ,8;061 .' ,8,:~:62. 9,272< 13;280 .12,960"10,418 , 

.21,042 21,15520,78522,578.24,08923,904 25,88223,49026,129.21,932 

.To~ " 37.22436,880 :~.86340.52143.13543,271 

"SOU~CE:Ml'ltropolitan PQliceDepartment"'Prepaied by:" .office' of'crimirial Justice Pians and Anajysis: " 

TABLEA5 ." .• .' .. , •. , .".. . ....... / ...... ' .•..•... ........ . ,' ... ' ........... . 
'NUIllber: ~dPercellt of Rep9rtedQ!fe~~es,1[i\.dult~e~tsf .andJu~elllIe'·.·' 
Arrests for; Pan II Offel)ses. by Type ofOffEm~e,Calehdar Year 19,88 

. '. ,,' ... ' . .' ;.... '. . .' . . /i[ ..... ..... . , 

Jt~Jlm1~dOffense$ .' . 
j:: .. ' .. ' .' .....•..•...• 

'1; Adult Arrests. 
Numb~t; '. ..Percent Nilinb~r' .' Pe~cent 

AssaUlt 
, .]'org~rY 
'.Fraud .' 

. . Embezzlernent 
. Stolen :" .' 

. ' .. '. ProPemr 
··.Vandalism 
. WeaI>9ns· 
Prostitution. 
Sex: Offenses 

. : Drug Law.s/ 

. .' Gamblii1g . 
. Fl'lrnllY: 
. OffenSes 
Ugu()rLa.ws. 

210 .' 
6,761 

975 .. 
1,269 

411 
9;595 ,." 

7 

9 
2 
3, 
1 

926 .. 

'1 352 
Ii 163· 
jl 4 

.. 0' /1244 J .. II.~~·· 
1,~25 
/'158 
8,505' 

102 

. Druiikenn~ss 
I)isorcl~rly . 

CondUCt /5,243. ' 
Vagrancy .' 5 

It. Fugitive from ", J
1
, .' .•.. : 

I~ ~ r~.5.,.· 
I • T,otlll Part II . 2/8.001 

3 
1 
1 

<1 

1 
2. p 

3' 
4' 
1 

. 30. 
,<1 

o 
1 

<::1 

19 
<:1 
.20. 
15 

100+. 

i,'Nwnber 

,231 " 
l~t, 
4 . 
o 

28 
229 
169 . 
10 
33 

1,913 
46 

5 
.. 5 
o 

354 
. ,0 

829, . 
474 

4,349 i
· Other . j4,190 

I I 

I ';: SOURCE: Metropolitan PoJi~e Department. • Prepar~d b~!:. Office of Criminal Justice Plans andAQaly!>is. 
~L _____ ._.'_, __ , __ ._. ____ ~ .. __ ~ ____ ",." , "'. " ___ .. __ .. _,_.:_" .... , .. ~JL"_,, .. ; ... " ...... "." .. __ c ...... , .... _, .... _ •• _ .... ~~ . 

. 1 
5 
4 

<1 
1 .; . 

'44 ' 
1 

<;1 
.<1 

o 

8 
o 

19 
11 

100 
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TABLE A-6 
Crime Rates (per 100~000 population) for U~S. Cities 
with Populations >400,000 
CalendarY~ar 1988 

Part I PaIj l 
City P6pulation Total'" Crime Rate 

Atlanta, GA 444,995 78;087 17;547.8 
Fort Worth, TX 432,889 74,262 17,155.0 
Dallas, TX 1,017,818 170,402 16,741.9 
Seattle,. WA 505,380 72,694 14,384.0 
Saint Louis, MO 425,187 57,215 13,456.4 
Jacksonville, FL 645,024 84,648 13,123.2 
San Antonio, TX 935,729 116,773 12,479.4. 
Detroit, MI 1,086,714 131,334 12,085.4 
Kansas City, MO 447,461 53,487 

:'\ 
11,953.4 

Boston, MA 579,921 66,491 11,465.5 
i' Oklahoma City, OK 440,136 50,317 11,432.1 

Austin, TX 467,423. 50,673 10,840.9 
Houston, TX 1,725,421 177,912 10,311.2 
EI Paso, TX 501,544 50,980 10,164.6 
'Chicago, IL ** 2,994,100 297,865 9,948.4 
Washington, DC 620,000 61,423 9,906,9 

New York, NY 7,346,352 718,483 9,780.1 

\'. New Orleans, LA 538,047 52,460 9,750.1 
Columbus, O;H 588,428 56,769 9,647.6 
Baltimore, MD 763,880 70,021 9,166.5 
Phoenix, AZ 951,717 87,077 9,149.5 
Memphis, ·TN 668,935 61,159 9,142.7 
San Diego, CA 1,073,466 96,756 9,013.4 
San Francisco, CA 753,927 66;055 8,761.5 
Los Angeles, CA 3,402,342 295,184 8,675;9 
Long Beach,CA 413,667 34,660 8,378.7 
Denver, CO 500,555 41,501 8,291.0 
Cleveland, OH 544,515 44,831 8;233.2 
Milwaukee, WI 611,140 49,429 8,088.0 
Nashville, TN 502,759 37,185 7,396.2 
Las Vegas, NY 510,941 37,461 7,331.8 
Indianapolis, IN 483,187 29,684 i} 6,143.4 
Philadelphia, PA 1,657,285 100,051 '. 6,037.0 

Honolulu, HI 838,656 49,533 5,906.2 
San}ose, CA 732,022 38,406 5,246.6 

*Part One/Crime Index Offenses include murder and non"neglibent. manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery; 
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft, and auto theft. 
**Data collected from the Chicago Police Department. 
SOURCE: Uniform Crime RePorts Preliminary Annual Release, Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
Prepared by: Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis. 
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'Sales. . 
· ... Opium/Cocaine .' 
., .....• atidDerivitives . 
. Marijuana 

"''''Other ,'. , 
,Total 

Pos!:lession . ./' 
··OpiumlCQCaine 

and . Derivitives 
Marijuana 

**OtMt 
Total 

851 
1,084 
3,542 

" . 
.. 1,535 

1,4~8 
1,246 
4,279 

:;527 
tiOl 
3,215 

2,389 

1,521 . 
1,524 
5,434 

SOURCE: Metropolitan J:1oliceDepartment. .' .•.. 
Preparedby:Offi(!e of CriIninal Justice Pians and AnaIysis .. 

TABLE.A-8 

5,OSS 

3,409 

1,653 
1,938 
7000 
'. \j .0 

Juvenile-" Drug Arrests by ,Charge atldTypeof Drug 
Calendar Years 1984-1988 .. ' 

Arrest by 
DrugTy'pe 1984 

(I.V 

Sales' o· ~ 
"'Opium/Cocaine .. 23 6J 190, 

and Derivitives 
Marijuana 69 .. 156 67 

**Other 93 3 22 
Total 185'· 220 279 

•. ' Possession . 
"'Opium/Cocaine' 34 86 106 
; and Deriyitives· .. 
Marijuana' 297' 322 791 

. **Othet 0 119 2 46 
Total ,'4S0<' 410 943 

~Indudesjuveni1es releas~d 'lVithout. beillgcharged Qr referred to. court. 

3,328 

1,176 
1,265 
5,769 

·0 

10' .' 

1987
0 

607 

9$' 
848 ". 

.' -

;728 
-519 

5,139' . 

1,550 ,1,657 

103,' 150 

130 33 
In ·73" 
344 

**H(:lI.'Qin, morphineandcodeille. .' . '.' 
• * *I~Fludes . synth~tics such as Demorol anli, methadori(:l and other nar<:otic drugs' such as ' . 

. ' '. barbiturates andbenzedrille. .' . .' 
.. SOURCE: Metropolitan Police Department. 
Prepared· by: Office' of Criminal Justice Plans and' Analysis. 




