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INTRODUCTION 
The Bureau of Parole has the respon~ibillty to conduct 

Investigations for both parole and clemency matters, to provide 
supervision and submit reports concerning persons paroled from 
training schools, correctional and penal Institutions In 
New Jersey, and persons paroled from similar institutions of 
other states to reside in New Jersey. In addition, the 
Bureau is respnnslble for the periodical investigations and 
recording of inmates involved In the Work-Release program. 

In order to execute its responsibility, the Bureau main­
tains nine district offices throughbut the State, a parole .. 
office In each tnstit~tion, and a community residential fa~~t~­
lty in Jersey City~ 

DEVELOPMENTS .. 
A. Night Reporting. The extension of the supervision 

and Investigation processes beyond the normal working day, 
initiated three years ago informally on the district offic~ 
level, continues to expand to the extent that each district 
office is Involved, resulting in increased validity of repotci, 
closer contact with family,members of parolees, better rel~-' 
tions with law enforcement agencies, and a respectful and I~ 
some cases a more appfeciatlve attitude by parolees. Thlij 
program supplements reguJar night office reporting hours for 
certain specified cases, bras the need for supervision req4tre, 
but eliminates traditional office reporting as a condition of 
parole. 

_ B. Community Reside~tla1 Facility. The Parole Reso~r~e 
Offic~ and 0rlentatl~n Facility opened in December, 1969, ln 
a low-Income housing project In Jersey City with a staff of. 
five dedicated parole officers on a 24-hour-a-day, 7-day-a-~eek 
schedule. 

The objective of P.R,0.0.F. Is to provide a diagnostic 
prescription for the f1e1d district paro1e offices' use. 
Each individual received at P.R.0.O.F. has a special problem 
mak1ng the major role of P.R.0.0.F. that of observation an~ 
diagnosis ~s Its staff set out to try to solve the Immediate 
and sometime secondary problems of the individual through ~ 
utilizing community resources and providing concentrated ~ 
services through re-education and re-training with the goal 
in m1nd of returning the man to the community where he could 
involve himself as a productive element. 

During the year, the services of P.R.0,0,F. were made._ 
aval 1ab1e to 74 parolees who had been referred by the nine~ 
dl~trlct parole offices. The greatest number were recetv,~ 
from the Jersey City, Newark, and Atlanttc·city areas. Th~ 
length of stay varied from less than one week to more than 
two months with the majority remaining for one month or le,s~ 
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In addition to employment opportunities and room and 
board, services offered residents while at P.R.O.O.F. covered 
a wide area with special !zed counsel I Ing the most frequently 
provided service, This, combined with the team approach and 
individual casework of the field officers, offers an opportu­
nity to understand better the parolee and his problems so t~at 
his energies might be directed toward making him a better · 
functioning citizen In the community. P.R.0.0.F, also serves 
as a training and orientation center for parole officers. 

C. Specialized Caseloads_. 

1. Narcotic Users (2 caseloads in different areas of 
New Jersey}. Thislncludes parolees from training school~ 
for Boys, Jamesburg, Training School for Girls, Trenton, aod 
the Youth Correctional institution complex~ living in Essex 
and Monmouth Counties, to Include those who have a history of 
narcotic usage without regard for the actual adjudication 
(Le, although the adjudication may have been for Juvenile 
Delinquency (Petty Theft), the narcotic Involvement actuated 
the legal action). The program \'ii 11 provide intensive Indi-
vidual and group cou11sel l Ing with the parolee, supplemented 
by Increased qualitative contact.s with family members, employers, 
school officials, community treatment faci1 itles, etc. The 
caseload is limited to 20 and will be compared with a randomly 
se1ected control group with similar backgrounds. 

A comparison of the experimental caseload vis-a-vis the 
control caseload, shows (a) an arrest rate three to four times 
higher In the controi group; (b) contacts with the client~ 
f a m I l y , f r i e n d s , e m p 1 o y e r j s c h o o l ~ e t c . • a v e r a g e d a l mo s t t h r e e 
times as many for the special I zed caseload; (c) almost a 30% 
Increase In the employment record of the special !zed caseload 
with a similar corresponding Increase In the number enrolled 
and engaged In community-provided training programs. 

2, Mothers of Out-of-Wedlock Children. This caseload 
is composed of female parolees from the Training School for 
Girls, Trenton, living In Essex County who, In addition to'the 
reason for adjudication, are mothers of out-of-wedlock children. 
The program wi 11 provide Intensive counsel I Ing and supervls.ion 
with the accent on an attempt to stimulate re-education thto4gh 
public and private fad1itles available In the community lri 
order ta create healthier attitudes as they relate to their 
children, to the relationships with their boy friends, and 
with family members, and toward family services In generaL, 
The caseload !s limited to 15 with a similar control caselQad 
In an adjoining district office. 

A comparison of the experimental caseload vis-a-vis the 
control caseload, Is rather disappointing as a result of a 

t' 
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number of changes in supervisory personnel and reorganization 
of the experlm,enta1 and control caseloads, resulting In a 
lack of valid statisti.cal information from which conclusions 
may be reached, Additional experience is required to det•t=, 
mine the success or Jack of success in this area. The only 
factor we can l~gitlmately determine at this time is that ~ 
~lscharge from parole supervision has been accomplish~~ with 
the experimental group at twice the rate In the cont~ol group, 
indicating that response to the intensive helping and counsel­
ling program ha~ produced more persons in the experimental 
group who are able to manage their lives in a socially 
acceptable manner. 

3, Prior Parole Violators (3 caseloads In differ~nt 
areas of New Jersey). This caseload consists of male 
juvenile ~ommltments on parole 16 years of age or older and~ 
not attending school, Jiving in Essex and Monmouth Countiesf. 
who were on paroJe on a prior adjudication, but who were re; 
turned to the Institution on that prior parole by reason of a 
new adjudication or for technical violations. Normally super-
sophisticated In the areas of police authority, the court 
process, institutional treatment, and parole supervision, 1t 
is fe1t that an Intensive treatment proc~ss might be produc­
tive of an Increased motivation to remain in the community. 
The caseload Is limited to 20 with a similarly constructedi 
contro.1 caseload. 

Intensive &upervision of the experimental caseload ha~~ 
produced an arrest rate approximately 70% lower than the . 0 

control group, an employment rate 40% higher, home, office; 
school, family and employment contacts averaged five times .. 
as many as In the control group, agency referrals were 70% .. 
higher, whl le failure on parole was significantly higher in 
the control group. It is Interesting to note that enroll­
ment in high school and community colleges is obviously 
apparent in the experimental group with none enrolled in the 
control group. 

D. Work-Release P.rogram. 

The introduction of the work-rel~ase program provided 
for the rele~se of Inmates to a community work progr~m and 
return to the parent institution at the completion of the 
workday. This necessitated weekly reporting by a me~ber of 
the Parole staff for a three-week petlod followed by a report 
every three weeks thereafter. It also required the prior 
Investigating and reporting of the potential work opportunity 
and directed that potential opportunities be developed for 
future ~ork-releasees. During the year, approximately 220 
Inmates in the program were reported upon from the district 
offlcei 1ocated in Red Bank, Elizabeth, Atlantic City and 
Trenton with the majority of the cases from the Trenton office. 
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E. Caseload Growth. During the year the tota1 cases 
under supervl•ion In New Jersey climbed ~om 5351 to 5759, a 
nume.ficaJ increase of 408 (7.6%). The average percentage of 
growth each year over the past ten years was 3,4%. In addition 
to the 5759 cases under ~upervision in New Jersey, there were 
264 cases being supervised In other states for New Je~sey. 
The greatest Increase in growth is In the Jersey City and 
Red Bank offices, with a lesser increase in At1antlc City, 
Camden and Clifton offuces, a somewhat greater increase in 
the Newark offices, and a 1eve1ing off In the Elizabeth and 
Trenton offoces. 

F. Health Services Fund. Budgetary approval was granted 
of $5,000 to fill the need for narcotic use detection costs as 
a result of unscheduled testing of p~rolees, to purchase 
clinical serv1ces for parolees (particularly in crises situa­
tions) in the community where a re1atlvely long delay may 
resu1t from non-fee .c1!nlcal services. This fund was con­
sumed in Its entirety by the nine district offices and its 
value was confirmed as a positive use In the detection, treat­
ment, and deterrant vaJue of narcotic abuse cases and In the 
capability of contin·td·ng parolee~ in the community through the, 
purchase of services rather than returning them to an tnstltu~ 
tlon as the on1y alternative. 

G. Professional Development Program. This pr~gram ~as 
designed to provide fu11 pay for a 16-month full time scholar­
ship at Rutgers University leading to a Master's Degree in 
Social Work and was utilized by five st~ff members who are 
icheduled to graduate in. December, 1970, 

. H. Capita! Developments. After a year and a ·half of: 
seeking for adequate qu•rters for the Camden Office, which· 
was destroyed by fire, a new building was provided In May of 
1970 and the office w~s finally occupied on that.date. 

.1 .· .. 

I. Projects. In August, 1969, a request for funds~~,-
submi tted for a project, "Proposal for an Exploratory Study 
In the Description of Parole Supervision Techniques." This 
project had as Its objective to classify and measure parole 
techni~ues to determine the effectiveness of the various 
techniques either generally or with characteristics of 
specific p~rolees. Shortly thereaft•r, t~e project was o. 
funded and at the close of the fiscal year was still in opera­
tion. 

At about -the same tlm~ a proposal was submitted by the 
Department of Soclo1ogy of Rutgers Universu.ty entitled, 11 The 
Socializing Effect and Capabilities of Wives and Glr1 Friends 
of Offenders." This was also approved and at the end of the 
fiscal year had not been completed. 
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TRAINING 
The Master Training Plan was tailored to produce a viable 

program at the level where it would have the greatest lmpacto 
It separated the training methods into groups Involving seven 
1eve1s of training activities~ experience, materials and 
resources as fo11ows: 

Group i. Bureau orientation classes for new officers 
were scheduled twice during the year, on the basis of five 
full-day sessions which included tours of the correctional 
Institutions. Contact was totally 1nformationa1 with, and 
accent on, audience exchange and participation, leaving pr9-
cesses and procedures for on-the-Job training in the field 
district offices. 

Division orientation of one day was attended by all new 
employees. 

Group I I. In-service training sessions for all parole 
officers with less than five years of experience were held_on 
a regional basis during the months of September, November, 
February and April to provide the means, methods and prepara­
tion for achieving immediate goals. 

Group I I I. Forty-two officers and trainees partlcipf!ed 
on a selective basis in the third grouping of training actiiji­
tles that developed the decision-making process by Involving 
the officers In a variety of specific roles, requiring analysis, 
eva1uation and comment (feed-back). ' 

Twenty-eight members of the Division Line Employees 
T r a I n i n g P r o g ram s p e n t '' a day w i t h a p a r o 1 e o f f I c e r" i n one 
of the various parole districts. · 

Group IV. The Parole Resource Office and Orientatlo~-
i' 

Facility was utilized for a graduate level credit course 
entitled, "The Community: Its Social and Organizational 
Structure, 11 tuition free 1 one evening a week for nine parole 
officers, two Hudson County Probation officers, two Jersey City 
pblicemen, a 1leutenant from the Hudson County Sheriff's Office, 
and the Su~erlntendent of the Hudson County Youth House. 

Quarterly training meetings of the entire Institutional 
parole staff of each institution were held to standardize _ 
approach and to provide opportunity to resolve difficulties 
thrciugh experiences of the group. 

Eight officers participated in the Division Group Coun~el-
1 Ing Workshop Serles. The Rutgers School of Alcohol Studles, 
three weeks scholarship, was utilize~ by several officers. 
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Bl-monthly meetings of the s~nlor parole offlce~s, re~pon­
slble for training, were held at P.R.O.O.F. for the purpose of 
coordinating and accenting the fmportan~e of the task to 1 

structure their active involvement In the training process. 
·,, 

Training Actl!lties - Five parole officers attended a 
course on Alcohol and Na~cotlcs Education which was sponsored 
by the bepar~ment of.Criminal Justice out of Trenton State 
Co11ege,wtth L.E.E.P. funds; 

Group V. The New Jersey Welfare Council's Annual 
Institute at Asbury Park, New Jersey, w&s attended by 23 
selected staff members .. The Annual Health Education Workshop 
In Montclair was attended by 12 staff members of the two Newark 
offices. 

There was one parole officer selected by the Bureau and 
the Rutgers Admissions Committee for the Professional Develop­
ment Program leading to a Master's Degree in social work» who 
recelved his MSW. 

~oup VI. Great emphasis was placed on involving all 
supervisory personnel in Management Training Programs, using 
as resources: the Civil Service sponsored Management Course, 
Division sponsored Management Training Seminar, and Unlverslty 
and College Institutes. 

Mr. Arluke was appointed as a me~~er of the Project T~~lnlng 
Advisory Board to develop models of in-service training for · 
staff dealing with Juveniles, and preventive, rehabi1itattve 
and control settings. 

Gfoup VI I. A Civi 1 Service sponsored inter-departmental 
secretarial training aid refresher course was offered tot~~. 
stenographic staff. 

. \, ,; 

PERSONNEL 
0 n J u 1 y 1 , 1 9? 9 , t he re we re 1 0 3 b u d g e t e d pa r o 1 e .of f I c e r, 

positions in the ~{ne districts (~n increase of fouf over 
last year). 5 paro1e officer positions In the Institutional 
parole offices (no chang~ over last year), and 3 parol'e officer 
positions assigned to P.R.O.O.F., the community residence faci­
lity In Jersey City, totaling 11l positions of which 11 were 
females. 

The supervisory staff was composed of the Chl.ef, 5 sup~r­
vfsing paro1e officers (an increase of one), 9 district paro1e 
supervisors (no change), 11 assistant district supervisors (no 
change}, 7 senior Institutional parole officers (no change), 
and 9 field senior parole offlc•rs (an increase of 5 as a result r 
of Federally funded specialized caseloads). 1

'" 

I 
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The clerical staff was comprised of & principal clerk­
stenographers, 13 senior clerk-stenographers (an Increase of 
one), 46 clerk-stenographers <•ri Increase of one), and 3 clerk 
trainees (an increase of 3), tot a 11 ng 68 (an increase of 5). 

During the year there were 32 resignations (an Increase 
of 4) of professional staff as follows: 13 accepted higher 
paying positions with other al Jied ~gencles ~t in private 
industry; 1 promoted to a position in Division· of Correction' 
and Paro1e; 5 returned to graduate school; 3 moved out of 
state; i returned to teaching position; 3 not suited for 
parole work; 2 replaced from temporary employment; 4 per­
sona] reasons. 

Personnel Chart 

Chief SPO DPS ADPS Sr.P.O. P.O. PCS SCS CS CT Total 

C. 0. 

D0#1 
00#2 
00#3 
00#4 
00#5 
00#6 
D0#7 
00#8 
D0#9 

Sub-totals 

IPO-SHB 
IPO~SHG 
IPO-RA 
IPO-NJR 
IPO-YRCC 
IPO-RFW 
IPO-NJSP 
Sub-totals 

PROOF 

5 

5 9 

J 
2 

' 1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 

1 1 

1 
l 
1 
1 C 

1 
1 
1, 
l 
1 

9 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

7 

1 J 
16 
12 
12 
9 

IO 
10 

8 
....!i 1 

103 6 

2 

2 

5 

2 9 

4 19 
5 27 
5 21 
5 2l 
3 17 
4 18 
4 18 

.1 3 J 5 
1 ..2.. - _ll 
8 38 2 192 

2 

5 

4 
2 
2 

1 2 
1 6 
1 2 

__! ___ 7 

7 25 

1 4 ---
Grand 1ota1 1 ......2. .....i 11 16 

_, _3 

I J 1 6 .!1. il...1221 

SPO - Supervising Parole Officer 
DPS - Distr!c t Parole Supervisor 
AOPS- Assistant District Parole Supervisor 
PCS - Principal Clerk Stenographer 
SCS - Senior Clerk Stenogr~pher 
CT - CJerica1 Trainee 
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DISCHARGED PRIOR TO EXPIRftJIOM OF MP1XIMUM 

The following number of parolees were discharged from 
parole prior to the expiration of their maximum sentences as 
a result of recommendations by the Bureau: 

State Prison Complex.,.,, .. , .. ,. .. ,. ............ 16 
Youth Correctional Institution - Yardvi 1le ...... 52 

- Bordentown ..... 136 
- Annandale •..••• 142 

Training School for Boys, Jamesburg .....•.•. , .•. 130 
Training School for Girls, Trenton •............. 74 
Correctional institution for Women, Clinton .. ,., 27 

577 

In addition to the 577 discharged by recommendation, 1233 
parolees completed their maximum sentences on parole, and super­
vision was terminated on 1435 by reason of new commitment, 
return as parole violator, and death. 

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT 
As a result of referrals to agencies including Job Corps, 

Neighborhood Youth Corps, Rural Youth Conservation, Manpower 
Development and Training, etc., it was determined that as of 
the end of June, 1970, 730 parolees had been accepted In the 
various E,O.A. Programs. This represents an increase of 66 
cases over last year, 

.E.8fil21._EI._ EAJlli.l_N GS (CAL EN Qt\ R YE AR 1913 9) 

During the calendar year 1969, 8323 parolees under super­
vision In New Jersey earned $12,137,984, an Increase of $1,082,099 
over the earnings of 1968. The number of individuals under 
supervision in ]969 increased by 194 over 1968, 

Sixty-four per cent (5,316) of those under supervision during 
the year were classified as employed (worked a11 or part of period 
under supervision whlih period of supervision could be from one 
week to the fu11 year) and 17% (1,453) were unemployed throughout 
their entire period of supervision, although employable, The 
other 19% (1,554) were classified as unemployable by reason of 
being missing or In custody for the entire period of supervision 
during the year, or attending school, being engaged in homemaking, 
or being incapacitated. The rates for the past five years follow: 

_1_96 5_ 11.66 ,196 7 1968 _1969. 

Employed 68% 68% 64% 6 3% 64% 
Unemployed 14% l 4% 16% 15% l 7% 
Unemployable l 8% 18% 20% 22% 19% 

it should be noted that 39% of the 8,323 parolees supervised 
were under supervision for a period of from 10 months to 
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the full year In 1969; 17% from 7 months to 9 months; 20% 
from 4 months to 6 months; and 24% fro~ I day to 3 months~ 

From facts available It is Impossible to establish a meaning­
ful average of p~ro1ee earnings, but for comparative purpose~ 
the average earnings of employed parolees are presented: 

1965 - $1,608 1966 - $1,723 1967 - $1,925 1968 .,.· $2~143 
1969 - $2,283 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
Current limited experience with the operation of the 

parole community residential facility would indicate that 
expansion of this type of operation b~L~gs Into focus round­
the-clock supervision, intens~ve Interaction, and total. 
communlty involvement of parolee and parole officer. 

Experience with specialized caseloads accenting parolee 
characteristics and specific treatment techniques Indicates 
that much more may be accomplished. 

The expanding of work hours outside of the normal routine 
hours, conducted on a limited ~xperimenta1 basis, offers a. 
further expansion of the potentialift~s·of increasing the 
q u a l i t y o f s .u:p e r v i s i on . · · 

Minlmum fund requirements are being investigated in 
order to initiate a career-oriented program for the use of 
Parole Aides and of Community Volunteers. 

CASELOADS (SEE TABLES #1 AND #lA ATTACHED) 

A• of June 30, 1970, the Bureau was responsible for 6025 
.parolees, an increase of 424 cases on the same date the previous 
year. Yet, totally, the &ureau handled 152 more cases during 
the year than the preceding year (9444 In 1969-70 as against 
9292 in 1968-69). The total cases handled. In 1969-70 Is an. 
increase of 11.7% over those handled in 1965-66. 

"' 

A. Under Supervision Jn New Jersex. At the close of 
fiscal year 1968-69, there were 5362 -parolees under supervision 
tn New Jersey, to which were added 3642 during the ye~r 1969-70, 
for a to,tal number of 9004 parolees supervised. This was an , 
increase of .6% over the total number supervised rn New Jer~ey 
the ye~r b~fore. This figure ~h6ws that the trend of increased 
cases each year continues to exist. 
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B. New Jersey Cases Being Supervised by Other States. 
During fiscal year 1969-70, 163 cases were added to the 197 
already under supervision in other states, for a total of 360 
supervised during the year. This was an Increase of 33% 
supervised the prior year. On June 30, 1970~ there were 216 
parolees from New Jersey under supervision in other states. 
This reverses the trend in the decreasing number of New Jersey 
cases supervised out-of-state which has existed since 1964. 

C, Central Office Special Fil.e. This category Includes 
those cases not the responsibl 1 ity of any New Jersey District 
Office, or any other, states, thus responsibility falls upon 
the Central Parole Office. in this category are cases 
pa~oled to other states, but became missing, those paroled to 
out-of-state warrants, certain cases Incarcerated in out-of~ 
state institutions, and deportation cases. During the fis~al 
year 1969-70, 28 cases were added to the 52 In thJs category 
at the beginning of the year, for a total of 80 cases. At 
the end of the fiscal year, there were 50 cases In thl~ category, 
showing a decrease of 10 cases from the previous year on the 
same date, 

D. Average Caseload in New Jersey. One hundred and three 
field parole officers supervised 5759 parolees as of June 30, 
1970. The male portion of this caseload (5386 cases) was . 
supervised by 92 male parole officers for an average caseload 
of 58. The female caseload (373 cases) supervised by 11 female 
parole officers, averaged 34 cases per officer, Six senior 
parole officers supervise an average caseload of 20 speciallz~d 
cases under a Federally funded program. In addition to case-
load supervision, each officer is required to complete pre­
parole investigations, specl,al investigations, occasional 
pre-sentence reports, and clemency Investigations, 

The average caseload for the male parole officer Increased 
from 55 to the present 58, and the female caseload decreased 
from 44 to 34 In the past year. 

SUPERVISION 
To discharge their responsibl Ii ties in supervising parolees 

and In completing assigned investigations, parole officers in 
1969-70 made 418,657 contacts as compared to 396,979 contacts 
In 1968-69, This represents an increase of 5,4%. On the 
basis of the number of field parole offiers in service, these 
figures show the average number of contacts decreased from 
4348 to 4064 co~tacts per parole officer. 

Included in the total figure of contacts fiom 1969-70, 
there were 51,159 home visits (compared to 50,235 last year); 
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52,157 community contacts, other than employment or school 
( 4 6 , 71 1 1a s t ye a r) ; 3 , 2 4 4 e mp 1 o y me n t v .i s i t s ( 3 , 1 9 1 1 a·s t ye a r ) ; 
and 1,071 school visits U·,527 last year). .. · 

The effortJ of the,parole bff.f~ers resulted In the sub~ls­
sion of 38,755 reports, incltidlng 32,100 supervision reports. 
and 6,655 Investigation reports in 1969-70 as contrasted to · 
39,024 total reports, 32,962 supervision reports and 6,062 
Investigation reports in 1968-69, 

The districts reported traveling 511,023 total inl1es 
supervision of parolees and in comp"leting Investigations.: 

I n me e t I n g the l r resp on s i b i 1 i t i es , the I n s t I tu t i on a 1 
parole offices accounted for 5149 pre-parole inverviews, 
2925 Inmate tequested interviews, 922 report encapsulations 
for the Boards of Managers, 939 violator interviews, 2014 
admission reports, 451 parole classes, and 105 orientation 
classes. 

RETURNS TO INSTITUTIONS (SEE TABLES #2, #2A, AND #2B) 
Returns to institutions by new commitments and technical 

violations during the year 1969-70 showed there. was a 1.5% 
increase in relation to that year's caseload (14%) as comp•red 
to 1968-69 (12.5%). 

The year 1969-70 had the lowes~ p~r cent of returns for' 
new commitments (5.4%) in the last 5 years, as compared to 
the highest rate (7.6%) in 1965-66 period. Conversely, the 
ye~r 1969-70 had the highest rate of retu·rns for technical 
violations (8.7%) In the past five years as compared to the 
lowest rate during this period (6.6%) in 1967-68 and 1968-69. 

In 1969-70 female parolees (6.9% of female caseload) 
received fewer commitments (1.0%) and less returns for techni-
c a 1 v i o 1 a t i on s ( 5 . 9 % ) than ma I e pa r o I e es (1 4 . 6 % ) . New 
commltme~ts for males accounted for 5.7% of the returns, and 
technlca1 violations acc~unted for 8.9%. 

MISSING CASES (SEE TABLES #3 AND #3A) 
The• number of missing cases continues to Increase, For 

the past three y~ars as of June 30, mtssing cases ros~ from 
462 to 499 to 530, repres~ntlng respectively 8.2% of the total 
Bureau caseload to 8.9% to 9,1%. Parolees from the Trai~lng 
School for Girls accounted for the largest per cent of mlssfng 
cases (2LO%) In relation to respective caseloads, followed by 
Correctional Institution for Women 17%, and State Prison 13.1%. 
In descending order, the other institutrons show the following: 
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Youth Correctional Institution, Bordentown - 12.1%; State 
Hospitals (sex offenders) - 8.5%; Training School for Boys, 
Jamesburg - 6.7%; Youth Correctional Institution, Annandale -
5.4%; and Youth Reception and Correction Center -n5.0%; 

Jm 
3-30-71 
Att. 



TABLE #1 

TOTAL CASES UNDER SUPERVISION - 1969-1970 (By Institutions) 

IN NEW JERSEY IN OTHER STATES CENTRAL OFF ICE SPEC I AL FILE 

··················~················ ················· ................ ................ , ················ ·················· ················ .................. 
UNDER TOTAL NO. UNDER UNDER TOTAL NO. UNDER UNDER 

SUPER- TOTAL SUPER- SUPER- SUPER- TOTAL SUf'ER- SUPER- SUPER-

VISION CASES VISED VISION VISION CASES VISED VISION VISION 
7/ 1/69 ADDED 1969-1970 6ho/10 7/1/69 ADDED 1969-1970 6130170 7/ 1/69 

TRAIN ING SCHOOL FOR GIRLS 224 58 282 179 I I 2 0 I ..................... .................. ................. . ................ ................. ••••••••••••o•••• ................... .-................... ................. ·················· 
CORRECT! ON AL INSTITUTION FOR WOMEN 239 lOO 339 178 13 13 26 16 3 ........ ................... ••••••••••••••••<> ••·••············· ..... ,. ............... ...... ·-·••········ .................. . .. .. ... .. .. .. .. .. . ................... ·······•·········· 
TRAINING SCHOOL fOR BOYS, JAMESBURG 704 379 1083 669 4 4 5 3 ... ·················· ··•·••············ 0000 000000 ♦ 0 oooOoo ................. ................... .................... .......... 8 ..... ..................... ................... 
YOUTH CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION COMPLEX 

ANNANDALI: 
•• •• •••••••••• •••••••••• •••• •••••••••o•• 

BORDENTOWN ••••••.•••••••••••••••••••.•••••••.•••• 

YOUTH RECEPTION & CORRECTION CTR • .. 
STATE PRISON ............................................ 
PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITALS {sex Offenders) .. 
OUT-OF-STATE CASES IN N. J. 

FEMALE··--························ .••••••••••••••• 

MALE ·····••·············•'"·•·······--······· ........... 
TOTAL 

UNDER SUPERViSWN 7/1/69 

TOHL CASES ADDED 

TOTAL NO. SUPERVISED 1969-1970 

UNDER SUPERVISION 6/30/70 

950 ..................... 
1326 ....................... 
465 .................... 
983 

·················· 
60 .... ............ ... 

21 ......................... 
390 ················· 

5362 

5362 

731 ........... ......... 
797 ................. 
615 

·······••<>••····· 
709 ................... 

5 
,. .................. 

12 .. .................... 
236 .................. 

3642 

3642 --··--

1681 1053 20 17 37 .. .... .... ....... . ................ ................... ................. .................... 
2123 1341 48 37 85 ... .... .. .. .... .. ................... .................. ................. ................... 
1080 805 17 27 44 ................... ··········· ...... •.a••·············· ......... ....... .................... 
1692 1066 86 61 147 ..................... .... ............. ................... ................... .................... 

65 59 8 3 II .................... ... ....... ........ ................... ..................... ................... 

33 16 - - -..... .., .......... ..................... ................... ................ ................... 
626 . 393 - - -..... ... ............. . ................. . .................. ····••-o••······. ...................... 

I 

9004 ' 5759 197 163 I 360 

197 ) 
! 
1 

163 ; 
! 

9004 ' 360 

5759 

TABLE #1 A 

NUMBER OF PAROLEES SUPERVISED 
5 Year Comparison - ( 1966 - 1970) 

1965- 1966 1966.- 1967 1967 - 1968 1968 - 1969 

8,454 8,773 8,988 9,292 

16 2 ................. .................. 
53 9 .................. .................... 
30 5 

.................. ·················· 
88 28 ................. ....................... 
8 I . ................ .................. 

- -................ ............ ...... 
- -

······••••4•····· .......................... 
216 52 

52 

216 

1969 - 1970 

9,444 .................. .............. ...................... , ............... • ......................... g .......... ...................................... . ............................... 
+ 2.2% -t:~· .. 8~ + 2. 9% + 3.4% J .... + 1.6% .. ....... . ..................... 

+ 11. 7% 

............... ····································· 
TOTAL NO. UNDER 

TOTAL SUPER- SUPER-

CASES VISED VISION 

ADDED 1969-1970 6/,0/70 

2 3 2 ................ .................. .................. 
3 6 3 ................ . ................. .................. 
0 3 0 . ................ ................... ·················· 

2 4 3 ................ ................... . .................. 
6 15 10 ................ .. ........ ...... .. . .. ················ 2 7 3 . ................ ................... . ................. 

13 41 29 ................ . ................. . ................... 
0 I 0 ................ ·················· ·················· 

- - -................ . ................. . .................. 
- - -. ................ .................... .................. 

28 80 50 

28 

80 

50 

TOTAL 
················· 

UNDER 

SUPER-

VISION 
6/,0/70 

181 ................. 
197 .................. 
674 . ................. 

1072 ..............•.. 
1404 ................. 
838 .................. 

1183 
·················· 

67 
.••················ 

16 
·················· 

393 . ................. 
6025 

5611 

3833 

9444 

6025 



DISTRICT OFFICE 

TABLE #2 

NUMBER AMD PER CEMT OF VIOLATORS 
BY DISTRICT AMO SEX 

Based on Total Number Supervised 

TOTAL NUMBER 

SUPERVISED 

1969 - 1970 

M a l e 

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF VIOLATORS 
k••••••••••••••"••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••• .. ••••••••••·•••••• 

COMMITTED OR RETURNED AS 

T O T A L S 

'' 
' DUR I NG YEAR RECOMMITTED TECHNICAL VIOLATOR NUMBER : PER CENT 

~ : . 
' ' 

1. CLIFTON .................................................. ?.?.~ ......... ......... ~1 ..... ~ ..... ~.:~.~""··· ...... ,.?.'.. .... .:.. ...... ~:.!.~ .... ...... !.~.~ .... i ... ..1.~:?.~ .. . 
, I • 1 

2. NEWARK (l) 1163 46 : 4.0% 101 : 8.6% 147 : 12.6% 
•• •• •• •• •• •• •••• ••. ♦ •• •• •• •• •• •• •• •• • O •• • •• •• •• •• •• •• •• •• •• •• o ♦ •• •• o •• •• •• •• o ••• oil oo oo oo •• oo o o •• •• •• oo oo oo oo, o o ••• oo oo •~ ,o •• •• oo •• o o •• •• oo O O O , o •• 00 , 0 00 , 0 0 I O O 00 •• •• ,o •• , 0 •• •• 

' ' ' 
3. RED BANK ..................................... •••••••• 1176 ...... ........... 43 .... L. ... 3.6% ........... 172 ..... : ..... 14.6% ... ...... 215 .... : .... 18.2% ... . 

4. JERSEY CITY 1173 91 : 7.7% 77 ! 6.6% 168 : 14.3% 
• O ♦ ♦ • ~ oo •• •· ,o. "00 Io•• oo o o oo oo •• oo oo o •• ,o o O , 0 oo O O ••·•• , 0 •• ,o ,o 00 00 •• 00 , •• ••,, •• •• •• 00 00 , 0 00 •• •• •• 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 

' ' 
5. EL I ZABETH 826 44 : 5.3% 108 13.1% 152 : 18.4% 

00 ♦♦ 00 ♦ 000 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00. 0 ,i,g 00 00 00 0 00 o O "" oo ♦ O O O ♦ 0 0 I> 00 0 0 ♦ O 00 0 ♦■ 00 00 oo 00 oo O O oo oo 00 oo 00 oO oo 00 o O 00 0 oO 00 oO 00 oO oO ♦~ oJ,oo o O •G •• •• •• •• •• •• • •· •• o• • • •• •• •• .Q • • •o •• •• • • •• •• •• •· 

6. TRENTON 782 68 ! 8.7% 35 ! 4.3% 103 : 13.0% 
•• •· •••• • 0 • • •••• •· •• •• •• •· •• OI> 0• •• •• •• •G • ·• •• •• •• o• •• •• •· o• •• o• •• •• •• • • •• •· •• •• • • o• •• 00 •o • o •• 00 •O • o • •O o• •• • • •• •· •• • • •• •O •• •• •• •• •• •• •· • • • •• •• •• •• • • •• •• ~. •• •• • • •• •. •• ·• •• 

' ' ' 
7. CAMDEN · 782 43 . : 5.4% 61 ; 7.8% 104 : 13.2% 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••• J ••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••• 1. •••••••••••••••••• ········••<>••······················ 
I i • 

8. ATLANTIC CITY 688 38 : 5.5% 72 ; 10.4% 110 : 15.9% .. . . . • I-••··············,················· ·················1··················· ··············••;••················ 
9. NEWARK ( 2) 1117 58 ; 5.1% 84 ; 7.5% 142 : 12.6% .. . ............. ················,·················· ················:·················· ................ , ................. . 

10. IN OTHER STATES 332 2 : 0.6% 15 : 4.5% . 17 : 5.1% ................................................................................... ···············r················· ................ , ................ . 
11. CENTRAL OFFICE (special File) 71 1 i 1.4% 8 : 11.2% 9 I 12.6% 

•••• 0 •• 1 . I • • •• •• •• • .-••• •• •••• •• •• • l.il 

' I 

TOT AL MALE 9062 518 : 5.7% 810 8.9% 1328 : 14.6% 

Female 

1. CLIFTON 83 3 : 3.6% 1 , 1.2% 4 : 4.8% .................................. , .................................. ••·······•·····•I···············•·· •················1··················· ··············••:••················ 
2. NEWARK (l) 102 1 : 0.9% 11 : 10.7% 12 : 11.7% ··· ····••·•········· ················r·················· ················1···········••.•··· ················1·············••.•· 
3. RED BANK 81 0 : 0 4 : 4.9% 4 : 4.9% .............................................................................. r·············· ................... :·················· ·················,·················· 
4. JERSEY CITY ................................ ............ 1?. .......... .......... ~ ... .:.. ...... ~ .................. ? ..... : ...... 10.2% ............. 5 .... : .... 10.2%···· 

I ' ' 

5. ELIZABETH 58 1 : 1.7% 3 , 5.1% 4 '. 6.8% .. ' ' ............................... ·······••<>••····1·················· 
6. TRENTON 86 1 : 1.1% 2 : 2.3% 3 : 3.4% 

• I • . I •••••• t········ ........ . 

1. cAMDEN ................................................... 51 ................... o .... : ....... o ................. 3 .... · ....... 5,-8% ............. 3 .... : ...... 5.8% .. . 
I ' ' 

8. ATLANTIC CITY 59 0 : 0 6 : 10.1% 6 : 10.1% 
••••"••••••••• .. •• .. ••••••• .......... ••••••••••••••• ............ ,. ........................................................ ••••••••••••••••I••••• ... ••••••••• 

9. NEWARK ( 2) 114 1 : 0.8% 6 : 5.2% 7 : 6.1% 
•••••••••••••••••••••• ·• •••••• •· •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••·•. T ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ·~ •••• •... •• • • •• •• •• • •••••••••••••• , •••••••••••• •e •••• 

IN OTHER STATES ................................... f.~ ................... Q .... i,: ••••••• .9 ................... ? ..... : ........ ?.:t~ .... ......... } ... ) ....... ?.}.%. ... . 
' ' 

10. 

11. CENTRAL OFF ICE (special File).......... . 9 . .-- 0 : .... o ............. ~ .... : ......... ~ ................. ~ ... L ...... ~ ..... .. 
' ' 

TOT A L FEMALE 720 7 1.0% 43 5.9% 50 6.9% 

GRAND TOTAL 9782 525 5.4% 853 8.7% 1378 14.0% 



" 

TABLE #2A. 

PERCENTAGE OF RETURNS TO INSTITUTIONS 
BA.SEO ON TOTAL NUMBER SUPERVISED 

By District 

1969 - 1970 

DISTRICT OFFICE 
· TOTAL NUMBER 

SUP ERV I SEO 

. COMMITTED OR 

RECOMMITTED 

TECHNICAL 

VIOLATORS 
TOTAL 

1. CLIFTON .................................. .......... ;..!g.~.? ............ ............. ~:~~ ....................... ?.:?.~ ....................... ~.~ .. ?.~ ....... . 
2. NEWARK (l) ........................................ }~§~ ........................ 3.7% ....................... 8.8% ......... ............. 12.5% ........ . 

3. RED BANK ................................ .......... )257 ........... · ........... 3.4% ..................... 14.0% .............. · ....... )7.4% ....... . 

11.. JERSEY CITY 1222 7.4% 6.7% 14.1% ···························· ·········••.•····••.•·········· ············•·················· ............................... ···························· .. ··· 
5. ELIZABETH 884 ' . 5.0% 12.0% 17.0% 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••a•••••••••••••••••••••• .. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••-••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

6. TRENTON · 868 7 .9% · 4.0% . 11.9% ·································· ······························· ································ ······························ ···························· ..... 
7 •. CAMDEN 833 5.1% 7.0% 12.1% ·································· ······························· ······························· ............................... ····················•·.···-~J 
8. ATLANTIC CITY 747 ' 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% ························ .................................................. ··············· ............................... ··························· -·· 
9. NEWARK (2) 1231. 4.7% 7.3% 12.0% ···································· ······························• ······························· ······························· ··························· -·· 

10. IN OTHER STATES 360 0.5% 4.7% 5.2% 
. ···················· ...................................... ························ .................... ••········· ···························,··· 

11. CENTRAL OFFICE (special File) ................ ~~ ...................... J:~~ ........... .......... }~:~~ ......... ·············!.!.:?:?? ........ . 

TOTAL 

COMMITTED OR 

9782 5.4% 8.7% 

TABLE #2B 

PERCENTAGE OF RETURNS TO INSTITUTIONS 
BA.SEO ON TOTAL NUMBER SUPERVISED 

5 Yea~ Comparison 

1966 - 1970 ' 

RECOMMITTED TECHNICAL VIOLATORS 

14.0% 

T 0 T A L 
••••v•••••••" • ·•••••••••• •••••••••••"•• ., .............. •••••••••••• ············· ············· ................................... ············· ••••••••••o•o •••••••••<>•••• ·························--

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 

7.6 6.6 5.8 5.9 5.4 6.9 7.0 6.6 6.6 8.7 14.5 13.6 12.4 12.5 14.0 



I N S T I T U T I O N 

1 

MISSING 

AS OF 

6/30/ 69 

TABLE #3 

RECORD OF MISSING CASES 

By Institution 

1969 - 1970 

2 3 !j. 

BECAME TOTAL ACCOUNTED 
MISSING MISSING FOR 

BETWEEN BETWEEN 
7/1/69 7/1/69 

AND 
COLUMNS 

AND 

6/30/70 1 PLUS 2 6/30/70 

5 

TOTAL 
MISSING ON 

6/30 /70 

COLUMN 3 
LESS 

COLUMN 4 

6 

N E T 

DIFFERENCE 

7 

PER CENT 

OF 

INCREASE 

8 

PER CENT OF 

MISSING IN 

RELATION TO 

CASELOAD 

ON 6/30/70 

TRAINING SCHOOL FOR GIRLS .•.•.••••.•.•.•••.•.•••••••. .•.•.•.•.• 47 .................. 19 .................. 66·· .............. 28 .................... 38 ................... -.9· ....... ........ -)9.1.% ..... ....... 21_.0% .... . 

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION FOR WOMEN 33 32 65 34 31 - 2 
-~•O ,o,.,o,OH O ..... 0000 ..... OOO<>oooo .... •o ....... 00 0000 00 •o •• •O O •• '"'" •O 00 ... •O 0000 •• 0000000 00 •••• 00 •••••••• 0 00 '" 00 00 """" 00 0000 00 •• o 00 00 •• 00 •••••• ,o,o,o 0000 •• 

TRAIN ING SCHOOL FOR BOYS, JAMESBURG 35 79 114 69 45 +IO 
•• 00 •••" •••• • •<>•• ,o •• •• ,o •o •o •o oo •o ~ •o ,., ,o oo •o •• oo •o ,o ••• ,., oo oo 00 ,o , 0 •~ , 0 , 0 ,o ,a O , 0 ,o 00 ,o •~ ,o ,o , 0 00 , 0 , , 0 , 0 ,o , 0 , 0 00 •• ••, 0 ,o ,o •• 

YOUTH CORRECTIONAL IJSTITUTION COMPLEX 

ANNANDALE 52 107 159 102 57 +5 
o oooo<>oo•o•ooG•<>oo •••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••• 000000•0••• :••••"'"'"' ••••••• 00000000 •••• ••• oooooo,ooooo,o•••••••• ooo•ooooo•••• ••••••••• •<>•••••••• •••••• ,o •••••• 

BORDENTOWN 151 209 360 197 163 + 12 
•• •• oo ........ ,o••.•o•• •••• •••• •o •• •• •o•<> •. •o•• •<>•DO<>• ' ... ., •o•••o •o •<>•o•• •• •o• •o•o•• •• •D •D •o •D ... •D •o o••• ...... ., • ., •o •D•o•o ........... •D•D•D , ... ., ... •a •o •o ..... •D •o •o •o•o•o ... •O , ..... •• •D•D •o •D • ., ... , ..... , .. •D• .. •o 

- 6.0% 

+28.7% 

+9.6% 

+7.9% 

YOUTH RECEPTION & CORRECTION CENTER 12* 73 85 38 47 +35 + 291.6%* 
....... •o ..... OD ............... •o ..... D .......................... D ...... OD.................... . ........ 0G ................... ~ D ... ... ... ... ... . .. ... ... ... ... ... . . ......... Q ... -~ ... ... ... ... ... ... ... • • ................... •O ...... OQ .... .. 

STATE PRISON 136 94 230 90 140 
•• •a O ·••o ... •D •D •· •c•o •D •· •~ ......... •<> ... •<> ............. •D •• •O - .. •O •O •O •O •o •O ..... • .. 00 •o ... •O ...... •D •· D ......... •O ... •D •· •D •· •O • ... •D •O •o ... •O 00 ... •D ...... • OD• 0 , ..... •· ... •O •D •O ... 00 o 

PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITALS (sex Offenders) 3 4 7 2 5 .................................................................................................................................................................. 

OUT-OF-STATE 

FEMALE O 3 3 2 l 
• .. • .. •••<>••• ..................... ••••••••• 0 ••••••• .. •o• .. •••••••0•o• ••••• ........ ••••• .. • .. •••o ......... .,,., • .,, ... o•••D•O• •<>••••••• .. • .. •••••••••• ••••••o• .. • .. •••o• .. •D•D• •D•o•o•O• ............ o•••••D 

MALE 3 19 22 19 3 
•• •o•o •••• •• ••• .. ""'" •••<>•o•o•• •<>•••• •••" •o•o • .,,, ... •• •••e•o •o•• • .,, .. •o•o•••••o •D •••• •• o •••<> •• •o •• '" •o •••• •• o•o •• •• , .. , ..... , .. •o •• ••• •• •<>•<> ...... •••••• •• .... ~ • ... , .. •~ •• ... •• •• •~ ... •• ... • 

T O T A L 472 639 1111 581 530 

*youth Reception and correction center ms opened 1/2/68. 

+4 

+2 

+l 

0 

+58 

+2.9% 

+ 66.6% 

+100.0% 

0 

+ 12.2% 

17.0% 

6.7% 

5.4% 

12.1 % 

5.0% 

13.1 % 

8.5% 

0.6% 
····················••,•· 

0.7% 
••• 0 .................... . 

9.2% 



DISTRICT 

1 

MISSING 

AS OF 

6/30/69 

I 

TAB L'E #3A 

RECORD OF MISSING CASES 
By District 

1969 - 1970 

2 3 lj. 

BECAME ACCOUNTED 

MISSING TOTAL FOR 

BETWEEN MISSING BET EE EN 

7/ 1/ 69 7/1/69 

AND COLUMNS AND 

6/30/10 1 PLUS 2 6/30/70 

5 

TOTAL 
MISSING ON 
6/30/10 

COLUMN 3 
LESS 

COLUMN ll-

6 

N E T 

DIFFERENCE 

7 

PER CENT 

.OF 

INCREASE 

8 

PER CENT OF 

MISSING IN 

RELATION TO 

CASE LOAD 

ON 6/30/70 

1. CLIFTON 57 94 151 99 . 52 -5 -8.7% 5.0% ............ -~-- ............................................................................................................................... -~ .. .... .. .. .. .. .. .... . .............................................................................. . 
2. NEWARK (l) 71 106 177 98 79 +8 +11.2% 6.2% 

.......................................................... 0 .................................... --. •••••••• ....................... ••••••••••••••••••••••• .............. _ ................................................................................................. . 

3. RED BAN.K 55 47 102 51 51 -4 -7.2% 4.0% 
ee 00 e ■ oO ooa• •· •• •• •• •• •O ••.•••· •O •••• •11 •O •• •• •·•• • •• •o•e •O •• •O •· •• •••O • •e ... •• •• •• 00 •• •••• •• •• •· •• •· OQ ... •• •• •• •• •• • •• •• •O oQ •• ... oO •• •• ... •O O •O •D •O o• •O •• •• ... •O •• •O •• ... •• •• •O •O •• •O •• ......... •• •• •• •• •• •• •• •OoO •• •••• •• •• •• •• •• •• OO •• •• •• •• •• oO ••I 

ll-.. JERSEY CITY ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••.•••••••••••••••••• ?.Q ...... 97 
••••••• .. ••••••••• .. •o•o ••"·•• .. •••<>•••••••••• ....... •••••••••••n•••••• ............ ••••••• .. ••••••• •••• .. ••• .. • .. •••"•••"•••••• •• .. ••••--••••o•o•o••• .. ••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

167 84 83 +13 + 18.5% 6.7% 

5. ELIZABETH 40 72 112 51 61 +21 +52,5% 6.9% 
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6. TRENTON 34 37 71 33 38 +4 + 11.7% 4.3% ·····•.························•·"············· .. ······ .. ··········· ............................................................................................................................................... . 
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8. ATLANTIC CITY 25 21 46 25 21 -4 - 16.0% 2.8% 
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9. NEWARK ( 2) 75 100 175 86 89 +14 +18.6% 7.2% 
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10. CENTRAL OFFICE (special File) 24 26 50 23 27 +3 +.12.5% 54.0% 
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TOTAL. 472 639 1111 581 530 + 58 + 12.2% 9.1% 


