Explanatory notes by jurisdiction
Beginning in 1980 the Annual Probation Survey collected data on the total number of persons supervised on parole on January 1 and December 31 of each year and on counts of the number of persons entering and exiting parole supervision during the year. The 2006 Annual Probation Survey was sent to 463 respondents  the Federal System, 33 central State reporters, the District of Columbia, and 428 separate State, county, or court agencies. States with multiple reporters were Alabama (3), Arizona (2), Colorado (8), Florida (41), Georgia (5), Idaho (2),  Kentucky (3), Michigan (128), Missouri (2),
 Montana (4), New Mexico (2), Ohio (185), Oklahoma (3), Pennsylvania (2), Tennessee (3), Washington (33), and West Virginia (2). 
Since 1995 the survey coverage has been expanded to include 175 additional local agencies in Ohio (131), Florida (27), Washington (11), Montana (3), Kentucky (2), and Idaho (1). The majority of agencies (161) were added in 1999. At yearend 2006, 236,014 probationers were under the supervision of the 175 local agencies added since 1995. 
The Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) depends entirely upon the voluntary participation of the State Central reporters and the separate State, county, or court agencies for the annual probation data. In 2006 the U.S. Census Bureau served as the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ collection agent, except for the Federal system. See “Federal” for more details. 
Because many jurisdictions update their population counts, the January 1, 2006, numbers may differ from those previously published on December 31, 2005.

Federal 

Data for the Federal system were provided directly to the BJS (BJS) Federal Justice Statistics Program which obtained data from the Office of Probation and Pretrial Services, Administrative Office of the United States Courts. 
“Asian” includes an unspecified number of “Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander” probationers (statistical table 7).  

“Other” severity of offense includes 2,753 probationers under supervision for a petty offense (statistical table 8).
Alabama

Alabama has 3 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 93% of Alabama(s probationers, and 2 local. One local agency estimated all data.
Alabama’s State agency changed their reporting method between 2005 and 2006; therefore, the 2006 data are not comparable to previous years. Total parole population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 4,688 parolees supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1).

“Other” status of supervision includes 2,314 parolees who were detained in jail (statistical table 3).
“Incarcerated – other” exits include 628 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated, however it could not be determined whether the reason for their return was the result of a new sentence or a revocation (statistical table 5).

Alaska

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 210 probationers supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1 and 3).
Arizona

Arizona has 2 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 98% of Arizona(s probationers, and 2 local. The State agency estimated all data. The local agency did not report entries or exits. For this agency, entries were estimated by applying the ratio of entries to the January 1, 2004, population, which was the last year this agency reported entries, to the January 1, 2006, population. Exits were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population. 
“Other” exits include 7,496 probationers who exited supervision because they were transferred to unsupervised probation, deported, or their case was closed (statistical table 5). 
Arkansas
“Other” status of supervision includes 442 probationers who were held on detainers (statistical table 3).

“Other” entries include 848 probationers who were placed on supervision through a drug 
court (statistical table 4).

“Completions” include 15 probationers whose sentences to supervision were closed administratively. “Incarcerated – other” exits include 2 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation (statistical table 5).

California
All data are estimated. 
“Other unsatisfactory” exits include probationers who exited supervision due to a revocation but it was unknown whether or not they incarcerated (statistical table 5).
Colorado
Colorado has 8 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 86% of Colorado(s probationers, and 7 local. The State agency estimated all data. Two local agencies did not report entries or exits. For both agencies, entries were estimated by applying the ratio of entries to the January 1 population in a recent year (i.e., 2004 for the first agency and 2005 for the second agency) to the January 1, 2006, population for the same agency. Exits were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population. 

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 1,710 probationers in an intensive supervision program and includes an additional 1,520 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1 and 9). 
“Other unsatisfactory” exits include 342 probationers who exited supervision due to a revocation but it was unknown whether or not they were incarcerated (statistical table 5).

“Other” severity of offense includes 1,417 probationers who were under supervision for petty offenses, traffic offenses, and other unspecified offenses and 354 probationers who were under supervision for municipal ordinance violations (statistical table 8). 

Connecticut

All data were estimated. 

“Other unsatisfactory” exits include 5,657 probationers who exited supervision because a warrant was issued and it was unknown whether they were incarcerated (statistical table 5). 
Delaware

“Completions” include probationers who were discharged early. “Other unsatisfactory” exits include probationers who were convicted of a new sentence or who had a technical violation (statistical table 5).
District of Columbia

“Other” status of supervision includes 11 probationers who under supervision but had warrants executed, 8 probationers who were still under supervision but had been deported, 5 probationers who were under supervision on a “monitored non-transfer” status, and 1 probationer who was under supervision on a “active transfer” status (statistical table 3). 

“Other” severity of offense includes 1,345 probationers who were under supervision for a domestic violence offense. The District of Columbia Superior Court (DCSC) docket is used to determine felony and misdemeanor charges. However, DCSC has judges who hear domestic violence cases and as such appear on a domestic violence docket, which is why they are broken out separately from felonies and misdemeanors (statistical table 8). 

Florida 
Florida has 41 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 66% of Florida’s probationers, and 40 local. Eleven local agencies estimated all data. Eight local agencies did not report entries or exits. Four of those agencies reported entries and exits in 2005. For those four agencies, entries were estimated by applying the ratio of entries to the January 1 population in 2005 to the January 1, 2006, population for the same agency. Exits were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population. The remaining four agencies did not report entries or exits in a recent year. For these four agencies, the ratio of entries to the January 1, 2006, population among reporting agencies in Florida was used to estimate the number of entries for non-reporting agencies having similar numbers of probationers. Exits from probation supervision were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population.  
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 157 probationers who had a warrant issued, 65 probationers on electronic monitoring, and 17 probationers supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement. Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 6 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1, 3, and 9).

“Other” status of probation includes 20 offenders under probation supervision as part of a pre-trial intervention program (statistical table 2). 

“Other” entries include 783 probationers who had their probation sentence reinstated, 1,044 who entered probationer supervision through a pre-trial intervention program, 33 probationers who entered supervision with a suspended sentence to incarceration, and 18 persons who entered probation supervision through a deferred prosecution (statistical table 4). 

“Completion” includes 1,663 probationers who exited supervision early through a court order or had their sentenced terminate early, 53 probationers who exited supervision as the result of a court order, and 1 probationer who exited supervision as the result of a pardon board action. “Incarcerated – other” exits include 575 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation and 9 who were in a pre-trial intervention program who exited supervision because they were incarcerated in order to await prosecution. “Other unsatisfactory” exits include approximately 29,528 probationers who exited supervision as the result of a revocation without incarceration, 4,018 probationers who exited due to a transfer or court order, 1,398 probationers who had their supervision sentence terminated unsatisfactorily, and 41 probationers who exited because they failed to comply with all conditions. “Other” exits include 859 probationers who exited supervision because they violated a condition of their supervision, 452 probationers who exited supervision because their sentenced was modified or dismissed administratively, 227 probationers who exited due to a dismal, appeal, because their case was disposed, or jurisdiction was transferred, 51 probationers who exited supervision due to a court order which ended their term, and 14 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence was vacated (statistical table 5).

“Other” severity of offense includes 1,678 probationers who were under supervision due to a misdemeanor traffic offense (statistical table 8).
Georgia 
Georgia has 5 reporting agencies: 2 State and 3 local. The State agencies represented 94% of Georgia’s probationers. One State agency reported probation cases, which were supervised by private agencies, and therefore may have overstated the number of persons under supervision. Two agencies did not report entries or exits. For both agencies, entries were estimated by applying the ratio of entries to the January 1 population in a recent year (i.e., 2003 for the first agency and 2005 for the second agency) to the January 1, 2006, population for the same agency. Exits were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population. 

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 3,377 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1). 
“Other” probation status includes 940 persons who were under pretrial diversion (statistical table 2). 
Hawaii
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 162 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1). 
Idaho
Idaho has 2 State reporting agencies. The first State agency reported the number of probationers under supervision for a felony and the second State agency, which collects county-level data, reported the number of probationers who entered supervision for a misdemeanor during 2006. The counties are only required to report to the State the number of entries. It is typically the case that those probationers who enter supervision in the counties, are under supervision for a year or less; therefore, the yearend count for the second State agency is an estimate based on entries. Exits were estimated based on the estimated number of probationers under misdemeanor supervision on January 1, 2006. 
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 467 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1).

“Other” entries include 21 probationers who entered supervision after a sentence to “term”, which was a sentence to incarceration (statistical table 4).

“Other unsatisfactory” exits include 801 probationers who exited supervision and were placed on “rider” status. A “rider” is a program in which offenders are considered to be part of the incarcerated population, although they are not located in jails or prisons, and they are under the jurisdiction of the courts. The objective of the “rider” program is to provide certain offenders with intensive educational programming and treatment. They can be in a “rider” program for a maximum of 6 months. At the end of the “rider”, an assessment is conducted. If the offenders were deemed to be successful, they would typically be placed back on probation. If they were deemed unsuccessful, they would likely be sentenced to incarceration. Some offenders could also receive another sentence to the “rider” program if it was deemed it would be beneficial for them (statistical table 5).
Illinois
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 2,397 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1). 
“Other” severity of offense includes 2,820 probationers under supervision for a traffic offense (statistical table 8).

Indiana
All data were estimated. 
Iowa
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 719 probationers supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1 and 3).

“Completion” includes probationers whose cases were dismissed, those who had their conviction overturned through an appeal, and those who were granted unsupervised probation. “Incarcerated – other” exits include 3,022 probationers who were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation. “Other unsatisfactory” exits include 1 probationer whose probation sentence was terminated. “Other” exits include probationers whose probation sentence was terminated by the court as well as an unspecified number of unknown exits (statistical table 5).

An estimated 280 probationers in an intensive supervision program were also on electronic monitoring (statistical table 9). 
Kansas

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 6,636 probationers supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement and includes an additional 40 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1 and 3).

“Incarcerated – other” exits include 131 probationers who their sentence revoked and were sent to State prison, but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation (statistical table 5).
Kentucky

Kentucky has 3 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 68% of Kentucky(s probationers, and 2 local. The State and one local agency estimated all data. One local agency did not report entries or exits in 2006 but did report those data for 2002. For this agency, entries were estimated by applying the ratio of entries to the January 1 population in 2002 to the January 1, 2006, population. Exits were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population.   

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 1,942 probationers who were supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement and 45 probationers who were on electronic monitoring (statistical tables 1, 3 and 9).

“Incarcerated – other/unknown” includes 718 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation. A total of 114 probationers exited supervision because they were an “absconder” or were “transferred to another probation agency” but were reported as “other unsatisfactory” exits. “Other” exits include 677 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence was terminated due to a court order (statistical table 5).

Louisiana
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 1,632 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1).

“Unsuccessful” exits include 10 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence was revoked or they were awaiting a revocation decision (statistical table 5).

Maine
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 29 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1).

“Incarcerated – other” exits include 355 probationers under State jurisdiction who were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation (statistical table 5).

Maryland

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 2,288 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1).

“Completion” includes 1,228 probationers whose sentence was terminated early. “Other unsatisfactory” exits include 6,097 probationers whose sentence was terminated early but was classified as unsatisfactory. “Other” exits include 3,033 probationers who exited supervision because they had pending warrants (statistical table 5). 

Probationers held in jail and prison could not be separated. There were an unspecified number of probationers who were held in jail but were reported in “prison” (statistical table 9).
Massachusetts

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 986 probationers supervised by other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1 and 3).

Michigan

Michigan has 128 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 30% of Michigan’s probationers, and 127 local. The State and 29 local agencies estimated all data. The State and 39 local agencies did not report entries or exits. Four of those agencies reported entries and exits in 2005. For the State agency, entries were estimated by applying the ratio of entries to the January 1 in 2005 to the January 1, 2006, population. Exits were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population. For the 39 local agencies, the ratio of entries to the January 1, 2006, population among reporting agencies in Michigan was used to estimate the number of entries for non-reporting agencies having similar numbers of probationers. Exits from probation supervision were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population.  
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes an estimated 985 probationers who were supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement, 184 probationers who were in a bootcamp, at least 150 probationers who were on warrant status, 10 probationers who were on electronic monitoring, and 7 probationers who were in an intensive supervision program. Total probation population on December 31, 2006 includes an additional 1,667 probationers who were supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1, 3, and 9).

“Other” status of probation includes 48 probationers who entered supervision from electronic monitoring (statistical table 2).

“Other” status of supervision includes 1 probationer who was in a work program (statistical table 3).
“Other” entries include 118 probationers who previously had a bench warrant but then had their sentence reinstated and 14 probationers who entered probation after having been on electronic monitoring (statistical table 4).

“Completion” includes 94 probationers who exited supervision early. “Incarcerated – other” exits include 151 probationers who had their probation sentence dismissed and were incarcerated and125 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated in jail but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation. “Other unsatisfactory” exits include 1,193 probationers who exited supervision due to a violation, 635 probationers who exited supervision because they did not comply or complete all conditions, 122 probationers who exited because their sentence expired, 88 probationers who exited supervision “without improvement”, 35 probationers who exited due to a new charges but it was unknown at the time whether or not they were incarcerated, and 9 probationers who had paid all fines but had other outstanding conditions. “Other” exits include 319 probationers whose sentences were dismissed or were delayed, 265 probationers who exited because their sentence was terminated, 215 probationers who had their sentences revoked, and 2 probationers who exited through an administrative discharge (statistical table 5).
“Other” severity of offense includes 8 probationers who were under supervision for city ordinance violations, 5 who were under supervision for civil infractions, and 3 who were under supervision for traffic offenses (statistical table 3.9).
Minnesota

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 2,055 probationers supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement and includes an additional 1,399 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1 and 3).

Minnesota’s Department of Corrections (DOC) classifies “Hispanic” as an ethnicity, not a race. Therefore, the DOC was unable to report racial categories excluding persons of Hispanic origin. There were 4,933 Hispanic probationers under supervision on December 31, 2006, but they could not be excluded from the reported racial categories (statistical table 7).
Mississippi
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 892 probationers supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1 and 3).

“Incarcerated – other” exits include 773 probationers who were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation (statistical table 5).

Missouri

Missouri has 2 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 99% of Missouri(s probationers, and 1 local.
“Other” entries include 2,582 probationers whose sentence to supervision was reinstated (statistical table 4). 
“Incarcerated – other” exits include 2,263 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated in order to receive treatment (statistical table 5). 
“Other” severity of offense includes 606 probationers who were under supervision for city ordinance violations (statistical table 8).
Montana

Montana has 4 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 92% of Missouri(s probationers, and 3 local. The State agency experienced a change in reporting due to a information system change, and therefore data may not be comparable to previous years. Two local agencies estimated all data. One local agency did not report entries or exits in 2006 but did report those data for 2004. For this agency, entries were estimated by applying the ratio of entries to the January 1, 2004, population to the January 1, 2006, population. Exits were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population.  
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 822 probationers supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement and includes an additional 300 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1 and 3).

“Other” entries include probationers who returned from absconder status (statistical table 4).

Nebraska
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 468 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1). 

“Completion” includes 2,215 probationers who exited supervision as the result of a court order. “Other unsatisfactory” exits include 44 probationers who exited supervision unsatisfactorily due to outstanding fines (statistical table 5). 
Nevada

“Other” status of probation includes 234 probationers who entered probation through a deferred sentence (statistical table 2).

“Supervised out of State” includes 903 probationers supervised out of State and 870 probationers under the State’s jurisdiction but supervised by authorities of another jurisdiction within the State of Nevada (statistical table 3).

“Other unsatisfactory” exits include 2,020 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence was revoked but it was unknown whether or not they were incarcerated (statistical table 5). 

New Hampshire
“Incarcerated – other” exits include 631 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation (statistical table 5).
New Jersey

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 4,400 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1).
“Other” severity of offense includes 14,142 offenders placed under supervision through a pre-trial intervention program or a conditional discharge program (statistical table 8).

New Mexico

New Mexico has 2 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 88% of New Mexico(s probationers, and 1 local. The State agency experienced a change in reporting due to a change in respondent, and therefore data may not be comparable to previous years. The local agency did not report entries or exits in 2006 but did report those data for 2004. For this agency, entries were estimated by applying the ratio of entries to the January 1 population in 2004 to the January 1, 2006, population. Exits were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population.  

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes an unspecified number of probationers who may have been in a residential/other treatment program, on warrant status, or who may have had financial conditions remaining (statistical tables 1 and 3).

New York

“Other unsatisfactory” exits include 8,108 probationers who exited supervised because their sentence was revoked due to a technical violation (statistical table 5).
North Carolina

“Probation without incarceration” includes an unspecified number of probationers who received a split sentence to incarceration and probation. “Probation with incarceration” only includes probationers with a dual status, which means they had an active probation and an active prison sentence (statistical table 4).
North Dakota

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 530 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1). 

“Other unsatisfactory” exits include 89 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence was terminated unsatisfactorily (statistical table 5). 

“Other” severity of offense includes 90 probationers who were placed under supervision because of a driving under the influence offense (statistical table 8).

Ohio
Ohio has 185 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 6% of Ohio’s probationers, and 184 local. Thirty-nine local agencies estimated all data. Forty-one local agencies did not report entries or exits. For these local agencies, the ratio of entries to the January 1, 2006, population among reporting agencies in Ohio was used to estimate the number of entries for non-reporting agencies having similar numbers of probationers. Exits from probation supervision were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population.  

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 337 probationers who were on electronic monitoring, 12 probationers in an intensive supervision program which included electronic monitoring, 1 probationer supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement, an unspecified number of inactive probationers. Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 55 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1, 3 and 9).

“Other” status of probation includes 421 offenders who entered supervision because they were placed on pre-trial release, 270 probationers who had a split sentence or a split sentence and a suspended sentence but it could not be determined how many probationers were included in each category, 142 probationers who were under supervision because they received “intervention in lieu” of a conviction, and 47 probationers who entered supervision through house arrest (statistical table 2).

“Other” status of supervision includes 550 probationers who had violations pending, 12 probationers who were on an appeal status, and 9 probationers who were incarcerated but had not exited probation supervision (statistical table 3). 
“Other” entries include 471 probationers who entered supervision from electronic monitoring or were placed under pre-trial supervision, 310 probationers who entered supervision and were placed in a community-based correctional facility (CBCF), 98 probationers who entered probation through a bond, 56 probationers who entered supervision through a drug court or diversion program (statistical table 4).

“Completion” includes 44 probationers who exited supervision early, 34 probationers who had their sentence dismissed, and 17 probationers who exited supervision through an administrative discharge. “Incarcerated – other” exits include 586 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation, 327 probationers who were incarcerated because their expired sentence,  3 probationers who exited through an administrative discharge and were incarcerated. “Other unsatisfactory” exits include 1,236 probationers who had their sentence revoked, 75 probationers who paid their fines but had their sentence terminated unsatisfactorily, 47 probationers who exited supervision unsatisfactorily because they failed to complete all financial conditions, 15 probationers who exited supervision unsatisfactorily due to an administrative discharge, 6 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence expired, and 2 probationers who exited supervision because they were awaiting a probation violation hearing. “Other” exits include 970 probationers who exited to inactive status, 468 probationers who exited due to a court decision, 368 probationers who had their sentence revoked, 178 probationers who exited through an administrative discharge, 43 probationers who exited supervision unsatisfactorily because they had outstanding fines, 28 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence expired, 21 probationers who exited supervision because they were deported, and 4 offenders who exited pre-trial release (statistical table 5). 

“Other” severity of offense includes 163 probationers who were placed under supervision for a DUI offense and 47 probationers who received “intervention in lieu” of conviction (statistical table 8).

Oklahoma

Oklahoma has 3 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 95% of Oklahoma(s probationers, and 2 local. 

“Other unsatisfactory” exits include 125 probationers who exited supervision unsatisfactorily because they did not complete all probation requirements (statistical table 5). 

Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania has 2 State reporting agencies.  The first agency reported for the State and the second agency reported for the counties. The State agency which reported for the counties was unable to report county-level entries and exits in 2006. Because of this, entries to probation for county agencies were estimated based on county data for 1998, which was the last year Pennsylvania was able to provide county-level entries and exits. Entries were estimated by applying the ratio of 1998 entries to the January 1 county population in1998 to the January 1, 2006 county population. Exits were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, county population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, county population.
“Other” status of probation includes 1,664 county probationers who entered supervision because they were supervised in the community on bail (statistical table 2). 
“Completion” includes 66 State probationers who exited supervision early (statistical table 5).
Rhode Island
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional unspecified number of probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1). 
“Active” includes an unspecified number of probationers who were in a “residential/other treatment program.” “Inactive” includes an unspecified number of probationers who were an “absconder.” “Other” exits include 444 probationers who were deported but their probation sentence was not terminated (statistical table 3).

“Incarcerated – other” exits include 164 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation (statistical table 5). 

Rhode Island’s Department of Corrections (DOC) classifies “Hispanic” as an ethnicity, not a race. Therefore, the DOC was unable to report racial categories excluding persons of Hispanic origin. The DOC’s information system does not track “Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander” or “two or more races” (statistical table 7).

“Other” severity of offense includes 15 offenders who were placed under probation supervision because they were released from jail on bail, 14 offenders who were under the jurisdiction of the Family Court but were placed under supervision as the result of a referral from the Prosecutor’s Office due to charges related to child or family matters, and 972 probationers whose most serious offense was unknown (statistical table 8). 

South Carolina

“Other” exits include 20 probationers who exited supervision because they were deported or had their sentence reversed (statistical table 5).

South Dakota
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional unspecified number of probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1). 

Tennessee

Tennessee has 3 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 85% of Tennessee(s probationers, and 2 local. One local agency estimated all data.
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 56 probationers on electronic monitoring and includes an additional 2,141 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical tables 1 and 9). 

“Other” exits include 63 probationers who exited supervision because they were transferred to drug court, held for disposition or others (statistical table 5).  

Texas
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 3,740 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1).

“Other” status of probation includes 60,959 probationers who were under indirect supervision (statistical table 2). 

“Incarcerated – other” exits include 51,220 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation. “Other” exits include 7,188 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence was closed administratively (statistical table 5).

Utah

“Other unsatisfactory” exits include probationers who exited supervision because their sentence expired, their sentence was revoked, or their sentence was terminated unsatisfactorily for other reasons. “Other” exits include probationers who exited supervision because their case was dismissed by the court, those who were deported, and those who had their sentence terminated due to an appeal (statistical table 5).
Vermont
All data are estimated. 

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes 177 probationers supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement and includes an additional 141 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1 and 3).
Vermont’s Department of Corrections (DOC) classifies “Hispanic” as an ethnicity, not a race. Therefore, the DOC was unable to report the number of Hispanic probationers and was unable to report racial categories excluding persons of Hispanic origin (statistical table 7).
Virginia

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 2,794 probationers supervised for other States through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1).

“Completion” includes 7,144 probationers who exited supervision before their term expired. “Incarcerated – other/unknown” exits include 9,832 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence was terminated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation (statistical table 5).

Washington

Washington has 33 reporting agencies: 1 State, which represented 26% of Washington’s probationers, and 32 local. Eighteen local agencies estimated all data. Eighteen local agencies did not report entries or exits. For these local agencies, the ratio of entries to the January 1, 2006, population among reporting agencies in Washington was used to estimate the number of entries for non-reporting agencies having similar numbers of probationers. Exits from probation supervision were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population.
Total probation population on December 31, 2006, excludes an estimated 3 probationers supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1 and 3).
“Other” supervision of status includes an estimated 433 offenders who were under pre-trial supervision. All absconders have warrants. “Warrant status” includes 825 probationers who were also classified as “absconder” (statistical table 3).

“Incarcerated – other” exits include 586 probationers who exited supervision because they were incarcerated but it was unknown whether the reason for their incarceration was the result of a new sentence or a revocation. “Other unsatisfactory” exits include 2,393 probationers who exited supervision unsatisfactorily because their sentence was terminated and 2,024 probationers who had their sentence revoked. “Other” exits include 10,919 probationers who exited supervision due to a legislative mandate (statistical table 5).
West Virginia
West Virginia has 2 State reporting agencies. The first State agency reports for all probationers except some supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement. The second State agency reports only those probationers, which were not included in the first agency’s counts, supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement. The second State agency did not report entries or exits. For this agency, the number of entries was estimated using the ratio of entries to the January 1, 2006, population among reporting agencies within the same region. Exits from probation supervision were estimated by adding the estimated entries to the January 1, 2006, population and subtracting the December 31, 2006, population.
“Direct imposition of probation” includes an unspecified number of probationers who entered supervision through “execution of sentence suspended.” “Other” status of probation includes 566 offenders who were on home incarceration, 425 probationers who entered supervision after being released from incarceration to bond, 190 probationers who were on pre-trial diversion, and others (statistical table 2).
Wisconsin
“Other” status of probation includes 223 probationers who entered supervision as the result of a deferred sentence (statistical table 2).

“Completion” includes 802 probationers who exited supervision due to a court order. “Other unsatisfactory” exits include 758 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence was revoked by the court but they were not incarcerated. “Other” exits include 3 probationers who exited supervision because their sentence was terminated (statistical table 5).
“Asian” includes an unspecified number of “Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander” probationers (statistical table 7).  
Wyoming

Total probation population on December 31, 2006, includes an additional 410 probationers supervised out of State through an interstate compact agreement (statistical table 1). 
