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This report, “"The PINS Child, A Plethora of Problems",

was prepared by the Office of Children's Services, a unit of the Adminis-

trative Board of the Judicial Conference, State of New York. It provides

a profile of status offenders, or "persons in need of supervision", brought

before the Family Court in New York City. Commentary is provided on the

legislative history of the PINS jurisdiction and recent appellate decision

on the permissible placements of PINS children. pop

The report was prepared by Jessica Romm, research

associate, and Elizabeth T. Schack, director of the 0ffice of Children's

Services.

Based on the report, the Policy Committee of OCS - seven pres-

ent and former judges of the Family Court and the State Administrator of

the Courts - submit three major recommendations for change that will, if

adopted, result in improved services for PINS children. (Pp. 79-82)

This report was published in December, 1973.



PREFACE

During the winter and spring of 1972, the 0ffice
of Children's Services conducted a survey of the cases of
children, adjudicated as "persons in need of supervision"
(PINS) and removed from their homes by the Family Court in
New York City. The probation folders of 316 children were
read by gfaduate students from the Fordham University School of
Education under the supervision of Murray Blackman, a pro-
bation officer on leave to complete his Masters in Social
Work,and Jessica Romm, research associate, OCS staff.

0CS 1is particularly grateful to Mr. Blackman for
his devotion to the project and the insight that he brought
to the evaluation of the material. The Fordham students were
John Hitz, to whom special thanks are due for the many hours
he gave, Myra Grinnage, Richard Guay, David Hambugg, Gladys
Johnson, Douglas McMillin, George Russell and Michaéi Uppman.
Thlis report was prepared by Jessica Romm and Elizabeth T.
Schack, Director of 0CS.

The Office of Children's Services was established
in June, 1972 to serve as an advocate within the ju&icial
system for Improved services for court-related children in
New York City. In August, 1973 the Office was glven some state-
wide responsibilities. This is the last of three reports to

be issued, based on the first vear's work.

i i

FOREWORD

The ferment in the New York State juvenile justice
system came to a sharp climax on Jﬁly 3, 1973 when the Court
of Appeals, the state's highest court, ruled that children
found to be "persons in need of supervision"” (PINS) may not
be commingled with delinquent children in a state training
school.l Now the state legislature and the public and pri-
vate sectbrs of the child care system, alike, are directly
challenged to establish appropriate residential facilities
for such children when they are found by the Family Court to
require care and treatment away from their homes. |

PINS children have long been described by judges
and by probation officers as the most difficult children be-
fore the Family Court; as the children with the most intense
emotional and mosﬁ severe behavior problems: frequently; as
children with inadequate and rejecting families. At the di-
rection of its Policy Committee, the Office of Children's
Services (0CS) undertook a survey of the case histories of
PINS children, adjudicated by the Court in New York City and

removed from their homes. A number of questions were to be

addressed:

1. 1In re Ellery C., 32 N.Y. 2d, 588 (1973)
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What characteristics do the PINS children have
1N common? Do they come from broadly similar
backgrounds in terms of their parents and sib-

lings, their home environments, their school
experiences?

What services do PINS children require - Iin
their homes, their communities, and their
schools ~ that might prevent their entry Iinto

the justice system altogether or, once there,
their removal from home?

What kind of residential facilities should be
developed for PINS children? To what extent
does discrimination - based on race or the
degree of disturbance - pbprevent the entry of
PINS children into existing private facilities?

Are PINS children really neglected children,

4s some contend? Or are they really delinquents

yho have not been "caught in the act", as others
insist?

In short: WHO are the PINS children?
WHAT happens to them?

WHY does it happen to them?

A
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2
Some (Case Histories

Jose G./ Jose was 10 years of age when

he was placed in a training school. He
had lived in a temporary shelter for
months, on three separate occasions, while
neglect petitions were pending against his
mother - a drug addict and a former resi-
dent of a training school herself. His
father was serving a long sentence 1n a
state prison.

Jose had been removed from his mother as

an abused child and lived with his maternal
grandmother for two years. When she could
no longer control the boy, he was returned
to the shelter.

The shelter soon filed a PINS petition
alleging that Jose was "uncontrollable,
fights with other boys, refuses to attend
school and fregquently goes AWOL"., A muni-
cipal hospital reported that Jose had a
"severe behavior disorder with aggressive
and anti-social tendencies”.

This small child had been subject to the
ministrations of the Department of Social
Services, Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty to Children and the Family Court
during his short life. A victim of neglect
and abuse - he now vents his fears, frus-
trations and learned hostilities on others.

David R,/ This 14 year old came from an
intact family, but one that was described
as a "highly unsatisfactory marriage and
unstable home". The father was a chronic
alcoholic, one brother had cerebral palsy,
and two older brothers had been before the
Family Court on delinquency charges. Both
the Bureau of Child Guidance of the Board
of Education and a voluntary counselling
agency had tried to work with the child.

2. Throughout this report the names of children whose cases
are cited have been changed.



For three years David was in and out of
the Family Court in New York City on 12
delinguency petitions, alleging robbery,
burglary, and criminal trespass. David
was said to have "no sense of guilt or
remorse”. One hospital provided the
diagnostic impression of "behavior pro-
blem" and recommended a residential
treatment center.

David was finally placed on a PINS
petition with a voluntary agency. He
soon absconded and was back before the
Court on a new delinguency charge when
his case was read.

Ann C./ This fragile child spent 13 years
moving between the Wassaic State School for
the Retarded and three foster families.

When she was brought to Court, the Bureau

of Child Guidance considered that she had
"school phobia". The Court Mental Health
Services reported that she was schizophrenic
and presented an IQ of 83,

Ann was brought to Court at age 13, by the
voluntary agency that had supervised her
foster care, alleging that she was beyond
their control and was a "person in need of
supervision". She was referred to nine
agencies and rejected as "too disturbed”,
"in need of long term care", because of her
"tendency to abscond", her "unwillingness
to face problems", and due to her "severe
emotional condition and lack of impulse
control"”.

She was finally placed with the Commissioner
of Social Services and lived for over a year
in a shelter. During that time she was re-
ferred to and rejected by four other agencies.
Ann ran away and her whereabouts are unknown.

R |
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Nancy L./ One of eight siblings born to
a mentally limited and suicidal mother,
Nancu entered foster care at age six
months. At the time of placement she was
12%, said to be a discipline problem in
school and to have poor peer relation-
ships.

She presented a full scale IQ of 83 in

1971 although in 1964 the score had been
JC¢3. In both 1964 and 1971 Nancu was diag-
nosed as an "environmentally - culturally
and maternally - deprived and damaged
child", and as a "passive aggressive
personality, agaressive type”.

Wwhen Nancy ran away from two foster homes,
the private agency responsible for her
care brought her to Court on PINS allega-
tions. The charges were "running away
from foster families, unknown as to where-
abouts; beyond control of foster parents;
and receiving psuychotherapy with no
improvement".

Nancy was rejected by eight other volun-
tary agencies as being "too disturbed”,
requiring "more structure”, and as a
child who would not benefit from the
agencies' school programs.

Nancy was placed in a training school.




PINS Children and the Training Schools

A PINS child is defined by the New York State
Family Court Act as a boy or girl, before his or her 1l6th
birthday, who 1s found to be an habitual truant, incorrigible,
or out of lawful control.3 They are, thus, distinguiched,
at least by label, from children who have been found by the
Court to be neglected by adults and from delinquent children
who have committed acts that are criminal when done by
adults,

The PINS category was created in September, 1962
when the Family Court was established as a statewide court.
Prior to that time, truants and unruly children were treated
as delinquents. The Joint Legislative Committee on Court
Reorganization that drafted the Family Court At expressed
its expectation that the new category "will reduce the in-
stances of stigma and at the same time permit the Court to
use approprlate resources in dealing with persons in need of
supervision",.

The Committée further underlined its expectations
by specifically not authorizing the placement of PINS children

in training schools. The 1962 State Legislature accepted its

3. Throughout this report, reference to the Court's juris-
diction is to Article 7 of the Family Court Act unless
otherwise noted. Originally, females could be adjudicated
as PINS to the 18th birthday. The Court of Appeals over-
turned that in In re Patricia A, 31 N.Y. 2d, 83 (1972)
since males could be so adjudicated only to age 16,

4, Second Report of the Joint legislative Committee on

Court Reorganization, McKinney's 1962 Session-Laws, p.3435.
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Committee's draft and the Family Court Act took effect on
September lst of that year. New York, as the first state to
separate behavior problems from the criminal acts of children,
was hailed for its creative and humane procedures.

The Legislature failed, however, to provide funds
for the creation of additional, specialized facilities - or
to use the Committee's words, "appropriate resources'" - for
the PINS children. It immediately became clear that the
private,or voluntary,agencies would not provide sufficient
services for the large number of PINS children requiring place-
ment. Within four months after the effective date of the
Family Court Act, the Legislature authorized the use of
training schools for PINS children "temporarily". Three
years later, the use of c¢raining schools was authorized on a
permanent basis since neither the public nor the private
sectors had developed alternative facilities.

Until the Ellery C. decision, the Family Court in
New York City was authorized to utilize four categories of
placement facilities for both PINS and delinquent children:

1., Nine training schools, large institutions
operated by the Division for Youth (DFY) and
known as Title III facilities:

2. A wide range of urban homes, group homes,
foster homes, and work camps, also operated
by DFY and referred to as Title II facilities;

3. ‘'voluntary agency programs that are privately
operated, under charter from the State Board

of Social Welfare, and funded 90% to 95% by
the City and State;

4. Temporary shelters operated by the New York
City Department of Social Services.

"



The Title II DFY programs, voluntary agencies and shelters
also provide residential care for neglected and dependent
children.5

The recent Cburt of Appéals decision came after a
number of intermediate apﬁellate deciéions in which the
placement of PINS childrenvin the training schools had been
reversed. As a resulﬁ, the number of placements in train-
ing schools droppedbsharply; the number placed with the Com-
missioner of Social Zervices and maintained for months in
"temporary'" shelters increased sharply:; the number returned
to degtructive environments and rejedting parents also in-
creased sharply.

Puring the calendar year, 1970, 922 PINS children
were placéd ~ 345 with the voluntary agencies éﬁd all but
a few of the remainder in the training schools. in 1972,
58% PINS children were placed - 374 with the voluntary
agencies and the remainder either in the training schools or
in the shelters.6 The children's attorneys fought more ag-
gressively for their PINS clients and judges were reluctant
to place children in training schools in view of the higher
court decisions. None of this -~ of course - created new oy

butter services!

5. The charter of a voluntary agency determines the cate-
gory of children it may accept. Although the Court is
authorized to place beth delinquent and PINS children
with the Commissioner of Social Services, in practice
only a few delinquents are ever accepted for care in the
shelters,

6. See discussion and chart, pages 61-62.
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Although the handwriting was clearly on the wall
and the Court of Appeals decision could be anticipated,
neither the public nor the private sectors of the child care
field nor tﬂe judiciary responded adequately. The signifd-
cant improvements that had been made in the training schools.
under the leadership of the Hon. Milton Luger who assumed the
directorship of the Division for Youth in 1971, went unnoticed
and were poorly presented to the Court of Appeals. Lip ser-
vice was paid to "opening up" the voluntary agency programs
to the PINS children but, as the figures show, that did not
occur.

Both the wvoluntary agencies and DFY Title II pro-
grams are highly selective in the child;en whom they will
accepg. The children with serious emotional problems, acting
out adolescents, drug users, children with a history of mental
illness, children who lack am intact family - these are the
children who will be denied admission to those elite programs.
They are the children who have been placed in the shelters or
the training schools.

When the Ellery C. decision was handed down, there
were 128 PINS children from New York City then in the train-
ing schools. These were the children who were so disturbed
that it was known that they would not be accepted by a volun-
tary agency, children who had been réjected by numerous
agencies, children who had failed on probation or in other
voluntary programs, and children whom the judges felt could

not profit from a life in an open shelter in the city.
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The f£full impact of the Ellery C, decision is not
known, By mid-September, the Division for Youth had desig-
nated four of the schools for delinquents and four others for
PINS echildren. Eventually, all of the PINS facilities, in-
¢luding onezsecure facility, will be coed. There will be one
secure facllity for delinquent boys, one coed facility, one
large school just for delinquent boys and a similar one for
delinquent girls.7

However, it 18 questionable whether this arrangement
of existing facilities can stand, in light of the statement
in the decision: "It follows, therefore, that persons in need
of supervision may not validly be placed in a state training
school.," 1In addition, as noted, one of the newly designated
"PINS only" facilities is a secure one.

The opinion cited the Famiiy Court Act that author-
izes the "supervision, treatment or confinement" of delin-
quents and the "gupervision or treatment" of PINS children.
"Confinement" becgmes~a‘key word, All but two of the train-
ing schools are operated as open cottage programs, without
locks or bars or the other features of a place for the in-
carceratiocn of persons.

This, of course, raises questions. Is a PINS child
"econfined" when he is placed against his will in a DFY urban
home, voluntary agency program, city shelter or one of the

open training schools now operated only for PINS children?

7. One training school, at Otiaville, was transferred to the
State Narcotic Control Commizsion in August, 1973. See
also, discussion, page 62-63.
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If confinement, or placement, in an open program labelled a
training school.is unconstitutional, can PINS children be
held against their will in a similar program labelled volun-
tary agency? -

The decision,in speaking of the commingling of PINS

and delinquent children, states ".....children in need of
supervision should not be placed in institutions irn which
juvenile delinquents are confined'". It should be noted that
PINS, delinquent, neglected and abandoned children (and
children who fit into none of those categories or labels) are
commingled in some voluntary programs, in psychiatric hospi-
tals, schools for phe retarded and the like.

The‘net result may be that the Court of Appeals,
while falling to define appropriate ''treatment" for PINS
children, has actually mandated the placement of delinquents
in facilities separate and apart from all other children no
matter what their needs may be. It 1Is feared by some that
the major efforts of DFY, as well as any additional funds it
may secure, will be used to improve services for PINS child-
ren to the disadvantage of the delinquents,.

I1f the use of a training school for the care of PINS
children, separate and apart from delinquent children, is perx-
mitted by the higher courts, it may result in more children
being placed overall and more being placed in those large fa-
cilities. As'noted above, the decline in PINS placements in

the training schools has not been matched by an increase in

voluntary agency placements.
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THE SURVEY

As noted earlier, one of the major reasons for the
survey of PINS children was to develop detailed information
on the background of the children, their needs, and the ex-
tent to which those needs are and can be met by existing pri-
vate and public services. It is hoped that the information
gathered will be helpful to Ehe higher courts and that it
willl stimulate the Legislature to provide sufficient funds
for the development of appropriate resources.

The material 1is presented in three patts: an
explanation of the survey methodology and court procedures;
a profile of the PINS children; and a description of the
handling of 316 children by the Court, probation, detemntion
facilitieg; and the like. It is followed by a summary and
recommendations from the Policy Committee of the Office of

Children's Services.

Method
Seven hundred and fourteen PINS children were placed

outside their homes as persons in need of supervision by the

-12-~

)

s

8
Family Court between June, 1971 and May, 1972, Every second

case was selected, by sex and by county, to make up the sam-
ple. A complete sample would have included 357 cases: Now~
ever, 41 probation folders could not be located. Therefore,
the sample population comnsists of 316 children.

A questionnaire was developed after consultation
with judges of the Family Court, probation officers, law
guardians and experts in the child welfare field. Detailed
instructions were prepared for the students who reviewed the
folders. Five students from the Fordham University School of
Education worked under the regular supervision of a proba-
tion officer who was on leave to complete courses for a Mas-
ters in Social Work. Over all supervision was maintained by
the permanent staff of the 0ffice of Children's Services.

Information transcribed from the probation records
included details about the child's mental and physical con-
dition, peer relationships, school experiences, relationships
with parents and siblings, home environmént,”previous foster
care placements and the like. Also noted was similar informa-
tion about the parent(s) and others in the household -~ other
contacts with the Court, mental and physgsical health, for ex-
ample. The information was culled from the probation investi-

gation reports and other material in the folders: school re-

8. The dramatic reduction in the numbers of PINS children
being placed has been noted earlier, Those figures were
for the calendar year while this survey straddled 1971
(the total number decreased by 137% that year) and 1972
(the total number decreased by 29% that year).
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ports, psychlatric and psycholosical reports, letters to and
from voluntary agencies, and documents from other apencies
that were of significance in the child's life.

Manvy of the children had multiple petitions pend-
ing against them, filed koth before and after the petition on
which the placement in the survey sample was ordered. The
information in the body of this report as to allegations, age
and residence at the time of placement relates specifically
to the petition that caused the child to be in the sample.

As will be shown later, many of thé children had earlier pe-
titions before placement and additional petitions after place-
ment. Other information was gathered from the complete pro-
bation folder.

Some of the probation folders were replete with ma-
terial while others were quite skimpy and, as noted earlier,
the folders for 41 children could not be found. The recofds
of all children in the same family who have been or are be-
fore the Court are kept in the same folder so that it was
frequently possible to garner additional information about
the family background from material relating to a sibling.
Although significant differences were noted in the composition
of the sample and in the functioning of the Court from county
to county, this commentary has been developed on a citywide

basis. Some of the differences are shown in tables in the

appendix.9

9. It is important to note here the possible skewing of cer-
tain statistics because of the higher proportion of White
children and the small number of Puerto Rican children in
Queens County.
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Since so much that happens to a child before the

Family Court in the City of New York depends on his stated

religion, age and (it appears) his ethnic background, every

"

effort was made to secure this informaticn for eachvchiid in

the sample. In gross terms then:

. One hundred and eighty-one children in the sam-
ple were boys; 135, girls. '

. By religion, 130 were stated to be Protestant;
164, to be Catholic; and 14, to be Jewish. The

religion of eight children could net be de-
. termined,

. Seventy~-six of the children were White; 151
were Black, and 79 were Puerto Rican. Ten of
the children were of mixed parentage or their
ethnic background could not be determined. A

. The majority of the children (222) were be-
tween their 13th and léth birthdays.

Court Procedures

The New York State Family Court Act defines a 'per-
son in need of supervision" (PINS) as a boy or girl who, be-

fore his or her 16th birthday, #s found by the Family Court

to be an habitual truant, incorrigible, or out of control of
lawful authority. When the Court finds that a child exhibited
the behavior alleged, it must also find that the child is in
need of supervision and treatment Lif an order of probation or
placement is to be made. The Court then is expected to order
an appropriate disposition in the light of the child's need
for treatment and supervision.

Court action is initiated by the filing of a pe-

tition setting forth the allegations by the petifioner who

seeks the Court's help. As will be shown later, a considera-
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ble majority of the petitions are filed by the children's
mothers.  The Family Court Act mandates a bifurcated proce-~
dure: one hearing at which the facts are adduced and a
finding 18 made, and a second hearing at which the order of
disposition is lssued. Multiple hearings may be held before
the finding is made and before a final disposition is ordered.
During this period, the child may be held in détention, re-
manded to a shelter or diagnostic facility, or paroled home.
The children are represented by attﬁrneys from the
Juvenile Rights Division of the Legal Ald Society at all
stages of the proceduré. “¥hile the Act authorilzes private
counsel, in practice the Legal Aid attorneys, or law guardians,
are assigned to virtually every child brought before the
Court. This is particularly important for PIﬁS children since
in so many cases the parent is proceeding against the child.
After a finding of fact has been made, the Court,
as a rule, orders a probation investigétion 5nd report as
well ag a psychiatric and psychological evalﬁation; The
latter is essential 1f the Court is considering placément.with
a voluntary agency program. The agencieé will not coﬁsider
the referral material unless 1t includes such evaluation: -
During the period of the survey, the Court was reQuifed“to
make referrals serfatim; that is, to one agency at a fime.
This procedure, imposed by the agencies, meant that a chiid

might wait in detention or shelter care for months while one

-16-
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agency after another spent weeks in deciding to reject the
child for care.

When placement is ordered it is for a period of up
to 18 months and mav lhe extended, after a hearing, for
additional one year periods until the child's 18th'birthday.ll
Any of the agencies that provide care for a PINS child may
discharge or parole him home at an earlier date if it be-
lieves that the child does not require or will no longer bene-
fit from the program. In addition, an agency may return to
Court and petition for a transfer of placement if the child
is not "working out" in the program.

PINS children may also be placed under probation
supervision for up to a vear with terms and conditions set by
the Court: for example, obey a curfew, attend school, enter
counselling and the like. As will be shown later, many of
the children in the sample were placed in residential care
only after they had been tried on probation and were returned
to Court for violating the conditions. Others had both
additional PINS charges and delinquency charges that were dis-
missed at the time the PINS placement was ordered.

In this area there may well be another fall-out
from the Ellery C. decision. The PINS procedure is frequently

referred to as the "kids' way of copping a plea"., The judge

10. Under a new procedure developed by 0CS, Department of
Social Services, Office of Probation and the apgency heads,
children in detention may now be referred to every appro-
priate apgency at the same time.

11, Placements of girls may be extended to the 20th birthday.
However, as a result of the Patricia A. decision (supra,
at page 6) it is seldom sought,

-17-



may order the substitution of a PINS petition for a delin-
quincy petition or, as noted, discharge or dismiss pending
delinquency petitions to the PfNS petition, Two trends

could be discerned within a short period after the decision.
Some of the judges were unwilling to reduce delinquency
charges since it appeared to mean that the training schools
could not be utilized if no other placement could be secured.
.in addition, some probation officers who, in the past, had
urpged petitioners to file a PINS petition rather than a de-

linquency petition, were not doing so.

-~18—-
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THE PINS CHILD - A PPOFILE

The PINS children in the survey came, for the most
part, from the poorest and most denrived neighborhoods in the
City of New York. (See maps, appendix) One third of the
children had been in placement prior to the survey petition.
Fifty-three children, or 17%Z of the entire sample, had been
placed before their sixth birthday. A majority of the child-
ren in prior placement had been abandoned or voluntarily
placed by their parents under an agreement with the Com-
missioner of Social Services. Sixty~five percent, or 205
children, had had contact with at lzast one social agency
prior to the survey petition.12 One hundred and ten of the
children had been tried on probation prior to the placement

in the survey.

Behind the words in the petitions ~ "truant",
"incorrigible" , "out of control" - were a host
of problems that may distort, warp and possibly
destroy the children's abilituy to grow into
happy, productive adults-

12. This figure does not include contact with public
assistance workers from the Department of Social Services.
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Ethnice Background/Raligion/Sex/Age

- Percent of the children in the sample
were Black, The ethnie background of three Percent of the
children could oot be determined and the remaining 497 ,¢

the sample divided almost evenly between Puerto Rican ang

White ¢children,

Yere to be expectad, Blacks and Puerto Ricans are the largest

minority Rroups in the City, groups that live for the most

part in poverty gstricken neighborhoods where the incidence pf

méntal and physical problems, anti-social behavior and

socletal neglect 1lg inordinately high,

% of the White children were

voluntary agency placement, There are not only more Catholic

agencies, numerically, but they tend to be larger and to

accept more adolegcentg,

Catholic or Jewish 4n Court records main-

“20-

tain a formal affiliation with an established religious
organization. They are assigned a label, however, (based on
statements of present or past famlily adherence to a faith)
since'a child's religious background significantly affects

the services that will be available for him.

religion.
to Total,?
T
Black ;;ian White Other of sample

7 0 (41%)
Protestant |118 (78%)|3 (4%) 5 (72) 4 (40%)1130 (

L/ Oé
Catholic 32 (212)173 (92%) {54 (71%) |5 (50%){164 (52%)
atho :
- 14 (187%) -~ 14 (4.5%)
Jewish -
L) L/ .5%
Other 1 (1%) 3 42y 3 (4%) L (107%) 8 (2 )

b4 ©

New York State's Constitution and statutes require
that a child be placed, where practicable, with persons of
his own religious faith or in institutions operated by such

ersons.13 Although the sectarian agencies accept children
zf other faiths to warying degrees, priority is generallj
iven to their own falith. This focus on religious matching,
jhich has delayed and sometimes seems to deny a child access
to placement; 18 now being tested in Federal Court as dis-
unconatitutional use of pnblic money to
criminatory and as an P
support religious organilzations.

e, 32,
13 New York State Constitution, Article VI, Se

- 9 il er alt [ J g ugaf a Y [
Civ. 26440
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As noted earlier, 181 of the children, or

were boys.

As can be seen from Table 2,

57%,

this ratio between

boys and girls remained fairly constant when broken down by

ethnic background.

Table 2, Sample population by sex and ethnic origin
Puerto Total, %
Black Rican White Other of sample
Males 86 (57%) | 44 (56%Z) | 45 (597%)] 6 (60%)|181 (57%)
Females 65 (43%) |35 (442) |31 (412) | 4 (402|135 (432)
Total 151, |79 76 |10 316
Pexcentages relate to nuﬁberé within eaéh ethnic group.

However, signifidant differences appear when the
data is analysed by age. Two hundred and twenty-two, or 70%
of the entire sémple, wefe bet&een 13 and 16 years of age.
Sixty~seven percent of the boyé and 757 of the girls were in
this age group. (Table 3) However, note Table 4. ‘Thirty—
two percent of the total number of Black children and 26% of
the Puerto Rican children were below their thirteenth birth-

day, as contrasted with only 167 of the total number of White

children.
Table 3. Sample population by age and sex
7.~ 10 11 - 13 14 - 16 16+ Total
Males 10 (5%) 50 (28%) {121 (67%) |- 181
Females -~ 23 (17%) | 101 (75%) |11 (8%)] 135
Total 10 73 222 11 316

-22-
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Table 4. Sample population by age and ethnic origin
7 - 10 11 - 13 14 - 16 16+
Black 5 (3%) 44 (297) ‘98 (65%) 4 (37%)
Puerto 3 (47%) 18 (22%) | 55 (70%) | 3 (4%)
Rican ‘ v

White 2 (37%) 10 (13%) | 62 (81%) | 2 (3%)
Other - 1 (107) 7 (707) | 2 (20%)
Total 10 (3%2) | 73 (24&7%y (222 (707%) |IT (37%)

This would appear to stem from the greater access
that White children have to community services such as coun=-
seliing, mental health clinics and the like.15 As the maps
in ghe éppendix indicate, the Black and Puerto Rican cﬁildren
came from areas where there 1s a dearth of services while
the White children came from somewhat better communities in
terms;of available services. In addition, as will be shown

later; school authorities appear to be more lenient toward ~

or adverse to taking action against - White children.

Family.and Environment
Eighty percent of the children, or 253 families,
came from health districts shown by eleven social, economic

and health indices to be thetmOSt deprived areas in the City,

15. One mﬁst also question whether preventive and treatment
services for children in the community under voluntary
auspices are equally available for non-White children.
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areas where few community or outreach services are to be
found. The average PINS family living in these slums con-
sisted of a mother, three children and one other - a grand-

mother, aunt or paramour were the most freauent. Only 277%

of the children came from intact families.

Contrary to the pbpular belief that poor peoplé
are highly transient, 34% of the families had lived in the
same apartment for three to six years and an additional 27%
had maintained the same residence for a longer period of time.

A considerable majority of the families occupied apartments

of five rooms or more.

ot et i s e S s

However, the apartments were repeatedly described
in the probation reports as small, dirty, and deteriorated.
Many of the families asserted a desire to move to better
apartments in better communities, not orly for improved
living situations but to remove their children from-undesira-
ble companions in the crime-ridden nefghborhoods. Fifteen
families rep;tted that they had been rejected for 'public
housing because the sample child or another member of the
family was "in‘trouble" wicﬁ the Court system, Apother 15%
of the sample, or 47 familiés, reported tﬁat they were on
walting lists for public housing.

The poor quality of the housing can be judged by
the fact that the mgdian rent was $101 ~ $125 per month.

When the median rent is calculated for the Bronx, Kings, New

York and Richmond counties (omitting the higher rents, rang-

ing from $126 to $150 per month, paid by OQueens families )

-24-

the median - $75 to $100 - becomes even more revealing.

Marital Status of Mother

Seventy~-three percent, or 232 of the children, came
from single parent families or broken homes. Only 84 of the

316 children had an intact family: that 1s, a mother and

father who were living together. (Table 5) When the figpures

are analysed, they underscore the lack of continuity and co-
hesion among these poverty families and the consequent lack,

at times, of care or adequate supervision for many of their

children.

Table 5. Sample population by parental status and ethnic

origin
Puerto . Total, 7%
Black Rican White Other of sample
Married 24 (167) |24 (307) |31 (41%) | 5 (50%)| 84 (27%)
Never 71 (47%) |32 (41%) |10 (13%) | 2 (20Z%Z)[115 (36%)

married

Separated )| 44 (294) |15 (19%) |20 (26%) | 1 (10%)| 80 (25%)
Deceased) :

Divorced 12 (8%) 8 (107) |15 (20%) 12 (20D 37 (127D)
Total  [151(100%) |79 (100%) |76 (100710 (1ooz)| 316 (100%)

Additionally, mental health research shows a signifi-

' ' 16
cant correlation between mental and familial stability. As

16. Thomas Langer, "Comparison of Experience and Behavior of
Poorer and Higher Status Groups: Findings and‘Hypotheses".
Mental Health of the Poor, pp. 37-38; Samuel Tinestone,
Community Mental Health Services in New York City, Center
for New York City Affairs, New School for Social Research,
1973.
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will be shown later, most of the children in the sample were 6 reveals that in each ethnic proup some parents were married
elther disturbed themselves or came from families with

after the birth of the child. Perhaps of significance, 54%
serious emotional problems.

; of the Protestant children in the sample were born out of wed-
Only 167% of the 151 Black children, as opposed to ?

lock as opposed to only 37Z of the Catholic children. For an
30% of the 79 Puerto Rican and 41% of the 76 White children,

ii additional 37%Z of the children, of all ethnic backgrounds, the
came from intact families. Here is another barrier to the ﬁ’ parents were separated or divorced or the father was deceased,
Black child's access to care. Voluntary agencles prefer, If %; The child's age at the time of the father's depart-
not demand, an intact or cooperative family with whom they E ure from the home was known for 144 children. Table 7 shows
can work for the eventual return of the child to the communi-

ty., Thus, children whose problems are frequently caused by I

ethnic i
group in sample ‘ !

| Table 7. Children's ages at time of father's departure
their parent(s) are frequently rejected because of those g from home by sex.
| i 0 -5 6 - 8 9 - 11 12 - 15 Total
parents! b
3 Males 46 (57%) | 7 (9%) 17 (21%) |11 (13%) 81 (1o0%
Table 6. Out of wediock births by religion and ethnic ? Females 34_(547) 113 (217%) 10 _(16%) 6.(9%) | 63 (100%)
origin . y y 7y |17 (122144 (100%
Tatal,? o Total 80 (55%) j20 (147%) 27 (19%) (127> (100%)
: ‘ of rel, i
: Puerto group in cﬁ , :
Black Rlean White Other sample f ’ that in 55% of the cases, in which the child's age at the tinme
Protestant | 65 ! : 2 : 2 70 (542) '§ the father left was known, the father had disappeared before
Gatholic 11 36 14 T 61 (377) [ ‘ the child's fifth birthday and, in another 33%, before the
Jewish o o 2 - 2 (14%) ) 11th birthday. Significantly, 130 boys, or 72% of the boys
Other . 2 _ - 3 37.5%) i in the sample, were living in female headed homes at the time
Total, % of| 77 (51%) | 39¢49%) | 18 (247)| 2(20%)|136 (43%)
|

of placement, as were 101 giris, or 75% of the girls in the

sample.

' | be seen that the considerable
Forty-three percent of the total sample were born ! In summary, it can be seen

ocut of wedlock. This included 51%Z of the Black children in majority of the PINS children came from family backgrounds

the sample; 49% of the Puerto Rican children and 247 of the E at variance with those of middle class families. As noted
White children. A comparison of the figures in Tables 5 and P
-27-
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earlier, these are factors that serve as barriers to the

children's entry into care and treatment,

James S./ A 12 year old bou, James' family
is one of New York's transients, moving from
one welfare hotel to another. During the
year before placement, James was enrolled in
five public schools because of his family's
shifting residence.

His mother reportedly . loved her 10 children
but was overwhelmed by their multiple needs
and was unable to properly care for and super-
vise them. James had difficulty in dealing
with the constant upheavals and lack of

stability. His problems came clearly to the
attention of the authorities when he threw
himself before a moving car: it was con-

sidered a suicide attempt or suicidal gesture.
James was. placed in a voluntary agency as a

PINS child on a petition brought by the Bureau
of Attendance of the Board of Education.

Income/Care in the Home

Fifty-three percent, or 166 of the families in
the sample, recelved public éssistance; a somewﬁat surprisiﬁg
figuré since 1t has been geherally assumed that a substantial
majority of the Family Court's clients were public assistance
reclplents. An addiﬁional'ZS families received supplemental
asgistance. Thus, 61% of the sample, or 194 families,were
living in severe poverty. The median earned income for a
family of five in the sample ranged between $5,000 and $7,000.

Two hundred and twenty—ééven of the mothers were
unemp loyed housewives. Of the 89 embloyed mothers, 36 were
in clerical or civil service positions; 13 were identified as
paraprofessionals; six, as in domestic service; nine held

white collar positions and 21, blue collar jobs. The employ-
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ment for four others was not identified.

The 227 unemployed mothers were listed as providing
supervision and primary care for the child in the home, as
were 26 working mothers. A grandmother provided primary care
for only 17 (5%) of the children in the sample, while another
relative, neighbor, or an institution provided the care for
approximately 15% of the sample.

It should be noted here that the New York State
Social Services Law prohibits foster care payments to grand-
parents.l7f It is generally believed that a significant num-
ber of grandparents would open their homes to their grand-
children if they could receive such payments. Frequently
living on small pensions or social security, grandparents are
unable to stretch their budgets to provide food, clothing and
other necessities for the children. Although the children
are eligible for Aid to Dependent children, such payments are
significantly lower than the foster care rates paid by the
City. Additionally,‘many of the grandparénts are reluctant
to Become involved with public éséistance or welfare services.

Efforts to amend the statute and provide foster care
payments have been turned down by the Legistature several
times. Legislative debate indicated a fear that if grand-
parents were to be given foster care payments, the mother -

from whom the child had been removed or who had deserted the
17. New York State Social Services Law, Sec. 371 (14)
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child - might return to her parent's home and benefit from
those increased rates! Pennv-vwise, pound-foolish., The cost
of foster care with a familv in the child's community is
presently estimated at $3,400 per year while annual costs in
a chlld care institution, either a voluntary agency or a DFY

8
facility, ranged from $9,000 to $25,000 in 1972.l

Parent/Child Pelationships

For most children, the reports of the probation
officers provide a falrly detailed description of the parents
and children -~ ranging from the pre~natal health of the
mother down to the attitude and relationship of parent to
child and child to parent at the time of the investigation and
report. Parents may be catagorized as rigid or strict in
discipline and in their expectations of the child: as "inade~
quate" or unable to cope with their children's behavior or
the problems that conftront them personally within and without
the home; as "neglectful" in providing material benefits or
sufficient supervision, love or understanding: as "rejecting"
of the child, including in some instances wanting to be re-
lieved of the trouble of raising him. (Table 8)

Thes& four evaluations of the PINS children's
parents fipured most prominently in the sample. Fifty=-two

percent were labelled inadequate; 49%, rejecting: 367, rigid

18, See: "Schedule of Rates to Voluntary Foster Care Agencies",

Special Services for Children, Department of Social Ser-
vices, New York City, October, 1972; Juvenile Justice Con-

founded; N.C.C.D.,, Hackensack, N.J., 1972; Costs of Insti-

tutional Care for Delinquent Adolescents in New York State;

Ways and Means Committee, N.Y.S. Assembly, N. Y., 1973,
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and strict in expectations; and another 35% were reported to .
be neglectful of their child's welfare. At times two or

more of these assessments were made for the same parent., One
hundred and one of the families in the sample, 327, indicated
that corporal punishment was used to discipline the children.
Eighteen percent of the children were reported to be in con-

flict with siblings and 207% to he in conflict with a substi-

tute parent or naramour,

Table 8, Attributes of parent/child relationships by
ethnic origin

Puerto Total,%
Black Rican White Other of sample
Rigid, 52 (347%) |35 (44%) |22 (29%Z) |4 (40Z)]|113 (36%)

strict
Inadequate |72 (48%) |39 (49%Z) |49 (64%) |5 (50%){165 (52%)

Neglectful |51 (34%) {31 (39Z) {27 (35%) |1 (10%Z) {110 (35%)

Rejecting 71 (47%) |39 (49%) |38 (50%) |6 (60%) 154 (49%)

Sibling 25 (17%) 122 (28%) 9 (12%) |1 (10%)| 57 (18%)
‘ problems - .
Sub.Parent |32 (21%) |21 (27%Z) |10 C(13%)y |1 (10%)| 64 (20%) |
problems — _ -
Corporal 43 (28%) |32 (407) V24 (327%) |2 (20%Z) (101 (32%) |
punishment -
Note: Percentages relate to total within each ethnic
group

Sixty-four percent of the White parents, 48% of the
Black parents and 497 of the Puerto Rican parents were termed
inadequate, Thirty~-five percent of the White parents, 347 of
the Black and 39% of the Puerto Rican parents ﬁere labelled

neglectful. Twenty-nine percent of the White parents, 34%Z of
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the Black parents and 44% of the Puerto Rican parents were
deemed to be rdipgid and strict in theiry expectations and the E
manner in which thev supervised their children. There was
little variation by ethnic backgrouﬁd in reported conflicts
with siblinys and paramours and in the use of corporal

punishment.

The differences in percentages from one ethnic

group to another must be considered in the light of the com-

paratively few White children who appear in the Court, pro-
portionate to their number in the Clity's cﬁild population.

It would seem that the White children who do come to the

Court have more disorpanized or inadequate parents than do

the other children. On the other hand, it may be that Black
and Puerto Rican parents are more willing to seek the help of
the Court or are more quickly referred to the Court by schools,
soclal agencies and the police than are the White parents.

The attributes assigned to parents of all ethnic
backgrounds naturally have a profound effect on their children's
lives. Were they less inadequate, neglectful, rejecting or
ripid, they might have prevented the child's entry into the
juvenille justice system in the first place., Once there, how-
ever, these are parental qualities that work against the
child's entry into voluntary agency placement.

William M./ This nine year old child, product ,

of overtly rejecting and separated parents, was

found to be a PINS child. The charge was arson
that had resulted in damages of over $2,000. ‘
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William was In foster care placement in rural
Pennsylvania from his sixth through eichth uear.
fle returned to a mother who reneatcedlu told him
that he was an unwanted child and to a step-
father who favored the child's sister. His
prarents were said to use corporal punishment on
William with recularity.

In the third grade, William was placed on "medical
suspension'” by the Bureau of Child Guidance for
being assaultive to school personnel and other
students. He was later provided with home in-
struction. Thus, he was kept in a problematic
family situation and no treatment was provided.

William was diagnosed by a municipal hospital as
having "schizophrenia of childhocod - pseudo-
psychopathic type". His full scale IQ was 79.
He was placed In the training school without
referral to any voluntary agencyy since virtually
no agency will accept a known fire-setter.

The Family/Incidence of Problems

Information was sought as to the extent that the
mental or physical illness, mental retardation, alcoholism,
or drug use on the part of parents or siblings impinged on
the lives of the PINS children. Problems were noted for 155
mothers with whom the children lived and for 122 fathers,
some of whom had left the home. The figures that follow re-
late to the incidence of the particular problem to the total
number of mothers or fathers, as the case may be, for whom
problems were noted; the percentages, to the sample of each
ethnic group.

Fifty-three of the mothers (27, Black; 13, Puerto
Rican; 10, White; 3, unidentified) were reported to have seri-
ous physical problems. Nine Black fathers, three Puerto Rican
and eight White fathers (two not identified) were similarly

reported.
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Table 9. TIncidence of problems among parents by ethnic

oripin
. Puerto Total,?
Mothers Black Rican Uhite Other of sa&ule
Mental 4 (3%) - - - 4 (17%)

Retardation

Phygical 27 (18%) 13 (167%) |10 (13%) {3 (30%Z)}{53 (17%)

Problems
Mental 22 (15%) {11 (1r47%) 114 (18% y: 9
B e ( Y 11 (10%)148 (15%)
Alcoholism 19 (13%) 2 (3%) 8 (11%) |1 (10%){30 (9%)
Drup Use 6 (4%) 3 (4% 2 (3%) - 11 (3%)
Criminal 5 (37%) 2 (3% 2 (3%) - 9 (3%)

Court Record

Fathers

Phygilcal 9 (6%) 3 (4% 8 (11% . .
Problems ) (11%) {2 (20%){22 (7%)

Mental 3 (2%) 1 (1%) 7 07y 12 (209 .
Illness (9%) ( qé) 13 (4%)

Alcoholism 25 (17Z) {17 (22%) {15 (207%) Y1 (10Z%) |58 (18%)

Drug Use 3 (27%) 6 (82) 2 (3%) - 11 (3%)
Criminal 7 (5%) 5 (6%) 6 (8%) - 18 (6%)

ourt Racord
Percentapges relate to sample within each ethnic group

Mental illness of the parents was noted for 61
children. Eighteen percent of the White mothers had a history
of mental illness as opposed to 15%Z of the Black and 147 of

the Puerto Rican mothers. Although the difference is not

statistically significant, these figures mav be somewhat indica-

tive of the preferential access of White persons to mental
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health services as discussed earlier. Thils 1s further under-
scored by the fact that 9% of the Vhite fathers, as opposcd
to only 2% of the Black and 1k of the Puerto Pican fathers

(and two unidentified) had a history of treatment for mental

problems.

Eiphteen percent of the fathers were reported to be
alcoholics or to drink to excess as opposed to onlv 9% of the
mothers. Unexplained is the fact that 13% of the Black and
11%2 of the White mothers were said to be alcoholics or abusers
of alcohol, as opposed to only 3% of the Puerto Rican mothers.
A surprisingly small number of parents,22, were said to be

drug abusers.

Table 10. Incidence of problems among 279 siblings
Problem Number and Percent of Children
Mental Retardation & (2%
Mental Illness 20 (7%)
Drug Usage 36 (13%)
Family Court involvement 145 (527%)
Neglect petitions 72 (26%)
PINS, aelinquency 73 (262)
petitions ) .
Placement® 72 (26%)
Voluntary agency 43 (iS%)
Training schools 29 (10%)
1. Placements included those voluntarily made by
parents as well as Court placements




Turning to the problems of siblings, 279 were noted

to have problems. One hundred and forty-five siblings had

been involved in a Family Court proceeding. One-half of

those proceedings were against parents charged with neglecting

their children. Over 15% of the siblings had been or were
in placement with a voluntary apgency and ten percent had been

or were then in placement with the training school system.

Seven percent of the siblings had a history of mental illness '

and 137 were said to be drug abusers or experimenters.

This family background has surely contributed to
the reasons that caused the children in the survey to enter

‘the juvénile justice system.

Social Agencies/Prior Placements

Two hundred and five of the children, or 65% of the
sampie; had had a total of 275 contacts with social agencies
and a special bureau of the Board of Education. Not included
in the figure are contacts the children may have had with
public assistance workers or the Court.

Ninety children, or 28% of the sample, had been in
voluntary counselling and 22% had attended a mental health
clinic or been treated at a psychiatric hospital., Sixteen
percent of the sample (51 children) had been screened by the
Bureau of Child Guidance of the Board of Education for place-
ment in special school programs. The Bureau of Child Welfare,
Department of Social Services, had provided services for 46

youngsters and the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to

Children had intervened in the lives of another 17 children.
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Table 11. Contacts with social agencies |
Number of Percentape !

Agency Contacts of sample

Bureau of Child Guidance 51 167 i
Board of Education i

Bureau of Child Welfare 46 157 l
Department of Social Services

Society for the Prevention of 17 4
Cruelty to Children

Voluntary counselling 90 28%

Mental health clinic or 71 22%
psychiatric hospital

Total 275

It would appear from-these figures, standing alone,
that many of the children had received a good deal of service

before they came to Court. However, the probation material

indicated that many of the children referred to a mental
health clinic or to a counselling agency went only once or
at the most, two or three times., There was little evidence
in the records of attempfs by those agencies to secure the
child's continued attendance, Additionally,
whether the Bureau of Child Guidance's efforts
most frequently in suspension and the provision of inadequate
special classes or home instruction - could Be sald to have
helped the children. (See below, page 40)

A full 33% of the children in the sample, 104, had
lived away from their immediate family prior to the placement

on the petition in the sample. Forty-six of the children had

been separated from their natural parent(s) before the age of

C-37-
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six. Twenty-five percent of the 104 children had been placed

in a c¢hild care institution; 18% with foster parents: and 42%

with rTelatives. Another 147 of the children had been treated

in a state hospital for mentally i1l children. Some of the chil-

dren had been in several types of placement outside their homes

for a total of 124 placements.

fable 12, Prior placements by sex and ethnic origin
| Puerto

Black Rican White Other Total
Males 24 (28%) |12 (27%) | 17 (38%) |2 (33%Z) 55 (30%)
Females 23 (357) |14 (40%) |12 (397%) - 49 (36%)
Totals 47 (31%) 126 (33%) {29 (38%) {2 (2%) {104 (33%)
Percentages relate to number within each ethnic group

Only 22 of the children had goqe‘intovcare as a re-
sult of Family Court action; the remainder lived with relatives
by chofice or had been voluntarily released by thelr parents
for care under the auspices of the Bureau of Child Welfare.

Thirty-eight percent of the children removed by the age of

slx were White children. This is, perhaps, due to the fact

that there were comparatively more White children before the
Court, in proportion to Black and Puerto Rican children, in
the late 1950s and early 1960s when the removals occurred.
Tt is also possible that earlier identification of need and
preventive services were available for White children. In
addition, the Queens children in the sample may tend to skew
the results. Thirteen of the 29 White children living apart

from their parent(s) were from Queens.,
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Thus it is seen that one-third of the sample had
lived at one time in foster care arrangements, with all the
insecurity that that brings to a child, and that a signifi-
cant number of those children had lived so since their
earliest years. Although there had been numerous contacts
with social agencies for many of them, they had not really
been helped. If these children from multi-problem families
are not being helped significantly by the child care/social

services systems in New York City, what can be said of the

school system?

PINS Children and the School System

The vast majority of the children in the survey
attended a public school, with only a handful attending a non-
public school. éefioﬁs school problems, over and beybnd
truancy, were reported for 145 children, 46% of the sample.
Truancy featured in the allegations against 71% of the
children. Sixteen percent of the children had been seen by
the Bureau of Child Guidance.

A full 25% of the sample had been suspended, placed
on home instruction, attended a "school for socially malad~
justed children" (600 school), or were in special classes.
The figure includes:

. 32% of the Black children in the sample

. 18% of the Puerto Rican children in the sample

. 20% of the White children in the sample
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These figures reveal i
: not only the serious problems The data from this PINS survey underscore some of

of the PINS children but rai
ise questions as to t
o the role of the serious charges made by a state commission on education,

W tl »

"Many special classes, particularly those for the

mentally retarded, have traditionally been
dumping grounds for children who are difficult

systems to help such children.

Table 13. School status of 257 of survey s 1e bv ) ‘ or whom teachers cannot reach academically. Yet
ethnic origin ‘ y sampie by experts have long pointed out that such group-
ings work to the disadvantage of the under-
Puerto privileged who may be educationally, but not
Black Rican White Other  Total mentally retarded.'’

", ,.special classes may have become a convenient

Suspensgion | 30 (207 6 i 9 A .
) (%) 8 (1n) 1 (aoz)j4s (14m) place for children who are not really wanted in
the public school. On the average 6% more Black

600 school 9 (6%) 3 (47%)
9 o _5 (7%) — . o
17 (6%) students were in the special classes in segregated
school districts and 25% in desegregated districts.”

1 ,

CRMD class 5 (3%) 1 (12) - 1 o) 7 @

Home in- 4 (3%) 4 (5%) 2 (3%) _ 10 (3%) (It was found) "that Black and Spanish-surnamed
Btructlon ' ) Americans account for an astonishing 927 of the

Total 48 (32%) ] 14 (18%) | 15 (204, &ITY. . ' entire enrollment of the 600 schools, while by

(20%) 2 (20%0)] 79 (2577 contrast the Black and Spanish surnamed Americans
1. Class for children with retarded mental development. publictschoil gg‘g}lﬁe“t across the entire city
. _ comes to only 2%

Percentages relate to numbers within each ethnic group

As noted, 45 children, or 14 of the entire sample,

pecial class, school, or home

C . . s
hildren are p}aced in these special school situations were walting assignment to a s
by the Bureau of Child Guid |
1 1 ance when they are reférred by their ijnstruction at the time they were removed from the community
ocal public school, They are first e i e . |
» xamined by a psychia- by the Court. Another 34 children were already attending 600
rist, giliven psych
s B psychological tests and seen by a social worker. schools or special classes or receiving home instruction.

Once the testing h ; i
ng has been completed, the chlld.may be placed Twenty percent of the Black children in the sample

b

Forty-five of the children had i ' ‘
ad been given "medical and 102 of the White children. By contrast, 12% of the Black

It should
be noted that these suspensions are ordered without were already in special education situations

19. Report of the N.Y. State Commission on the Quality,

education in the regular
g public school = tem. ’
system . and Financing of *Temontary and secondary Education,
Manly Fleischman, Chairman, Vol. 2, New York, N.Y. 1972.
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Although the number of children in the sample who
received home instruction was small (10), special note should
be taken. When a child is denied access to a classroom setting
he 1g left idle most of the time, does not have the advantage
of peer interaction, and may become an insurmountable burden
to his mother who alreadvy may have had problems in coping
with him before and after school.

Home idinstruction is supposed to be limited to
children whose physical disability makes 1t imvossible for
them to benefit from a public school c¢lass. However, the
flelschman Commission reported that in the 1969-70 school year
44% of the children receiving home instruction were emotionally
disturbed, not physically handicapped at all. This was true
of the ten children on home instruction in the sample.

In what seems a mockery, the parent is required to
sign a letter agreeinpg to home instruction for the child and
promlsing to be at home with the child, particularly during
the hours of instruction. The lessons are provided for two
hours on three days of the week. Thus, the parent is pre-
vented from holding a full time job unless there is another
adult member of the family available, 1In addition to the
lessons, counselling is supposed to be provided for both the
¢hild and family. The survey staff was told by an employee
of the Bureau of Child Guidance that '"this depends on the

individual case, available staff and community resources'.

-
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Consider this child:

Thomas J./ This 11 year old boy from an intact
family had a history of excessive absences through-
out his school experiences. He was reported to be
"hostile, uncommunicative, withdrawn", to have no
friends and to be completely out of the control of
his parents.

Home instruction was recommended for Thomas. How-
ever, it was not provided hecause his mother would
not accept counselling.

Thomas was removed from his home and placed with a

voluntary agency so he could have an opportunity

for an education.

Turning to the 75%7 of the sample children who were
in a regular public school class, the median grade level was
the eighth and the median reading level was 5-6. As has been
shown elsewhere, the vast majority of the children in the
sample (222 children out of 316) were 13, 14, and 15 years
of age. They have obviously been passed on from one grade
to the next even though they are reading significantly below

their grade level. Twenty-seven of the children were reading

at the 1-2 level and another 64 at the 3-4 level. 8ix of the

.children in special classes were non-readers.

Edward S./ This nine and a half year old boy was
in the third grade prior to placement. School re-
ports described him as "hyperactive" and stated
that he ran in the hallways and stairwells, fought,
and truanted frequently. He had been suspended
several times. ‘

Edward and three half-siblings had been placed

with relatives since their early years. He first
lived with an uncle who beat him so severely that
he was scarred and then, with a great dunt. The
aunt brought Edward and his brother to Court at the
insistence of the police who believed that the boys
had been involved in four robberies.
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Edward was diagnosed as "behavior disorder of

childhood”. His I fluccuated between 78 and

92 within an eight month period. Placement in

a residential setting with therapy was recommended

for Edward. The Court tried to secure this ser-

vice for him without avail., Edward was then

placed, three months after the finding had been

entered, with the Commissioner of Social Services.

School related problems are, thus, seen és a major
factor in the lives of PINS children and as causal to their
appearance in the Court. The foregoing information describes
yet another hurdle that must be surmounted when placement is
sought for a PINS child. Most of the voluntary agencies and
DTY Title IT programs require that the child be able to fit
into thelr school programs and have established minimum grade
levels, 1IQ levels, and the like. Only the training schools

have been available for the non-reader or seriously backward

students.

PINS Children - Their Problems

It is contended by some that the -most serious pro-
blem that a PINS child has 1s a mother who turns to a quasi~-
criminal justice system for help in coping with her child,
Sixty-five percent of the 316 petitions in the survey were
filed by the children's mothers. ‘Twenty percent of the fami-
lies refused to take their child home,‘once the court action
was initiated, and eight percent of the children themselves
re fused to return home with their parent(s).

The major allegations as set forth in the petitions
were truancy, absconding, and keeping late hours. Subsidiary

charges, however, reveal the extent of the children's problems,

~ba-
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behavior, and acts. Thirtv~five percent of the girls wvere

alleged to be sexually vromiscuous or to associate with unde-

sirable companions, generallv older bovs or adult men. Twentv-

three percent of the girls were charged witﬁ exhibiting dis-
ruptive or abnormal behavior at home, in the schools, and in
the community.

Twenty-one percent of the 181 boys were allered to
associate with undesirable companions and another 22%, to he
disruptive or abmormal in their behavior both at home and in

school., Sixteen percent of the children, 36 bovs and 16

girls, were alleped to abuse or experiment with drugs. Another

20
20 children used alcohol to excess. Over one-~third of the
sample, 77 boys and 29 girls, were alleged to have stolen or

committed assault.

Table 14, Subsidiary allegations by sex

Males Females Total
Drug use 36 (20%) {16 (12%) |52 (16%)
Stealing 50 (28%) )15 (117%) |65 (21%)
Assault . 27 (15%) |14 (1L0%Z) {41 (13%)
Abnormal behavior 9 (5%) 13 (10%) 22 (7%)

Disruptive behavior 31 (1L7%) 118 (137%) 149 (l6%)

Sexual promiscuity 4 (2%) 18 (13%) 22 (7%)

Undesirable companions38 (21%) |30 (22%) {68 (22%)

Fire setting 7 (&%) - 1 7 (2%)

Percentages relate to each allepgation

20. In the 15 months since the last child in the sample was
placed, there has been a notable decrease in the number
of Court children involved in hard drugs and a notable
increase in the number of children who abuse alcohol.

-45-




e s vt

Information parnered from the probation investiga-
tion reports, school and medical reports, provides another
dimension to the formal allepations as can be scen from Table
15. Twenty-one percent of the children were said to use or
experiment with héroin while another 217 were involved with
other drugs, pills, marijuana, and the like. 1In view of the
reporpé of widespread drug usape in the public schools during
the_timéAthe survey children were before the Court, the com-
bined figure of 427 of the sample's population seen as in-
volved to some extent with drugs seems more valid than the
167 formally alleged to be involved. Some of the children

were sald to be using both hard and soft drugs.

Table 15. Characteristics of the sample population by
ethnic origin

Puerto
Blaq& Rican White Other Total
School 76 (50%) (27 (34%) | 36 (47%Z) | 6 (60%Z) 145 (463%)
problems
Home 28 (19%) |32 (41%) | 28 (37%) |3 (30%)] 91 (29%)
problems
Hostile 33 (22%) {17 (22%) 1 17 (22%Z) 12 (20%) 4§ 69 (21%)
attitude

Heroin use 31 (217%) |19 (24%) {15 (20%)

N

(20%) 1 67 (21%)

Other drugs 12 (87%) 18 (23%) | 32 (427%) |6 (60%) | 68 (21%)
Physical 18 (12%) |13 (16%) 6 (8%) - 37 (12%)
problems

Psychiatric 29 (19%) | 8 (L0%) |12 (16%) |3 (30%) |52 (16%)
hospltalization

Percentapges relate to number within each ethnic group

b

Yixty-two percent of the White children in the sar-
ple were said to use drugs, two-thirds of them being involved
with pills or marijuana. By sharp contrast, only 29% of the
Black children were said to use drugs, but of those almost
three times as many used heroin or cocaine as used pills.
Forty-seven percent of the Puerto Rican children were belirve'
to be involved with drugs, dividing equally between hard and
soft drugs.

Sixteen percent of the children in the sample ha“d
a history of psychiatric hosgpitalization: 197 of the Blach
children, 16% of the White children, and 10% of the Puerte
Rican children. Another 127 of the children were said te »avwe
medical or physical problems of serious proportions (epilrnerwr,
diabetis, bone deformities, and the like)., By ethnic back-

ground, it was 127 of the Black and 16% of the Puerto Rican

children as opposed to only eight percent of the White childr~n.

Twenty-two percent of the children were labelled
"hostile" - suspicious of authority figures and peers alike.
unable or unwilling to cooperate, generally unmotivated. This
did not vary from one ethnic group to another.

As can be seen from Table 15, however, there was a
significant variation when problems at home and at school were
reported. Only 197 of the Black children weré reported to
have problems in the home as opposed to 41% of the Puerto Ricar
and 37% of the White children. As discussed earlier, sericus
school problems, over and beyond truancy, were reported for

46% of the sample., Significantly, this was true for 50% of
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the Black children in the sample, 34% of the Puerto Rican

children,and 477 of the White children.

Robert J./ This 14 year old adolescent was
placed in a training school as a PINS child after
earlier placements under probation supervision
and in shelter care. The finding was based on
"late hours, absconding, bad companions known

to be drug users, failure to accept treatment”.

Robert was a non~reader. He had been placed in
a class for children with retarded mental de-
velopment (CRMD) when he was in the third grade
and then later transferred to a 600 school. He
lived with his mother, reported to be albivalent
toward Robert at times and rejecting at others.
His father was absent and a series of paramours
apparently lived in the home.

Robert was seen and, at times, cared for by the
Kings County Psychiatric Hospital, Kings Park
State Hospital, Interboro Psychiatric Clinic,
Greenpoint and Jewish Hospitals in the two years
prior to the training-school placement. Foster
care placement in a residential treatment center
or treatment-oriented center was recommended but
could not be secured for Robert by the Court or
by the Commissioner of Social Services.

Robert was rejected by all the agencies to which
he was referred as needing more treatment than
they could provide. He was finally placed in

a training school.

Diapnostic evaluations: Psychiatric diagnoses and psychologi-
cal evaluations were available for

254 children, approximately 80% of the sample. The diagnostic

workups are ordered almost routinely.Qhen a judge is consider-

ing placement, since this material is required if referrals

are to be made to a voluntary agency or one of the DFY Title II

‘fncilities. There were indications that the workups had been
done for some of the remaining 62 children although the re-

ports were not in the probation folders.

-l 8
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Examinations were apparently not ordered for some
children, however - primarily those who were using or
experimenting with drups, 15 vear olds, or those with a his-
torv of persistent acting out behavior, children who eventu-
ally were placed with the training schools or with the Com-
missioner of Social Services. One can surmice that the
judges felt hopeless about securing placement with the volun-
tary agencies for these children.

The reports are provided to the Court by its own *ental
Health Clinic, by one of the municipal hospitals to which the
Court may remand the children for in-patient diagnostic evalu-
ation and short term treatment, or by one of two diagnostic
centers, Euphrasian Residence and Geller House, operated by
the Sisters of the Good Shepherd and the Jewish Board of
Guardians, respectively. 0Of the sample, 58 girls and two
boys were seen at the private diagnostic centers, and ten
girls and 14 boys were remanded to the city hospitals.

Twenty-one different diagnostic categories were
applied to the 254 children, The three most frequent were
"personality disorder" (55 children), "adjustment reaction to

adolescence" (48 children), and "nassive-aggressive personal-

21. Euphrasian Residence, with 30 beds, is for girls only
while Geller House, with 20 beds, accepts both sexes.
The disproportionately smaller number of boys remanded
stems from the smaller number of beds and because
Geller House opened midway during the period when the
sample children were before the Court. A third diag-
nostic center, operated by the Jewish Child Care &ssoci-
ation has since opened. For more detailed information
on hospital remands, see Desperate Situation - Pisparate
Services, avallable from the Office of Children's Services.
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ity" (27 children). The other most frequently used diagnoses
were '"schizophrenia”(18), "unsocialized aggressive perscnali-
ty" (18), "adjustment reaction to childhood" (17), and "run=-
away reaction'" (16).

'fhe gravity of the pyschiatric problems, combined
with the multiple family and school problems that have al-

ready been discussed, makes 1t virtually impossible to secure

appropriate care and treatment for these PINS children, either

wlithin community based facilities or in placement away from

their homes, as shown in the following case:

Jeff A./ This 14 year old child has been in and
out of Queens Children's Hospital four times.
There he was diagnosed as "schizophrenia childhood
type"” and in testing presented a full scale IQ of
84, The boy was described as sullen, easily led,
and easily aroused to aggressive action.

Both parents were in the home and both were said
to reject Jeff and his brothers, who had also been
hospitalized at Queens Children's Hospital. Jeff
had been suspended from school for carrying a
knife and threatening teachers and other students.

The PINS allegations were "beyond contrel, late
hours, bad compenions, school discipline problem”.
Jeff was placed on probation but it was revoked
when he threatened his father with a knife, stole
money, and drugs were found in his bedroom. Jeff
was referred to and rejected by five private
agencies and DFY Title II. He was accepted by,

but refused to attend, a drug program.

Jeff was finally placed in a training school as a

PINS child although there was an open delingquency
charge pending.

IQ results: The children presented full scale I0Q scores

spread between 51 and 100+. The median score
was between 81 -~ 90, The tests used by the Court’s Mental

Health Clinic, where the majority of the children were tested,
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were the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, the Bender
Gestalt Visual Motor Test, and the Draw-a-Figure Projective
Test,

The Clinic has been severely criticized, as have
the public schools and other public agencies, for using these
tests that were standardized on White, middle class children
generally.22 It is charged that these tests discriminate
against the Black and the Puerto Rican children, The statis=~

tical breakdown in Table 16 1is presented with an awareness

that these charges are still unanswered.

.Table 16.. Full Scale IQs over 90

Number Percentage of

Total with ethnic group

Tested 90+ 10 Tegted
Blgck 122 50 417
Puerto Rican 64 30 ' 477
White 61 36 59%

For example, out of the 122 Black children tested,
41% presented an IQ of over 90, as did 47% of the 64 Puerto
Rican children who were tested. By contrast, 59% of the White
children registered an IQ of 90 or over. Approximately the
same differences emerge when percentages are drawn agalnst the
total in the sample for each ethnic group.
22. "Psychological Testing: Is It a Valid Judicial Function?"

Alan Sussman, New York Law Jourmal, July 31, August 2 and
August 3, 1973,
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IQ scores were available for 78% of the sample (247
out of 316 children). Almost 137% of the children had full
scale I0s of 75 or below, while four percent had I0s of 70 or
under. The latter flgure must be compared with the national
estimate that approximately three percent of the school age
population is retarded to some degree.23

An earlier study found that 6,5% of 247 delinquent
and PINS children who were placed outside their homes had I0s
of 70 or less.24 The two surveys are not necessarily in con-
flict, The earlier survey included children found to havé
committed serious delinquent acts, children for whom placement
seemed almost mandatory. It was almost always in the training
school system. 1In addition, the smaller number in this survey
reflects tﬁe judges' reluctance to place PINS children in thg“
training schools generally.

Forty-eight perceﬁt of the children tested fell into
the 70 - 90 range and 48%, into the 90 - 1004 range. As might
be expected, a majority of the latter group were placed with
the voluntary agencies while those with the lower scores were
placed with the training schools or in the shelterg., It
should be noted, however, that six children with I(Qs of below
75 were accepted by the private sector, evidence the voluntary

agencles efforts to meet a growing need. Nine other children

23. Digest of Crisis in Child Mental Health: Challenge for
the 1370s, Final Report of the Joint Commission on Mental

Health of Children, Washington, D.C., 1969, P. 25.

24, Juvenile Justice Confounded: Pretensions and Realities
of Treatment Services, Committee on Mental Health Services
inside and outside the Family Court, N.C.C.D., Hackensack,
N.J., 1972,
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with IQs below 75 were placed with the Commissioner of Social
Services, eight went to the training schools and one to DFY,
Title II.

As noted earlier, both the voluntarv agencies and
DFY Title II programs expect children to be able to fit into
their school programs and have established minimum IQ scores

and reading levels which the children must meet.

Recommendations for care/treatment: The order of a judge for

a psychiatric and psy=-
chological evaluation carries with it a request for advice
from the mental health professionals as to the most appropri-
ate disposition for the child. Should the child be returned
home? If so, under what conditions? Is counselling desira-
ble or, perhaps, mandatory? Should the child attend a mental
health clinic in the community? Sﬁouid the child be reﬁ&ﬁed
from hié home and immediate community? If so, in what type
of setting should the child be placed?

In order of incidence, the psychiatrists recommended
for the 254 children the following placements: a residential
treatment center for 116 children, or 46% of those evaluated:
a structured residential program for 85 children (33%); return
home with counselling to be provided for 27 children (11%) :
placement in a foster home for 17 children (7%); placement in
the tfaining school system for seven children (3%); and trans-
fer to a state hospital for two mentally i1l children (17%).

A program with structure was recommended for 42%

of the girls as opposed to 25% of the boys. This recommenda-
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tion 4g frequently regarded by judges, probation officers,

and law guardians as a covert recommendation for placement in
the training schools, It was made for 297 of the Black and
the White children as opposed to 44% of the Puerto Rican
children, It has been suggested that structure 1s recommended
more frequently for Puerto Rican girls for cultural reasomns,
because more of thelir mothers are insistent that they be
"taught to obey'" and because Catholic institutions are avail-
able for their care.

A residential treatment center was the optimal dis-
position, in the opinion of the psychiatrists, for 487 of the
boys as contrasted with only 41% of the girls. No rationali-
zation for this difference has been educed, nor is it apparent
why this recommendation was made for 48% of the Black and
the White Children, while it was recommended for only 347 of

the Puerto Rican children.

Referrals for Placement

The preceeding pages have described children with
a multipliclity of problems, children from the ghettoes of the
City with families that are disorganized and disturbed.  They
are the children that the judges of the Family Court felt
could not remain in their own homes and communities.

When placement is sought with a voluntary agency or
DFY Title II, the probation investigation report, psychiatric
and psychological reports, and any other relevant material
must accompany the referral, Each agenc§ takes considerable

time in deciding whether the child will fit in its program and
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then either accepts or rejects the child. Frequently, an
agency will insist that the child come to the imstitution for
a pre-placement interview or short stay. As will be shown
later, finding placement for a disturbed child can be a
lengthy process.

Children in the sample were referred to 41 voluntary
agencies and to DFY Title II, Fifteen agencies accepted 142
children, or 78% of the 182 that were placed with voluntary
agencies. Another 26 agencies accepted the remaining 48.
DFY Title II accepted only eight children!

Generally, several reasons are given for rejecting
a child -~ and the reasons describe the PINS child. The
child is too old for the program. The c¢hild's I0 level is
too low, or the reading level is too low to permit the child
to fit into the agency's school program. One hundred and one
children were said to be "too acting out" and another 64 were
labelled as "too disturbed'". The other reason that‘féatured
most prominently was the lack of an intact or cooperative
family. |

Some comment must be made on the persistence with
which the Court sought appropriate placements for children.
While 105 children were referred to two or more agencies, 72
children appeared to havé been placed directly with the train-
ing schools or the Commissioner of Social Services without any

effort to secure either voluntary or DFY Title II placement.
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Ag 2 rule, these were drug users, the older adoles~-
cents, or children who presented such a multiplicity of prob~
lems that it could be guarantéed in advance that’' deither the
voluntary agencies nor DFY Title II would accept the children.
Indeed, experienced judges and probation officers can scan a
child's historv as portrayed in the probation folder and pre-
dict with comparative certainty the chances of securing any-
thing but a public placement for the child. Sometimes, how-
ever, unusual efforts by an individual judge, probation offi-
cer, or law guardian do overcome the expected pattern of re-
jection. This was evident in New York County where the law
guardlans were extremely active and in Queens County wherxe

probatlon officers were quite aggressive in securing services.

Placements Ordered

As noted above, a majority of the children - 182 out
of 316 -~ were placed with a voluntary agency. It is dmportant
now to consider the placements that were ordered in terms of
the children's ethnic origin, sex and religion.

A residential treatment center placement, recommended
for 116 children, was secured for only 28, less than one-fourth
of those for whom it was recommended. Note, however, that it
was secured for almost 637% of the White children for whom it
was recommended as opposed to only 10% of the Black and 9% of

the Puerto Rican children. (Table 17)
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Table 17. Psychiatric recommendaticn and placement by -
ethnic origin |
Puerto
Black Rican White Other Total
Residential 58 22 3z 4 116
treatment '
centerx
recommended
Actual place- 6(10%) 2 (9%2)} 20(62.5% - 28 (247)
ment .

Overall, 182 children, or 587 of the sample, were
placed with the voluntary agencies. By sharp contrast, only
three percent - eight children - were accepted by DFY Title 1II
programs. Twenty percent of the children were placed in the
training schools and 197 were placed with the Commissioner of
Social Services. Two children were placed with their grand-

mothers.

., 51% of the Black children went to the public
sector

. 42% of the Puerto Rican children went to the
public sector

. 17% of the White children went to the public
sector

These figures tend to show that religious preference

doeg work against the chances of the Black, and to a lesser

extent, the Puerto Rican child's entrance into voluntary agency

programs. Seventy percent of the Catholic children (114) and

25. The children placed in DFY Title II programs are in-
cluded with those placed in the voluntary agencies in
the charts and discussion that follows.
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100% (14) of the Jewish children were placed in voluntary
agencies as contrasted with only 45%Z (58) of the Protestants.
It 1s important to recall that 41% of the sample's population,

or 130 children, were Protestant and that of those, 118 (91%)

were Black children.

Table 18, Placement of 316 PINS children
[ .
1 Puerto
1 Black Rican White Other Total
Commissioner 41 (27%) {14 (18%Z) }. 4 (5%) 2 (20%) 1 61 (19%)
of Social
Services ' '
Training 36 (24%) 118 (23%) 9 (12%) - 63 (20%)
Schools . . '
Voluntary 74 (49%) |45 (59%) [63 (83%) 18 (80%) |190 (61%)
Agencies
Total 151 (100%)477 (100%) |76 (100%) 110(1L00%Zx314 (100%)
Note:

Two Puerto Rican children, one boy and one girl,
were placed with grandmothers. DFY Title II place-
ments are included with voluntary agency placements.

3

Sixty-one children, 32 boys and 29 girls, in the

sample were placed with the Commissioner of Social Services

during the 12 month period, June, 1971 - May, 1972. The Com~

mlissioner is expected to report to the Court four months

after each placement as to the care that has been provided

for the child. As this report is written, the Court has been

notified that 14 of the 61 children (23%) have been placed

in long term care with voluntary agencies. Another 23 (38%

of the 61) are reported as AWOL, discharged, transferred to
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Table 19. Placement of Male PINS by religion

Protz:; Catholic Jewish Other Total
Commissionerj 19 (246%) |11 (12%) - 2 (50%) 32 (18%)
of Social
"E?%iifiﬁss 53 (29%) |18 (21%) | - T IST %2 (23%)
VOEZZZZEi 37 (47%) |88 C6774) |10 (100%)]1 (25%)106 (G9%)
ToiiinCieS 79 (100%) |87 (100%) |10 (100%) 4 (200%)[180 (100%)

agency placements.

Note: Plaéements with DFY Title II included with voluntary
IS L .

Table 20. Placement of Male

PINS by ethnlc background

Black giz;;i White Other Total
Commissioner| 20 (23%)}| 9 (21%3 2 (37%) 1 (17%)) 32 (18%)
of Social
"E%ii:igzs 73 (274)|14 (33%) | 3 (11%) 42 (23%)
Viizgziiy 43 (50%) 120 (46%) 38 (84%) | 5 (83%)| 106 (59%)
Tﬁ%i§Cies' 86(1007) |43(100%) 45 (100%) | 6(100%) 180(100%)

agency placements.

Note: Placements with DFY Title II included with voluntary
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Table 21. Placement of Female

PINS by religion

Protes~ ’
tant Catholic Jewish Other Total
Commisgioner 18 (36%)110 (13%) - 1 (2572) 29 (21%)
of Soclal 1
sServices - _
Training 11 (227110 (13%) -~ - 21 (16%)
Schools _ . _
Voluntary 71 (42%)156 (74%) |& (100%Z)| 3 (75%)| 84 (63%)
Agencies 134 —
Total 50(100%) | 76(100%) {4(Looz) | 4(100%) (1002)

Note: Placements with DFY Title II included with voluntary
' agency placements.

Table 22 Placement of Female PINS by ethnic background
Puerto
Black Rican White Other Total
Commissionerxr| 21 (32%Z)1 5 (15%) 2 (7%) 1 (25%)) 29 (21%)
of Social
Services - —_——
Triining 13 (20%)| & (127z) | & (13%) - 21 (16%)
Schools a ; - -
Voluntary 31 (487Z)125 (73%) {25 (80%Z) | 3 (75%)| 84 (13%)
Agenciles _ 7 ,
Total 65 (100%) |34 (100%) 31¢1002)y 4(10()%) (100%2)

Note: Placements with DFY Title II included with voluntary

agency placements.
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a mental hospital, or returned to their mothers. No informa-
tion has been provided to the Court about the remaining 24
children, 39% of those in the sample who were placed with the
Commissioner,.

Of the 61 children placed with the Commissioner,

67% were Black, 23% were Puerto Rican - as contrasted with
only seven percent White children. Fifty-seven percent of the
children placed with the DFY Title ITI (training school) pro-
grams were Black; 29%, Puerto Rican; and 14%, White.

Forty-one percent of the boys were placed with the
public sector as were approximately 37% of the girls. There
are significant but unexplained differences in the placements
of boys and girls. Eighty~four percent of the White boys were
accepted by voluntary agencies as compared to 80% of the White
girls. By contrast, 46% of the Puerto Rican boys and 73% of
the Puerto Rican girls went to voluntary agencies, while 50%
of the Black males and a comparable 48% of the Black females
were so placed. Twenty-seven percent of the Black males as
opposed to 207% of the Black girls were placed in training
schools. Similarly, 33% of the Puerto Rican boys went to the
training schools as contrasted with only 12% of the Puerto
Rican girls.

The foregoing information must be congidered in
light of the drastic reduction in the total number of PINS
children placed in the last three years. As shown in Table
23, the number of placements has dropped by 39%, from 922

children in 1970 down to 589 in 1972,
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. Table 23, Placement of PIYNS children, calendar vears
1970, 1971, 1972

1970 1971 1972

. State training schools 482 (52%) 1 295 (37%) 99 (177)
. Voluntary asencies 345 (372) | 357 (45%) 374 (63%)
|

{ Commissioner of Social 95 (10%) ! 145 (18%) | 116 (20%)
L~ Services -

Source: Annual Statistical reports and disposition sheets,
Family Court, Citv of Yew York

These firures underscore the impact of the inter-
mediate appellate decisions that had reversed placements of
PINS children in the training schools. 1Vhile the voluntary
agencies now provide care for a larger percentage of- the PINS
children, the total number accepted by those agencies from the
Court has remained virtually static. Undoubtedly, some of the
children placed with the Commissioner of Soci&l Services have
moved into long term care with the agencies. TIHowever, from
the placements secured for the children in the sample, who
vere placed with the Commissioner, 1t would not appear to be
a sipgnificant number.

There is one over-riding conclusion that can bhe
drawn from this information: the State, through the Division
for Youth, must move now to develop its own appropriate re-
sources for PINS children. As noted earlier, DFY has desig-
nated certain schools just for the care of PINS children. Be-
yond the bhasic¢ question of whether this arrangement will with-

stand litigation, other qguestions arise:

~-R2 -

Will these "PIUS only" training schools attempt
to establish a selective criteria for admission - or will
they be required to accept every child on a Court referral?

Will the number of PINS placements increase 1if
the judges believe they can place the children in a school
designated for onmly PINS children without fear of reversal
by an appellate court?

What kind of programs will distinguish the "PINS

only" institutions from the training schools for delinquent

children?
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THE PINS CHILD and THE COURT

We turn now to the way in which the Court dealt
with the 316 survey children. Fifty-three percent of the chil-
dren (167) had been in Court on earlier petitions. Thirty~five
percent of them were placed after they had first been tried on
probation. When the case reading began (November, 1972 or 18

months after the first placement in the sample), 39%Z, or 123

children, had returned to Court on s total of 176 new petitions.

The Sample Petition

Sixty~five percent of the petitions were filed by ~

the child's mother and another 17%, by a relative. The Bureau

of Attendance of the Board of Education filed 10% of the
petitions, while a child-care institution filed 19 petitions,
or 6%, of the total. Two percent were filed by the police or

fire departments. While the number of children brought to

Court by a child-care institution is not significant in relation

to the total sample, it is indicative of the turnstile nature
of the PINS children.

These were children who had been placed in care -
either voluntarily by their parent(s) (13) or by the Court (6).
'Now the institution was reduesting the Court to adjudicate
the child as a PINS and make a different placement. Four of
the children had been placed earlier with the Commissioner of

Social Services. It is almost axiomatic that when a child has
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"failed" with one voluntary agency, he or she will not be
accepted by another on Court referral.

The allegations in the petitions and the subsidi-
ary ones, garnered from the probation folders,have been dis-
cussed earlier (pp 44-45) and need nét be dealt with in de-
tail here. However, it is important to recall that both the
formal and informal allegations incluaed such issues as sus-
pected drug abuse, disruptive behavior, sexual promiscuity,
and associating with undesirable companions. These 1ssues
often influence a judge's decision to detain a child in the

locked detention ,faclility, Juvenile Center, or to hold him

‘temporarily in one of the shelters operated by the Commissioner

of Socilal Services.

Table 24, Location of remand by ethnic origin

Puerto )
Black Rican White Nther Total

Juvenile 91 (60%Z) |41 (52%Z) }34 (45%2) |1 (10%) 1167 (53%)

Center . . _ ]
Shelter 32 (21%) 19 (247) |14 (18%Z) 4 (40%) | 69 (227%)
Diagnostic j 26 (17%) 15 (19%) 118 (24%) |1 (10%)] 60 (19%)

Center
Hospital 10 (77%) 4 (5%) 9 (12%) 11 (10%)1 24 (8%)
Other 1 (12) 1 (1%) 1 (1% - 3 (%)

Percentages relate to total of ethnic group in the sample

Detention, as opposed to "holding"™ in a shelter, is
authorized for only two reasons: because it is believed that

the child will not return to Court at the next hearing date
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or because it is believed that the child might, in the interim,
commlt an act that is a crime when committed by an adult, One
hundred and sixty-~seven children, or 53% of the sample, were
detained at Juvenile Center during all or nart of the time

that their cases were pending in the Court. Sixty percent of
the Black children in the sample were sé detained, as were

52% of the Puerto Rican and 457Y of the White children.

It is‘obvious from Table 24 that some of the children
were remanded to more than one kind of facility. It has not
been possible from the form in which the data was collected
to correlate those factors.

Sixty-nine children were held in the shelters pend-
ing disposition of their cases. Of these, 217 were Black;

- 247%, Puerto Rican; and 187%, White. In addition,60 children
were remanded to diagnostic centers, 24 to municipal hospitals
and three to temporary shelters rum by voluntary agencies,

There appeared to be substantial differences both
in the percentages and types of remands in terms of ethnic
origin. However, as can be seen from Table 25, there was not

a significant difference in the remands of boys and girls ex-

cept to diagnostic centers.

Table 25. Location of remand by sex
Total,?%
Male Female ofisample
Juvenile center 94 (52%) 73 (54%) 167 (537%)
Shelters 42 (23%) 27 (20%) 69 (22%)
Diagnostic Center/ 16 (9%) 68 (50%) 84 (27%)
Hospital » i+ o o e e
Percentages relate to number of each sex in total sample
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Fifty~-two percent of the boys were remanded to
Juvenile Center, as opposed to 547% of the girls. Twenty-three
percent of the sample boys were remanded to a shelter, as
opposed to 20%Z of the girls. By contrast, however, 50% of
the girls and only 9% of the boys were remanded for a diagnostic
workup. As noted earlier, however, this is primarily due to
a lack of facilities for boys.

The large number of children remanded for diagnostic
evaluations, 84 or 277 of the sample, gives one dimension of
the PINS profile. Another 1is to be found in the reasons for
remanding some children: the families refused to take home
60 children, 20% of the sample, once court action had com-
menced; and 24 children refused to return to their homes.
Ninety-four children, or 30% of the sample, were remanded
because they'refused to cooperate'". It should be noted that
the probation officers seldom indicate in the folders whether
the remand was also based on fear that the child w@uld ab~-.
scond or commit a criminal act in the interim.

Deborah W./ This thirfeen year old child spent

four years of her short life in a state hospital

for mentally ill children, A bare five months
after her discharge from the hospital, she was

brought to Court on a PINS petition. The charges
were absconding and "out of control”.

Deborah had been expelled from school as a behavior
problem at the time. She was said to be emotion-
ally neglected by her mother who wanted to "get

rid of her". Her diagnosis was "adjustment re-
action of adolescence; disorder of impulse con-
trol; runaway reaction!.
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Deborah spent six months waiting placement:
she was in a municipal psychiatric hospital,
a shelter and a detention facility. Her
mother would not take her home.

After rejections by voluntary agencies as "too
disturbed", "too aggressive", and "inclined to

runaway"” , Deborah was placed in a training
school. . : ‘

Court Delay

One of the most troublesome things about the PINS
jurisdiction for judges, probation offiéers, and law guardians
alike, is the length of time it takes to bring a case to final
disposition. This is due, in large part, to the lengthy pro-
cess of referral, rejection, and referral to another agency,
or a third or fourth. Only children in detention benefit
from the multiple referral procedures described earlier. For
those who are being held in the shelters or who have been
paroled home, it may take months to find a placement.

The probation folders did not gontain sufficient
information to permit an analysis of the reasons for the de-
lay at each stage of the process. However, the extent of
the delay should be éet forth so that court planners can take
steps to eliminate some of the causes that stem from court
procedures and persohnel\éhortage both in the court, the Office
of Probation, and the Court Mental Health Services.

The Family Courf Act requires that a féct—finding
hearing be commenced within thrée days after the filing of a
petition if the child is in detention. If the child is in de-

tention, the fact-finding hearing may be adjourned on the

motion of the child or his parent for a reasonable period of
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time; on motion of the Court itself or the petitioner for not
more than three days unless the petitioner alleges homicide
or serious assault. Successive adjournments may be granted

only under special circumstances.,

Table 26. Length of time between filing of petition and
finding by ethnic origin,

Same day 1-14 days 15-28 days 28+ days

Black 60 (40%) 46 (30%) (12 (8%)) 33 (22%)

Puerto 31 (40%) |20 (26%) 6 (8%) 21 (27%)
Rican . —

White 33 (447) 18 (24%) 4 (5% 20 (27%)

Other 5 (50%) 1 (10%) - 4 (407%)

Total 129 (41%) 85 (27%) §22 (7%) 78 (25%)

Time period not known for two children.
Percentages relate to total within each ethnic group

As Table 26 shows, findings were entered on 417% of
the cases the day the petition was filed. These were generally
petitionsragainst children who had been before tﬂe Court many
times in the past or children who had been on probation and
had violated one or more of the terms and conditions. ' However,
it took 28 days or longer for a finding to be made on 257 of
the cases.

Once a finding has been made the Court may move im-
mediately to thé dispositional hearing or adjourn the case.

By statute, only two adjournments, of not more than ten days
each, are permitted when a child is in detention unless the
child's parent and his law guardian consent. If the Eﬁild is

not in detention, the dispositional hearing may be adjourned
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for a reasonable period of time, not in excess of "sixty days,

Table 27, Lapse of time between fact-finding and
disposition by ethnic origin

0-3 months 3-6 months 6+ months
Black 40 (277%) 42 (28%) 68 (45%)
Puerto Rican {27 (34%) 22 (28%) 30 (38%)
White 22 (29%) 20 (26%) 34 (45%)
Other 3 (30%) 1 (10%) 6 (60%)
Total 92 (297%) 85 (27%) 138 (447)
Time period not known for one child. Percentages
relate to total within each ethnic group.

The time between fact-finding and the order of dis-
position amount to over six months for 447% of the cases and
over three months for an additiomal 277, so totalling 717%
of the children for whom a minimum of three months elapsed
between fact-finding and disposition., The figures are skewed
because some of the children were nn probation during the
period and placement was not being considered. Unfortunately,
it has not been possible to draw correlations between the two
factors.

There appeared in this area to be little distinction,
stemming from ethnic origin, in the manner in which the Court

dealt with the children.
Probation

As noted earlier, 110 children in the sample were

first placed on probation and were only placed in residential
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care when they had shown by their conduct that they could not
remain in the community. Fifty—eight percent of the Black
children, 427% of the White children, as opposed to only 24%

of the Puerto Rican children, had been placed under probation
supervision. It appears likely that the much higher percentage
of Black children placed on probation stems from the severe
difficulties that surround the placemeut of Black children

generally.

Table 28, Children on probation by ethnic origin and sex
Puerto
Black Rican Thite Other Total
Males 27 (31%) {10 (23%) |20 (44%) 1 (17%) 58 (32%)
Females 31 (48%) | 9 (26%) l12 (39%) - 52 (39%)
Total 58 (38%) |19 (247) 32 (42%) }1 (10%Z)L10 (35%)
Percentages relate to total number in each ethnic group

Sex did not appear to make an appreciable difference
in the placement of Puertoc Rican and White children on pro-
bation. However, as the above table shows, only 317% of the
Black males as opposed to 48% of the Black females were
placed on probation.

The children were placed on probation at a time
when the Office of Probation was under a rigid hiring freezé
and the supervising officers had large caseloads., One must
wonder how many of these children might have remained in their
homes if the probation officers had had more time for each

individual child.
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Additional Petitions

Altogether the 316 children in the sample had a
total of 653 petitions filed apgainst' them: 197 prior to
placement,'the 316 petitions on which placement was ordered,
and 140 following their return from placement. In addition,
there were 36 petitions filed requesting a transfer of place-
ment. When the earlier and later petitions are cbnsolida;ed,
38 involved neglect petitions against their parent(s); 118
were additionmal PINS petitions, while 181 were delinquency
petitions.

One hundred and thirty-four of the children in the
sample had had a total of 197 petitions filed in the Court
prior to the petition on which placement was ordered., Of
these, 33 were neglect petitions; 87 were PINS petitionsyand,
77 were delinquency petitions. There was a record of 23
other petitions but the categories could not be determined.

0f the known dispositions on the earlier petitions:
35 had been dismissed; 31, withdrawn: 16 children had been
placed on probation; 16, placed in residential care as a neg-
lected or PINS child. TFifteen children were discharged and
one child was placed on suspended judgement.

The judge is authorized to order the substitution
of a PINS petition for a delinquency petition, as noted
earlier. All of the children in the survey were placed on
petitions that began as PINS petitions. However, many of

the children had open delinquency and PINS petitions pending
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at the time of placement. Those petitions were dismissed or
"discharged" to the petition on which placement was ordered.

As shown elsewhere, by the time the case reading
began in November, 1972, many of the children had been dis-
charged and were back in the community, One hundred and
twenty~three children had returned to Gourt, having accumu-~
lated a total of 140 petitions.

One hundred and four delinquency petitions had been
filed against 57 of the children; 31 PINS charges had been
filed against 25 children. There were five neglect petitions.
In addition there were 36 requests for transfer of placement,
15 filed by the Commissioner of Social Services and 20 by
voluntary agencies. DFY filed one petition for transfer. A
majority of these petitions were still pending when the

folders were read,

¥ kh k ko k %k k %k %k
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’ 1o one can question ‘that discrimination does pre-
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS ’

vent or deter the access of some PINS children to existing

services, both community based and residential. Slum-bred

This report shows that the status offenders, the
. children, whose problems or whose families' problems are so

PINS children, who come before the Family Court and are

extreme as to bring them to the Court, must compete for ser-
found to require residential treatment do, indeed, have :
vices with less troubled children whose parents knowledgeably
characteristics in common. The children have, for the most
. seek the assistance of public and private agencies. Dis~-
part, serious emotional problems of their own, problems that
. ' crimination against the severely disturbed, acting-out
are aggravated if not caused by the disorganization of their
: v adolescent - and in New York City that is primarily the Black
families, by inadequate and rejecting parents and disturbed
‘ . child and, to a somewhat lesser extent, the Puerto Rican child -
siblings. They come, again for the most part, from neighbor-
A is pervasive throughout the public and private child care,
hoods that are destitute and bereft of services, that are
: , education, health, and mental health systems.
hot houses for the development and encouragement of anti- .
There were 316 PINS children in this study, children
social or deviant behavior. They have been 1ill served by the
found to be in need of supervision and treatment and placed
school systems and frequently pushed out of school without
, outside their homes by the Family Court in the City of New
provision of adequate help. '
| York between the months of June, 1971 and May, 1972. Forty-
The services they require are manifold: adequate .
: eight percent of the children were Black; 25%Z, Puerto Rican;
housing; outreach services in the community that can provide
and 24%, White. One hundred and eighty-one were boys; 135,
counselling and, if needed, therapy, as well as supervised el
girls.
recreation and supportive services for them and their parents;
' These facts must be addressed:
public schools that are willing to work with, rather than o
‘ . Two hundred and twenty-two of the children were
push out, troubled or troublesome children. Were these ser- . between 13 and 16 years of age, an age group for
which there are few placement resources.

vices there, some of the children might never have entered ,
. Sixteen percent of the children had a history of

the juvenile justice system. Were these services there, some psychiatric hospitalization. Thirteen pgrcent of
' the children. for whom IQ scores were available had
of the children might have remained in their homes. : ‘ ' tested at 75 or under.

. Forty-two percent of the children were said to be
involved with drug usage or experimentation.

-Th -
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. Placement in a residential treatment center was ?
recommended for 116 children. It was secured for
only 28 children: 63% of the White children for
whom it was recommended as opposed to only 10%
of the Black and 9% of the Puerto Rican children.

« Thirty-three percent of the children had been in
placement prior to the Court ordered placements as
PINS children, This included 31% of all the Black
children in the sample; 33% of the Puerto Rican

e ity e g

. A majority of the sample, 190 children, were & children, and, 38% of the White children.
placed with voluntary agencies and DFY Title II . . . ) , .
programs. However, 51% of the Black and 42% of . . Twenty-five percent of the children, at the time
the Puerto Rican children in the sample were placed : ofgpl?cement, wezi ozqmedlcgéosusienSJOn from
in the training schools or with the Commissiener of <! . SG ©o.. or were'a en 1“? a school (school for
Social Services as opposed to only 14% of the s socially maladjusted children), a class for children
White children ; g with retarded mental development, or were receiving
) ' i home instruction. This included 32% of all the
: Black children in the sample; 18% of the Puerto
. Twenty-four percent of the Black and 24% of the ! p , N ‘ ’ . :
Puertg Ricanpchildren were placed in training ‘ Rican children; and 20% of the White children.

schools in contrast with only 12% of the White
children so placed. Thus, 20% of the sample, over-

. Only 27% of the 316 children came from intact
all, were placed with the training school system.

families; that is, homes in which the Ffather and
mother were living together.
. % e i ,

another 101 of the sumle was placed with the . rifty-tno percent of the parencs were descrived s
27% of the Black and 18% of the Puerto Rican lnédequate; 49%, as.rgjectlng of th?lr child or
children in the sample while only 5% of the White children; ?6%, as rlglq and.strlct in the treatment
children were placed with the Commissioner. ? and SupeerSlon'Of their children; 35%, as neglect-

: ful of their children.

. Forty-five percent of the Protestant children were !

, , , . Sixty-five percent of the children were brought to
placed with voluntary agencies as opposed to 70% i . ;

of the Catholic and 100% of the Jewish children o Court by their parent(s). Iwenty percent of the
who were accepted by those agencies { parents refused to take their child home once the

Court action had been initiated and eight percent
. of the children refused to return home with their
) parent (s).
It

This report shows that the PINS children are, for ; . Forty-eight percent out of 122 fathers and 19% out

of 155 mothers noted for serious problems were re-
[ ported to be alcoholic or to drink to excess; 42%
of those same parents (61) had a history of mental
illness.

the most part, victims of societal neglect. It shows that
thelr families are frequently too disturbed and dlsorganized
to properly supervise and care for them.

I
!
These poilnts stand out: t |
‘ ) | The PINS children, coming from multi-problem families,
. Elghty percent of the children, or 253 families, $ d. th i er
lived in health districts shown by eleven social, b are also victims of societal neglect and, us, in a very
economic and health indices to be the most deprived i
!
]
{
i

areas of the City. real sense are neglected children. Still it is often diffi-

, . t
. Sixty-three percent, or 194 families, were known to cult to distinguish the PINS children from the delinquen

live below the poverty line. ; children By the time they come to Court.

These facts must be considered:
-76-~
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. One hundred and ten of the children had been tried
on probation. They were placed only after they had
violated one or more of the terms and conditions of
probation.

. The 316 children Iin the sample had a total of 653
petitions filed against them by the time the cases
were ready, 18 months after the first child in the
sample was placed: 197 prior to the sample place-
ments; 316 petitions on which the sample placements
were ordered; and 140 petitions following the '
children's discharge from placement.

. Thirty-eight of these petitions were neglect petitions
against the children’s parents. One hundred and
eighteen were additional PINS petitions and 181
were delinquency petitions.

. Prior to placement in the sample, 134 children were
the subject of a total of 33 neglect petitions, 87
PINS petitions, and 77 delingquency petitions - 1in
addition to the petitions: on which they were placed.

. After placement, 123 children amassed 135 petitions:
31 PINS petitions and 104 delingquency petitions.
There were five neglect petitions against paresnts.

. While the vast majority of the PINS petitions
alleged truancy, incorrigibility, and "out of con-
trol" , there were subsidiary allegations in the
petitions or noted in the probation folders. These

inecluded stealing, drug use, disruptive behavior,
assault and sexual promiscuity.

The Family Court and the Cffice of Probation are.n§t
without blame. Thé-long delaye in reaching f£final dispositions
have been recited. So also, the too fréquent failure to scok
alternatives to training school placements has beep noted.

The fact that over a thiré of the entire sample, 110 children,
had been placed after being under probation supervision must
indicate a degree of inadequacy on the part of the probation
officers as well as the instability of the children and the

problems with their families. Peyond that, the large number
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of petitions (197) filed prior to the placement in the sample
indicates that, at least for some of the children, the Court

should have sought residential services at an earlier date.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In sum, this report is a recitation of a plethora
¢f problems, of unmet needs of a large number of.children, of
falilures to provide services by botﬁ the public and private
child care systems. Certainly it raises more questions than
it answers. The Policy Committee of the Office of Children's
Services reéognizes the attempts that have "een made in recent
vears to meet some of the problems that have restricted the
provision of residential care for éisturbed children.

We acknowledge, particularly, the efforts of the
Hon. Milton Luger, Director of the Division for Youth, to im-
prove the conditions’in the éraining schools. Parenthetically,
we wonder whether ~ if those improvements had been adequately
described to the judgegzﬁf‘thé Court of Appeals - the Ellexry .
C. decision might have gone the other way.

We are also appreclative of the steps taken by the
Hon. Barbara B. Blum, Assistant Commissioner/Deputy Adminis-
trator, Special Services for Children, Department of Social
Serviées, and the voluntary agencies toward the development
of new programs. We welcome new mental health‘brograms that
are to be established under the leadership ©of Dr. June J.

Christmas, Commissioner of the Department of Mental Health and
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Mental Retardation Services, for the children who can remain
at home.

Too little has been done, however.

It has been repeatedly said that the fragmented and
compartmentalized child care system must be welded together
so that a child can move through the system without having to
surmount artificial barriers to treatment services. This_
would require the cooperation of at least the State aand City
Departments of Social Services,State and City education
establishments, State and City Departments of Mental Hygiene,
the State Division for Youth, and a wide variety of veluntary
agencies. This has been talked about often, but so far little
has been achieved.

The members of the Policy Commi:ztee of the Office
of Children's Services - in view of this full report, the
Ellery C. decision, pending litigation in federal court26,
and their experiences as judges qf the Family Court - submit
these comments and recommendations:

l. We recognize that the Ellery C. decision may
give impetus to the drive to remove the PINS ‘children from
the Court altogether. We do not believe this should be done.
'Thesé children cannot be left dependent on a social services
system or.on schools and Voluntary programs tha* have failed

and continue to fail to meet their needs. Instead, appropriate

26. Shirley Wilder et al v, Jules Sugarman et al, Docket #73
Civ. 2644

-80-~

b e

SRS

@i P AR R

resources must now be developed. This means, at least:

A realistic commitment on the part of the legis-
lative and executive branches of state government
to appropriate the sums that are necessary to
develop sufficient services. The temporizing

of the 1960s must not be repeated in the 1970s.

2., We believe that the Division for Ycuth is the
most logical and appropriate agency of government to develop
these resources. DFY should also handle contractual relations
with voluntary agencies. So long as each county and the City
of New York enter into separate agreements with the agencies
it will be impossible to effectively regulate them or to
assure that all children have access to those agencies, on an
equal and non-discriminatory basis. These recommendations

require:

Provision of adequate fiscal resources to DFY for
the development and operation of additional and
more diversified programs for both community-based
and residential treatment.

The elimination of selective criteria now used to
regulate admission to Title II programs.

A redoubling of DFY's efforts to (1) improve the
guality of care and treatment provided for children
in the training schools and (2) to replace those
large institutions with a variety of smaller
facilities nearer to the children's homes.

Statutory authority for DFY to regulate the total
rate paid to voluntary agenciess for the care of any
child and to require changes, where needed, in ad-
mission criteria and the like.

3, Finally, for too long our society has been con-

tent to accept'the myth that any program operated by a pri-

vate agency 1s automatically better than one run by a govern—
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ment agency. It is generally believed that the voluntary

agency programs are superior to DFY programs but no one

knows if they really are. If all resources are to be used

appropriately, it is essential that those who must place
children - judges and commissioners of soclal services - and

those who must develop services - have full information.

This means that:

The State Board of Social Welfare - the body
responsihle for chartering, inspecting and
supervising the voluntary agencies - must
carefully evaluate those programs and release
the findings to judges of the Family Cecurt and
commissioners of social services, DFY, the
Governor and the Legislature.

The State Board of Social Welfare must be given
the funds necessary to secure adequate and com-
petent staff to fulfill its responsibilities.

In summary, the p~mbers of the Policy Committee

recognize that thes

z2% that require
legislation, large sums of money, and major change§ in the
child care system. We cannot afford to do less, however;
On all sides we see children who have been neglected and

abused by society, children who now act out their problems

and, if they are not helped,may well become tomorrow's

adult offender.
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APPENDIX

Table I-A

BRONY
Puerto Total, % of
Black Rican White Other Sample
Protestant 19(70%) 3(11%) - - 22(33%)
Catholic 8(30%) }123(89%) | 10(77%)] - 41(61%)
Jewish - - 3(23%) - 3(5%)
Other - - - 1(1007z)% 1(1%)
Total,% of 27(40%) {26(397%) | 13(197Z)| 1(2%) 67 (L007%)
|__Sample
Table I-B
KINGS
Puerto Total, % of
Black . Rican White Other Sample
Protestant 49 (83%) - 2(127) | 2C40%) | 53(47%)
Catholic 10(17%) | 28(90%) J1L1(65%) | 3(60%Z) | 32(46%)
Jewilsh - - 4(237%) | - 4(47)
Other - 3(107%) | - - 3(3%)
Total,Z of 59(53%) 131(28%) |17(15%) | 5(4%) |112(100%)
Sample
T
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Table I-C '
| ~
NEW YORK : 1 € a
X : LN "o n
Puerto Total, % of éi T L
Black Rican White Other Sample N3 - T 2"
Protestant | 15(60%) | - - 1(50%) 16 (307%) o e . % f?
] N
Catholic 9(36%) |19(100%) |6(76%)] L(50%) 35(65%) i i ' o f;SV\“¢=w
Jewish - - 1z - 127 L
e : .
bt y . '~..Au-uu.
Other TG | - REEAE 7(3%) 1 i
Total,? of | 25(46%) |19(35%) |B8(15%)| 2(47%) 84 (100%) i Sia ApivroaLch
Sample H R
Table I-D - H
UEEN A
QUEENS
Puerto “otal, % of %é v
Black Rican White  Other Sample P
Protestant | 33(86%) |- 3(8%) |1(50%) 37(47%) L
Catholic 5(14%) |2(100%) {26 (72%) | 1(50Z%) 34 (447%) § Nyt e
| [ R A
— — | 2 Y
Jewish - - 6(17%) | - 6 (8%) § MORRIAMIA £
B nd ..,;
Other - - 1(3%) - 1(17) | | !$‘{
Total,? of | 38(48%) |2(3%) |36C462) [2C3D) 78 C1007) "R
! Sample
Table I-E
RICHMOND
Puerto Total, % of
Black Rican White Other Sample
Protestant 2(1007) - - - 2(40%)
Catholic - 1¢100%) 1(50%2)| =~ 2(40%)
Jewish - - - - - i
Other - - NE I T(20%) : Very High
o, o7 o, o) o, [ A |
Total,% of 2(450%) 1(20%) | 2(40%y] - 5(100%) o ) wign HEALTH AREAS~ 1960
Sample S I - . BORQUGH OF THE BRONX
5 / « ™ e
S e e % Medium High ! ‘ ) wettases st pn fevizare isae
. B B o ‘
ITI




HIC RISK HEALTH AREAS (HA)
BPONX

7 %k Lk %
: V.D.* DROP- UNEM~ P.A./ P, 4,/
7-15 JDS/ AR~ IM/% %% 7-20 OUT  PLOY. 1,000 No.OF MEDIUM  MEAN
YRS. 1,000 RESTS 1,000 0.W.YRS. 16-21 16-21 CASES (CASES INCOME INCOME

HA 4970  |1971 8971 p971 1971 {1971 {YRS. (YRS, } 1971 | 1971 1 1970 1970
I8 13,550 | 103 69 | 27 | %8 718] 41| 41 | 453 | 2,116 §5,069 $5,830
}

19 [5,740 67 77 | 37 | 46 614 38| 42 | 400 | 3,193 5,385 6,215

%1.1(3,213 93 | 79 | 32 | 41 | 1,056] 47| 45 | 458 | 2.798 5,071 6,044

{ v
FI.Z 3,623 99 | 113 | 30 | 53 509 48| 31 | 543 | 2,737 4,382 5,386
)

24 12,569 | 113 65 { 25 | 44 | 1,011] 48| 55 | 507 | 1,797 4,531 5,254

27 |5,023 82 | 108 | 28 | 56 | 1,078] 40| 41 | 496 | 3,358 4,746 5,363

28 13,599 85 | 110 | 38 | 59 | 1,076] 40| 40 | 424 | 2,215 5,041 5,552

P 15,383 | 134 | 227 | 32 | 46 838f 401 37 | 515 | 4,433 5,108 5,963

34 12,518 | 104 79 | 37 | 57 | 1,314 47| 38 { 461 | 1,767 4,506 5,369

37 14,517 | 96 | 101 | 16 | 49 515 46 | 39 | 453 | 3,043 | 5,336 | 7,600
40 14,456 | 72 1 50 | 32 | 45 662 46 | 42 | 430 | 2,883 | 5,628 | 6,003
44 13,790 | 110 | 127 | 23 | 49 532 50| 47 | s07 | 2,671 | 4,412 | 5,029
45 | 7,204 | 109 | 169 | 29 | 44 485] 35 | 34 | 395 | 3,860 | 5.933 7,285
%7 13.552 ) 114 ] 115 | 21 | 50 5550 39 | 38 | 429 | 22303 | 5. 371 5,681

Sources ~ 1970 Census - Total population by Age Distribution New York City by Health
Areas; Selma J. Glick, Program Planning, Budget & Review, Youth Services Agency,
New York City Health Department; New York City Planning Commission; New York Cit;
NDepartment of Social Services. Characteristics of the Population in New York City
Health Areas: 1970; No., 2 Family Income; Community Council of Greater New York,

* Infant Mortality, Out-of-Wedlock, Venereal Disease, **Drop-out & Unemployment-1970.

Iv



*
N
a3
~
«

NOANH ATT AN

ER IR iy
) WILE(AMSIBURG oy

<
SN ot

.
537
5% Sy 48

Ny e
D W)

%,

7." . . . [ e VoL
e 0, . aay/NIDSE A I
FI ) X
S e s e S %
|
P
<t ” ppxe ] SO -
P E
W S ] ) 3
A >
" ‘\“ _‘/ 4
TN pay N : "%, 88.10
AR
S QRAVESEND
M ] g
a0 goso z
-y o --\:‘..1-1" EC
.

.
sy 2 ) -
. a 9 "
T YA GREENPOINT
. R e
" N "
£ast T
1] St
. 5 t [
R L
. | o ’
‘g SPHFORT W sz,
di oneEnE],.. | '
TR
e AT
. et 4 '
3 R
W 30
' o BEDFORD
D 2, » .. :
\ ¥ %R o ° o) o
™~ o s
‘ . s N s 29 | i iy
o F4%0.20
. N/ AUR O A e TR - .~
\ /! ) we lf f | %
" o N \ v o a T ol -
",.' SUNSET : M YT - ‘. 3 !
» p oy . \ i ‘ 48 ]
. * W ¢ PR Y A M, T £
"'.‘ 5 7 PARK 9, . /:'/ 3 N LA e, A :.\%/
ot atessons e L Tl sa KL 8300 TN
7 W e % ey ® W X
. P " e
K "s'\o q 7:;1‘"“ 5&20
, | . vewnnned .
] X : e
", \ H \o
A 'N % . L [FLATBUSH
. ; P 10 N, 1410 7420
3 e . A N .
@ . ~ 7220
] % e B :
I e
! 0‘.0 ) P e
> & &N .
"t 5 ACD T NGk Teo | 79
? =y

Problem/ Risk Areas

| Very High
| A4 High °
! Medium High

. °~.'1'°

"BROWNSYILLE

HEALTH ARFAS=~1860
BOROUGH OF BROOKLYN
Paireotn OY

CEPARTUINT GF CITY PLANNING
UTY OF MW roAx

atas s NoYENTEN IDte




CONTINUED
1082




HIGH RISK HEALTH AREAS (HA)

BROOKLYN
% k% 7% %

7-15  JDS/ AR-  IM/* = 7% gigé* gﬁgP_ gﬁggf i:gbé gé%bé MEDIUM  MEAN

Yrs. 1,000 RESTS 1,000 0.W. YRS. 16-21 16~-21 CASES CASES INCOME TINCOME
HA } 1970 1971 1971 J971 1971 1971 |YRS. | yRrS. | 1971) 1971 |1970 1970
19 §5,168 | 118 | 105 } 25 |52 804 | 40 |39 [521 |3,226 185,249 1$5,949
20 }3,417 | 146 85 | 36 {52 1,361 { 26 |30 357 {2,494 5,945 6,951
21 {4,239 | 131 | 108 § 17 |58 |1,178 | 31 |35 422 2,623 5,760 6,570
31 §5,635 | 160 | 101 | 36 |53 {1,091 | 29 |30 [|421 {3,592 5,922 6,914
34 {7,478 | 142 | 166 } 31 ]33 597 | 38 }35 382 3,712 6,212 6,818
35 {6,722 | 178 | 272 | 27 |36 525 | 31 |30 |[386 {3,280 6,476 7,269
50,286,380 { 131 { 147 { 30 {47 787 | 30 |29 401 }4,165 6,055 7,282
52 13,390 § 143 67 § 35 |58 1,021 | 35 |36 445 2,312 5,587 6,148
56 {3,512 | 148 | 115 | 47 {59 853 | 42 {44 1488 {2,183 4,831 5,662
58.2) 3,057 | 114 69 | 23 |47 875 | 35 |34 431 {2,324 5,819 6,838
60 }|2,483 | 167 79 § 43 |54 636 | 33 {30 {524 {1,337 5,549 6,689
61 }3,977 | 150 | 113 ‘ 40 44 664 | 39 |36 490 2,219 5,246 6,070
62 16,880 | 122 | 152 § 30 |44 524 |38 {32 459 {3,239 | 5,856 6,843
63 {5,082 | 174 | 168 § 27 {42 637 {34 |32 575 {3,056 5,516 6,626

Sources - 1970 Census - Total population by Age Diistribution New York City by Health
Areas; Selma J. Glick, Program Planning, Budget & Review, Youth Services Agency;

New York City Health Department; New York City Planning Commissiony New York city
Department of Social Services, Characteristics of the Population idn New York Ci%v
llealth Areas: 1970; No. 2: Family Income; Community Council of Greater New York.
*Infant Mortality, Out-of-Wedlock, Venereal Disease. **Drop-out & Unemployment - 1970.
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HIGH RISK HEALTH AREAS (HA)

NFW YORK
AkE THE
V.D.* DROP UNEM- P.A./ P.A./
7-15 JDS/ AR~ IM/* 2% 7-20 0oUT PLOY. 1,000 NO,OF MEDIUM MEAN
YRS, 1,000 RESTS-1,000 0.W..YRS. 16~-2%16~21 CASES CASES INCOME INCOME
HA 1970 11971 1971 341971 1971 1971 JYRS. IYRS. } 1971 1971 1970 1970
8 7,00241 108 130 33 '}56 368 27 30 235 4,139 56,998 $7,770
10 2,673 183 56 21 63 13,066 30 30 344 3,123 6,036 6,593
12 2,465} 166 70 16 62 2,223 28 24 335 2,460 5,804 6,433
13 1,676 167 54 30 63 2,867 34 § 35 261 1,871 6,399 7,528
15 1,522} 204 61 36 61 14,076 36 36 328 2,440 5,553 6,209
16 3,788} 131 84 29 54 2,581 31 36 309 3,113 6,476 7,409
19 2,265 190 11T | 34 66 2,418 31 35 373 2,067 5,042 5,844
21 5,195 74 59 31 46 893 38 33 388 3,663 5,236 6,162
24 12,879] 148 91 § 39 |58 |2,488 | 26 [ 346 {313 2,321 5,827 6,993
67 2,495} 140 85 26 45 953 39 44 477 2,495 4,931 5,677
85.11 1,350 347 93 11 63 3,357 31 42 352 1,703 5,708 6,585
85.212,4931 153 79 34 72 12,368 29 33 340 2,586 5,993 6,826
Sources =~ 1970 Census -~ Total Population by Age Distribution New.York City by Health
Areas; Selma J. Glick, Program Planning, Budget & Review, Youth Services Agency;

New York City Health Department? New York City Planning Commissior}) New York City

Department of Social Sexvices,

Characteristics of the Population in New York City

Health Areas: 1970; No. 2: Bméally Income; Community Council of Greater New York.

*Infant Mortality

Qut-~of-Wedlock

xxyenereal Disease
Drop-out & Unemployment-1970
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HIGH RISK HEALTH AREAS (HA)

QUEENS
Lk F A
VD* DROP- UNEM-~ P.A./ P.A./

7-15 JDS/ AR- IM/* %% 7-20 OUT PLOY. 1,000 NO.OF MEDIUM ME AN

YRS, 1,000 RESTS 1,900 O0.W. YRS. 16-21 .16-21 CASES CASES INCOME INCOME
HA }1970 1971 11971 (1971 §1971;1971;YRS.  YRS. ; 1971 ] 1971 1970 1970
33 5,214 102 137 3% 39 85 21 23 |217 2,030 § 9,441 | $10,354

-
34 7,646 108 7238 33 48 103 23 25 |310 3,892 . 8,095 9,086
35.1| 4,237 84 109 36 38 68 17 19 170 1,513 10,312 11,606
38 9,573 85 | 228 29 52 163 12 14 126 2,660 10,052 11,829
1

Sources - 1970 Census -~ Total Population by Age Distribution New York City by Health
Areas; Selma J. Glick, Program Planning, Budget & Review, Youth Services Agencyy
New York City Health Department; New York City Planning Commission; New York City
Department of Social Services, Characteristics of the Population in New York City
Health Areas: 19703 No. 2 Family Income; Community Council of Greater New York,

*Infant Mortality
Out-of-Wedlock
Venereal Disease

**Drop-out & Unemployment=-1970
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HIGH RISK HEALTH AREAS (HA)

RICHMOND
z:w; %**
VD% DROP- UNEM- P.A./ P.A./
7~15 JDS/ AR- IM/* %% 7-20 OUT PLOY. 1,000 NO.OF MEDIUM  MEAN
YRS, 1,000 RESTS 1,000 0.W.YRS., 16-21 16-21 CASES CASES INCOME INCOME
HA 1970 1971 1971 {1971 j1971,1971|YRS. } YRS, 1971 11971 1970 1970
3 3,963 66 75 20 11 69 16 15 62 541 $11,054 $12,104
4 4,054 69 104 9 16 331 14 14 10 988 10,896 12,335

Sources - 1970 Census ~ Total Population By Age Distribution New York City by Health
Glick, Program Planning, Budget & Review, Youth Services Agencys

Areas;

Selma J.

New York City Health Department$ New York City Planning Commission; MNew York City
Department of Social Services.

Health Areas: 1970; No. 2 Family Income;

*Infant Mortalirty

Qut-of-Wedlock

Venereal Disease

**Drop-out & Unemployment-1970

Characteristics of the Population in New York City

XII
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Table II Attributes of Parent/Child Relationships by County
Corporal Rigid Inad~ Neglect~ Reject~ Sibling Substitute
Punishment /Strict equate ful ing Problems Parent Problems|
Bronx 21(31%) }20(30%) | 52(78%)] 37(55%2)) 44(66%Z) | 19(287) 15(22%)
Kings 35 (31%) 46 (41%) 37(3321 27(24%): 40(36%Z) | 20(17%) 23(20%)
New Yorkl 16(31%) 15(29%) | 25(4BZN 15(292)f 22(42%) 102%) 7(14%)
Queens 27(33%) |31(39%) | 46(56%)] 28(36%)% 45(58%2) | 16(21%) 19(24%)
Richmond 2 (40%) | 1(20%) | 5(100%) 3(60%)] 3(60%) | 1(20%) | =
Total 101(32%) 13(36%) 165(522)110(35%)154(49%) 57(18%) 64 (20%)

Percentages relate

to sample within each county.

Table ITL ﬁajor Allegations by County
Truancy Absconding Late Hours

ronx 50(75%) 43(647%) 25(373%)
Kings 89(79%) 77(69%) 55(49%)
New York 30(56%) 30(56%) 17(32%)
Gueens 52(672) 36(46%) 32(41%)
Richmond 4(80%7) 5(1007%Y 2(40%)
Total, % 225(71%) 191 (60%) 131(427)
jof sample ‘
tby county )

XI1I



Table IV Characteristics of Sample Population by County

Phys~ Mental Psychi-
Hog~ Other 1ical Retar~ atric Sexual
School Home tility Heroin Drugs Problems dation Problems Problems
Bronx 23(34%2)129(43%)122(33%) 15(22%” 8(117)13(197%) 4(6%) {17(25%) 2(3%)
Kings 61(54%)129(25%)121(19%)126(237%)135(237%) {12(11%) - 15 (13%) 5(4%)
New York | 28(52%){ 7(13Z)| 7(13%)} 7(13%Z) 5(8%) | 2(4%) = 8(15% 1(27%)
Queens 32(41%) {22 (28%) | 18(23%) [19(2472)20(24%) | 8(T0%) | - 12 (15%) [14(18%)
Richmond 1(20%) | 4(80%)] 1(207%)| =~ - 2(407%) - - -
Total 145C46%)191(29%)169(21%) |67 (21%X68(21%) [37(21%) 4¥17) | 52(16%y |22(7%)

Percentages relate to number within each county.

Table V Placement of 316 PINS Children by County

Total, 7

Bronx Kings' New York Queens Richmond of sample
Commissioner of : : ‘
Social Services 9(14%) 35 (31%) 3(9%) 12(15%) - 61(19%)
Training Schools | 22(34%) 15 (13%) 9.(177%) 16 (217%) 1(20%) 63(20%)
Voluntary 190(617%7)
Agencies 34(522) 62 (56%) 1 40C74%) 50(647%) 4 (80%)
Total %65(1002) 1112 (100%) 1 54(100%) 78(100%) 5(100%) | 314(1007%)
*Note: Two children, one boy and one girl, were placed with their grandmother.
DFY Title IT placements are incluied with voluntary agency placements.,
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Table VI

PINS Petftioner by County

Bureau of Insti-
Mpther Relative Attendence titution Other Total

Bronx 45(677%) 15(22%) 1(27%) 4(6%) 2(3%) 67(100%)
Kings 84 (75%) 15(137%) 8(77%) 5(5%) - 112(100%)
New York 28(52%) 11(20%) 8(15%) 5(10%) 2 (3%) 54(100%)
Queens 42 (54%) 12(16%) 15¢19%) 5(6%) 4(5%) 78(100%)
Richmond 5(100%> - - - -
Total, % 204(65%) 53(17%) 32(10%) 19(67%) 8(2%) 316 (100%)
of sample

Table VII Remands by Ethnic Origin and County

Puerto
Black ~ Rican White Other Total

{Bronx 23(85%) | 22(857%) 8(627%) - 53(797%)

Kings 46 (78%) |25(80%) |14(82%) 2(40%) 87(78%)

New York 22(88%) 115(79%) 5(63%) 1(50%) 43(807%)

Queens 35(92%) 2(100%)125(69%) 2(100%)1 64(827%)

{Richmond 1(50%) - 2(100%)| =~ 3(607%)

|Total, % of |127(84%) |64(81%) |54(71%) | 5(50%) [250(79%)

leach ethnic

Eroup




Table VILI

Location of Remands by County

Diagnostic/

Juvenile Center Shelter Psychiatric
Bronx 38(57%) 15(22%) 16 (24%)
Kings 61(55%) 23(21%) 15(13%)
New York 27(50%) 17(31%) 16 (30%)
Queens 39(50%) 14(187) 35(45%)
Richmond 2 (40%) - 2 (40%)
Total 167(53%) 69(22%) 84(27%)

Percentages relate to total population per county.

Table IX Reasons for Detention and Shelter Care bf'County
Total, %

Bronx Kings New York Queens Richmond of sample
Diagnostic
Evaluation 27(377%) 18(187%) 13(30%) 49 (547%) 3(60%) 110(367) .
Refuses to
Cooperate 22 (307%) 29(317%) 18(417%) 24 (277%) 1(20%) 94(317%)
Refuses to
go Home 4(5%) 13(147) 5(11%2) 2(22%) - 24 (77%)
Family Refuses
to take Home 15(207%) 22 (23%) 7(16%) 15(177%) 1(20%) 60(207%)
Othex 6(8%) 12 (137) 1(23%) - - 19(6%)
Total 74(1007%) | 94 (100%) 44 (1007%) 90(100%) 5(100%) 307(1007%)
Note: There could have been more than one reason per Childf

Xv1



|Table X Laspe of time between filing of petition and
finding by County
1 - 14 15 - 28 2 8+
Same Da Days Days Days
Kings 55(50%) 31(28%) 8%7%5 17%15%)
Bronx 25(377%) 24 (36%) 2(37%) 16 (24%)
Queens 32(41%) 18(23%) 6(8%) 22{28%)
Richmond 2(40%) - 3(60%) “
iNew York 15(287) 12(22%) 509%) 22(61%)
Total 129 (41%) 85(27%) 22(77%) 78(257%)
Note: Time'period not known for two children.
Percentages relate to total within each county.
Table XI Laspe of time between fact-fihding and dispogition
~ by County
0 - 3 3 -6 6+
Months "Menths Months
Kingse 4(37%) 21(192) 49 (447)
Bronx 22(33%) 25(37%) 20(30%2)
Richmond 2(407) 1(207) 2(40%)
New York 14(267) 13(247%) 27(50%)
Queens 13(17%) 25(32%) 40(51%)
Total 92(29%) 85(27%4) 138(44%)
Note: Time period not known for one child, }
Percentages relate to total within each county,.

Table‘XiI Children on pfpbétiqn by Ethnic Origin ahd County
. ) Total, %
Black Puerto Rican White " Qther of sample
Bronx 550 | 9D TG |- P ICEAN
Rings 18(317) §C197) FEED) - 6 C27%)
New York 8(32%) 3(16%) 5(63%) | . - T16(307y .
Queens 22(58%) 1(50%) T7C47%) 1500 Z1(53%)
Richmond ~1(50%) - " - - 1(20%)
Total 58(38%) 19(247) 32 (42%) 1(1C7) 110(35%)

Note; Percentages relate to total number in each ethnic group by county,
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Table XIII Prior petitions by County
Total, Z of
Bronx Kings New York Queens Richmond each petition
Neglect 13(32%) | 10(152) | 3(1iz) 6 (18%) 1(507%) 33(20%)
PINS 15(36%) | 31(48%) 8(317) 14(427%) - 68(41%)
Delinquency | 13(32%) | 24(37%) 15(58%) 13(40%) 1(50%) 66(39%)
Total 41(1007) §5(1902)A 26(1QOZ7 33(10077 2(1007%) 167(1007%
Tabié X1V ﬁisposition of prior petition by County
Total, % of
Bronx Kings New York ue&ns Richmond each disposition

Adjusted 14(28%) 20(39%) 12 (43%) 14(33%) - 60(34%)
Dismissed 10(20%) | 10(20%) 5(18%) 95(22%) 1(507) 35(20%)
Wwithdrawn 10(20%) 7(13%) 6 (21%) 8(197%) - 31(18%)
Suspended

Judgment - 1(27%) ~ - - 1(1%)
Probation 3(6%) 9(18%) 1(4%) 3(7%) - 16 (97%)
Placement 7(13%) 1(2%) 2(7%) 5(12%) 1(50%) 16 (9%)
Discharge 7(137%) 3(8%) 2(7%) 3(7%) - 15(9%)
Total 51(100% 51(100%) § 28(100%) |42(100%) 2(100%)‘ 174 (160%)
(Unknown

Disposition) (7) (14) - (2) - (23)
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Table XV

Later petitions by County

Total, %2 of

Bronx Kings New York Queens Richmond each petition

Neglect 1(3%) 1(2%) - 3{6%) - 5(3%)
PINS 7(21%) 17(40%) - 6 (13%) 1710%) 31(187%)
Delinquency |17 (52%) 17 (407) 33(77%) 28(607) 9(90%Z) | 104(59%)
Transfer of
Placement 8(24%) 8(187%) 10(23%) 10(21%) - 36 (20%)
Total 33(100%) 43(1007) 43(100%) 47(100%) 10(100%Z){ 176(1L00%)
Table XVI Dispositions on later petitions by County

Total, 7 of

Bronx Kings New York Queens Richmond each disposition

Adjusted 2(74%) 4(11%) 1(3%) 2(5%) 1(10%) 10(7%)
Dismissed 7(24%) 4(117) 12(41%) | 15(38%) 3(37) 41(287%)
Withdrawn 3(10%) 1(37) 6(20%) 5(13%) 1(107%) 16(117)
Suspended
Judgment 1(4%) - ~- 1(3%) - 2(1%)
Probation 1(47%) 1(3%) 1(3%) 1(3%) - 4(3%)
Placement 5(17%) 9 (25%) 1(32) 2(5%) - 17{12%)
Discharged 10(34%) 9(25%) 3(10%) 3(8%) 5(50%) 30€21%)
Vacate
Placement - 8(227%) 6(207%) 10(257%) - 24(17%) .
Total 29(100%) {36 (100%) 30(100%) { 39(100%Z) {10(100%) 144 (1007)
Unknown (&) (7) (13) (8) (=) ; (32)
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