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ABSTRACT

Monroe County, New York is comprised of one city, 19 towns,
and 10 villages with a total population of approximately 711,980, The
juvenile population between the ages of 7 and 16 at the time of the
1970 census was 125,922 or 17.7% of the total county population., Of
this juvenile population, 65.6% lived in the towns and villages and
34.4% in the City of Rochester. This juvenile populaticn was distri-

brted fairly evenly between the sexes - 52.3% male and 47.7% fenmle.

The part of this juvenile population which is of concem
in this report is that small portion which comes into contact with the
family court system either as a juvenile delinquent (JD) - a person
over seven and under sixteen who camnits an act, which if cormitted
by an adult, would be a crime - or a person (juvenile) in need of
supervision (PINS) - one whose behavior is determined to be ungovernable
or one who is habitually absent unjustifiably from school. Truarcy
prcblems can come through any one of the approximately 140 public, 36
parochial, or 10 private schocls within the towns and villages, or the
approximately 63 public, 28 parochial, or ¢ private schools within the
city. TUngcvernable complaints come from the juveniles' parents or cther
relevant agencies (e.g., Department of Sccial Services). Delinquency
corplaints may come through any one of the thirteen police agencies in
the county (1 city, 7 town, 3 village police departments, the county
sheriff, or the state police). Only five of the town departments have
officers specialized in juvenile work. The Rochester Police Department

has a staff of 13 in their Persons' Unit, and while that unit handles all
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of the juvenile problems, those are not the'only issues' that that

staff deals with.

In 1973 there were 1,157 male and 144 female juvenile arrests.
Of thosze, 41.6% were felonies, 55.7% misdemeanors, 1.5% violations, and
1.2% were arrests for other agencies. Juvenile arrests were 5.8% of the
total arrests in the county (including adults and juveniles) for that year.
Mot all of the juveniles who committed offenses were arrested; save
because they were not apprehended and others because the matters wore
settled informally at the precourt stage. There are thfee metheds by
which juveniles are diverted from the court system: 1.) many police
departments have prevention programs where they go into schools or to other
community groups and give talks to juveniles and/or parents on what
happens when young people get into trouble with the law, bicycle safety,
etc., 2.) the police try working with the juvenile and the parents
and, possibly, the complainant to settle the matter informally at the
precourt level, and 3.) there are some special federally funded and
comunity funded projects which attempt to divert juveniles from the

court stage.

Those juveniles not diverted at the precourt stage have an
urofficial petition filed against them which is sent on into the family
court intake probation' (or to the family court screener in the case of
unofficial JD petitions; the screener then reviews them a:'xd’sends them on
into intake probation with certain recommendations). Once again diversion
methods are employed at intake probation in another attempt to avoi;i
processing the juvenile further into the court system. In 1973 farﬁily
court intake probation diverted approximately 39.9% of the wnofficial JD

and PINS pétitions .
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After all possible diversion methpds at this level in 1873,
there were a total of 1,172 unofficial petitions sent on to the court
calendaring clerk to became official (750 JD's, 256 PIN5, and 166
Violations of either a previous official JD or PINS petition). These
official petitions were on 800 unique juveniles (569 had only one
official petition and 231 had more than one just during the year 1973).
These 800 unique juveniles were 71.2% male and 28.8% female. The
sex ratio by status of pstition showed that the PINS were 48.8% male
and 51.2% female; the Violations were 52.4% male and 47.6% fematle;
while the JD's showed a slightly different picture - 86.9% male and
13.1% female. These 800 unique juvenile offenders represented only 0.6%

of the county's 1970 juvenile population (125,922).

These 1,172 official, petitions were all heard by one of the
four family court judges at arraignment, which is the first part of the
adjudication hearing. Those petitions that were not dismissed at that
point went on into the next part of adjudication called the trial or major
fact finding. The county's three law guardians defended 736 unique |
juveniles on 994 (84.8%) of the official petitions. Another 130 (11.1%)
official petitions on 111 unique juveniles were handled by 85 different

private attorneys.

Those cases that were not dismissed during or after the fact
finding phase entered the postcourt stage of the juvenile justice
process and were turned over to probation personnel to have a social
history investigation and counseling prior to the dispositional hearing.

In 1973 these 1,172 official petitions received a disposition of

=47y
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suspended judgment or were dismissed in 51.7% of the cases; another 19.6%

received probation; and another 20,2% received placement. Again, counting

the total official petitions, approximately 82.8% of the juveniles remained

in Monroe County (including all extremes of placement, i.e., returned to
their own homes to placement at the State Training Schobl at Industry).

Those juveniles most likely to be placed outside of their own homes were
those who had violated previous official petitions - approximately 47.0%

of all dispositions made on official Violation petitions.

The Monroe County Family Court is presently undergoing many
changes so that the specific description of its struction and function at
each stage is subject to change even before this repért is published. A
general overall feel:ihg for the processing of a juvenile offender through

the system is, however, established.

The preparation of this document was supported by Grant
74 NI-02-0002 from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, United States
Department of Justice. Statements or conclusions contained J.n this
paper do not necessarily indicate the concurrence of the Institute.

Publication #37 ;
Information Paper #12
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FOREWORD

x

This report on the juvénile juétice system is one of several
"Information Papers" on various facets of the local justice system
prepared by the Pilot City Program staff,,l This descriphtion is concerned
only with the juvenile offenders (juvenile delincuents and persons in need
of supervision), end is not concerned with the total functioning of the
family court. Moreover, it is well to keep in mind that thics is a
description and not an evaluation. In like manner, the data“ fo:;_thg
calendar year 1973 which are presented here are descriptive of that Sfea;r

and are not necessarily predictive of the present state.

In the process of campiling material for this paper, it was
found that there was a paucity of data in some areas and at some agencies.
An attempt was made in this report, therefore, to provide a substantial

armount of data for use by various agencies.

The format of the four chapters follows a simple path. After a
very brief discussion of some of the historical aspects of juvenile justice,
the focus is gradually narrowed from the federal perspective to that of
New York State, and finally to that of Monroe Councy. Chapter 2 begins
with a definition of Monroe County in terms of population characteristics,

which serves as a framework for the data presented on the local juvenile

lAfter June 30, 1975 when the Pilot City Program is officially discontinued,

copies of publications may be obtained fram the Office of Public Relations,
Graduate School of Management, The University of Rochester, Rochester, New
York 14627.




b R SO NRY e

e

justice system. The population information was taken fram the standard
1970 federal census data; figures specific to the local juvenile justice
system were collected from various relevant county agencies for the

calendar year 1973. Chapter 2 continues with a discussion of the precourt

stage of the juvenile justice system. Chapters 3 and 4 respectively

proceed to track the juvenile on into the court and postcourt stages of

the system.
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Historical and Iegal Aspects of the Juvenile Justice ‘System

The juvenile justice system is only one of several systems
defined” in the United States to deal with deviant behavior that results
in the ccnmi’ssion of acts against society or members of our society which
are considered illegal according to rights and privileges stated in consti-
tutions or cbdes of law at any level of government (national, state, or
local). Two other such systems are the adult (21 years or over) civil amd
criminal justice systems and the system for "dealing with mentally ill
persons of all ages. While this report is concerned with only the
juvenile justice system, there are at times certain aspects of juvenile
behavior which fall into one of these other categoriés.

History

Historically, the origins of the juvenile juétide movement which
began in the late nineteenth century are most commonly accredited to "the
hunanitarian impulse and initiative of many lawyers, social workers, clergy-
men, and others who had became increasingly troubled by the treatment of
the children under the criminal law".® Dissatisfaction with the criminal
justice system, w1th its emphasis on conviction and punishment, as appiied

to juveniles, plus a positive orientation to the rehabilitation ideal led

1The author mshes to thank Dr. W. Vaughan Stapleton for his assistance in
writing this chapter of the report o

2Frank J. Ram_ngton, Donald J Newnan, Edward L., K:unball, Marygold Melli,
and Herman Goldstein, Criminal Justice Ad:m.nlstration, New York: 'I'he
Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc,, 1969, p. 951, :

3American Bar Assoc:Lat:.cm, Standards ‘for Juvemle and Family Ccurts, New

York Inst:.tute of Judlclal Adzmnlstratmn, 1966, j =8 2, v
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proponents of tho Juvenile cowrt movement te the ideclegical pesition
{hat the gkate had both a pight and duby to intexvene on behalf of the

juveniles,

e T L B et el

Tho eoncern over thy wolfare of juveniles has formally expressed f
itgelf in the Pormulabtien of specialized tribunals having jurisdiction evor
Juvenile mdeconduct, with tha flrst sueh eourt having exclusive jurisdietion
over Juveniles belng ostablished in IDllineds dn 1899. "in 1912, enly |
thirtoon years after the ereation of the Tllinels Juvenile vk, the U. 8.
Childeen's Dureat wag establisbed within the Department of Labor. This
buread haa worked for the devolopment of the soelal work appreach to the

Juvenile couet. wl

Mtontion also wag divected to the eovrostiony aspoct of the
gysten because of opposition to the placemant of juveniles in inseitie
tlons with havdened adult eriminalg. Iate in the ninetoenth |
contury, Mgeachusetts was initlating an expanimental program which
placed juwi&im on. };mkxmim'% Prior to that tine, youths vielatineg
u\a law wore treated dn mich the same namer as an adult onee the
followdg conditions wewe established:

1.) Children bolest the age off seven vere conelusively

presumed dncspable of forming a aximinal Intent;

2.} Youths hotowen the ages of seven and fourteen were

 xcbattably thought incapable, i.e., they were treated

as being capable of having criminal intent, but this
assunption could be contested; and

A Stapiston and L. E. Teitelbaum, In Defense of Youth: A Study of the
‘ Role of Comsel in Averican Juvenile Courts, New York: Russell Sage Foun-
Iation, 1972, o 42, R SR o

21hid, B, 11, Scealsy, “Brief for the Mational Counxiil of Juvenile Court

{1968) as quotatl in In Defense of Youth, p. 2. :

2 | | 1

3:) Those bayend the aqa oft fountean were prosaned capable

of eximinal intent and wore held vesponsible Fow cwiminal
acts to tha samg degres ag an adult,

The foregaing illustvate the major themen, interwoven with others,
that predeminate in justificatlons and apologles for the juvenila Juskico |
systen; youths, determinsd by age limits, arve not adulbs, mather thoy
are aéiféil@p:mg pereonalitios who will enter adulthosd at a speaified time,
This theme, eanmeon dn all eultures, sabs Juveniles apavt fyom, and subject
to diffevent nowmy of acclal eontwol frem "adulte". The tvhnsitlon perded
frem infaney to adultheed is marked by formalized training (aceultuation)

and apecd e riten de pagsage signaling the entry of thoe individual into

the formal dubdes and privileges of the adult skatus.

The legal ratlonale for speclal cowrts for juenlles lles in the

concept of pater (or parens) mtrié@ez, in which Engldsh counts of chancery

acted on bohalf of the King over those chilldren whose parents deprived then

of propex care.d The Anerdcan duvenile justice movement extonded the doc=

trine of parens patrdae from the original conception of protection of child=
ren with proparty to the general supexvision of all wayward youtka,

lstaplaton, op. ait.

_ 2"Father of his gountry . . . In Ehglérid the king. In the United States,

the state, as a sovereign - referring to the sovereign power of guand-
ianship over persons under disability." Henry Campbell Black., Black's
Law Dictionary, St. Paul Minnesota: West Publishing Canpany, 1968,

P 1269, ' s

3D, Matza. "Position and Behavior Patterns of Youth," In Ddward Faris
(Bd.), Handbook of Modern Sociology, Chicago: Rand McNally, and Cawpany,
1964, p. 191. Matza emphasizes that the statug of youth in American
culture is primarily a "dependent" status. 5o




’Uniﬁed States Juvenile Courts

There is no national juveriile court system; each state devises

ite own in accordance with its own needs;

"Relatively few are separate, independent courts.

Most are part of a circuit, district, superior,

county, comon pleas, probate, or municipal court.

In a few jurisdictions, family courts have been
established to deal with both children's and dom-

estic relations cases., Even vwhere the jurisdiction

of children's cases is in a court that is organization-
ally part of a larger system, however; the judge assigned
to hear children's cases often operates his court quite
independently. "l ‘

The definition of juvenile also varies among the states. Some problems

with age guidelines are:

“age, objective and readily ascertainable, bas
traditionally sesxved to delimit the population

supject to juvenile court jurisdiction. At present,

the upper age jurisdieiion of juvenile courts varies
from 16 to 21. Eighteen is the upper limit recommended
by the Children's Bureau, and it has gained acceptance
in about two-thirds of the States. In the remaining one-
thixd the age is 16, 17, or 21 — different, in same for
boys-and girls. In the one or two states in which it is
21, jurisdiction above 18 is concurrent with the criminal
court, and in practice youths over 18 are almost invariably
referred to the criminal court.

But age is inevitably arbitrary and fails to take account
of individual differences in maturity, past and present
conduct, and other factors relevant to choosing between
juvenile and adult court handling of a given youth. About
40 states, therefore, provide for waiver or transfer by the
juvenile court to the adult courts, thus giving the juv-
enile court scme discretion and flexibility in exercising
its jurisdiction. Waiver laws very greatly."2 '

Lrhe President's Cm‘nﬁssién on Law Eﬁforcanent and Administration of
Justice, Task Force Report: Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime..
Washington, D, C.: U. S. Govermment Printing Office, 1963. p. 4.

27bid.
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New York State System

Tbe. Family Court:

"On September 1, 1962, the new Unified Court
- System became effective in New York State.
The changes made consituted the first major
overhaul of judicial machinery that dated back
to just before the middle of the 19th Century.
Same courts were abolished, same were created,
judicial administration was generaily revitalized."l
Included in the revision was the replacement of the former
Children's Cowrt Act of 1922 with the new Family Court Act. This new
civil court? act did the following: 1.) created a new court
structure and procedure; 2.) revised and restated the substantive law.
in fuveniie delinquency, nzglect, and paternity proceedings; 3.) created
two new proseedings dealing with conciliation and family offensas, and
4.) provided for the court's-jurisdiction in adoption and support pro- -
ceedings. The Administrative Board of the Judicial Conference

rules and forms for the Family Court.
Judges:

The judges of the family court in the counties of New York City -

are appointed by the mayor, whereas in the 57 other counties in the state,

1IVk:KJ'.nney's Consolidated Laws of New York, Judiciziy— ourt Acte, '
. \ larv-Part I, Court Acts,.
Family Court, Brooklyn, New York: Edward ‘Thampson Co.., ,19é3,' p. III. e

2.

For a discussion of the other courts in Monrce Co ) C.
A discussion of the ot > County see: Roberta C,

D(/Iéonm and Lois K. Horwitz, The Criminal Court System in Rochester and

clzroe County, New York. Rochester-Monroe County Criminal Justice Pilot

J&n Z Pi'g%am, Graduate School of Management, The University of Rochester,
roe . N ' ’




the judges are elected, Family court judges serve for a texm of ten
years. If a vacancy occurs in one of the counties cutside of New York
City within three months of a general election, the replacement occurs
through an election; otherwise, the vacancy is filled by governor's
appointment. k

The nurber of judges in each county va:ies'l There are 39 in
New York City, but scae of the small counties only have a -judge who is
part-~time with family court. For exénple, in scme small counties
(Chautacua, Jefferson,» and Oheida) the judge of the county court is also
the family court jﬁdge,. ~ Such designations are made and may be revoked
by the Appellate Division of the Supreme Court. Family cucrt judges may
also be temporarily assigned to counties other than the one to whizli they

were elected, either because of need or just to increase cammnication

among the courts .2

Services and Counsels:

The Act also required that each family court provide probation
and other auxiliaxy services which may be deemed necessary (éfg. , medical .
examinations), as well as stipulated that all minors be represén{:ed by
counsel elther of their own choice or court appointed. Counsels appointed
by the court are refer.:red to as law guardians, and they are designated in

lfbdcldmeYYS Consolidated Laws of New York, Cumulative Annual Pocket Part,
For Use in 1974—'75} -Sections 121 and 131; also, McKinney, Family Court,
1963, Section 133, \ o (R o RER

zlbicl, 19?4*75, Sections 137 and 146.

one of three ways: | 1.) The office of court a;dministration may enter into
an agreement with a legal aid society for the society to provide law
guardians for the family court; 2.) the appropriate appellate division

of the Supreme Court may enter into an agreemé»nt‘ with any qualified
attorney(s) to served as law quardian(s); and 3.’) the appropriate appellate
division may designate a panel of law guardians for the family court in
that county, subject to the aﬁproval of the administrative board of the
judicial conference and recamnendatiens may be solicited fritm the local

bar assc:c:'Lat:i.on.:L

Jurisdiction:

The jurisdiction of the Family Court is very broad including

juveniles as both victims and offenders, and is currently stated as:

"(a) The family court has exlusive, vriginal jurisdiction®
over (1) abuse and neglect progeedings, . . (2) support
procesdings. . . (3) proceedings to determine paternity
aid for the support of children born out-of-vedlock. . .
(4) proceedings permanently to ‘terminate custody of a
child by reason of permanent neglect. . . (5) proceedings
concerning juvenile delinquency and whether a persons is
in need of supervision . . .

(b) The family court has such other jurisdiction as is set
. forth in this act, including jurisdiction over habeas
corpus proceedings and over applications for support and
custody in matrimonial actions when referred to the family
court by the supreme court, conciliation proceedings, and
proceedings concerning physically handicapped and mentally
defective or retarded children. . .

11bid, Sections 243, 251, and 252.

2When‘v used in this 'éct "eXClﬁsiVe¥‘orig:iJﬁi jurisdiction" means that the
proceedings over which the family court is given such jurisdiction must

be originated in the

Ibid. section 114. Opposed to this is concurr
Means that proceedings may originate in more

family court in the manner

prescribed by this act.

ent jurisdiction which
than one type of court.




(c) The family court has jurisdiction over the civil certifi-
cation of an alleged drug dependent person if such person
is properly before the court pursuant to the provisions
of this action. . . : :

(@) The family court _hLas such other jurisdiction as is
provided by law."

Juvenile Delinquents and Persons in Need of Supervision:

While the family court has wide jurisdiction, keep in mind that

this report is concerned only with the bcondvition a—(5) as stated above,

i,e., juvenile delinquents (JDs) and persons in need of supervision (PINS).

These two terms are defined legally as:

"' Juvenile Delinquent' means a person over seven and
less than sixteen years of age who does any act which,
if done by an adult, would constitute a crime.

"Person in need of supervision' means a male less than
sixteen years of age and a female less than sixteen.
years of age who does not attend school in accord with
the provisions of part one of article sixty-five of the
education law or who is incorribible, ungovernable or
habitually disobedient and beyond the lawful control of
parent or other lawful authority. n3

J“Ib:i,cil, Section 115.

2The Family Court Act (Ibid, Section 712) still defines the upper
age limit for a female PINS as eighteen. This difference in upper
age limits for males and females was contested on the grounds that
it discriminated against females (see Matter of Patricia A., 31
N.Y., 2nd, p.83, and the Matter of Louise B., 68 Miscellaneous,
2nd, p.95). The former case was ruled on by the Court of Appeals
and found to be unconstitutional. This decision became effective
June 2, 1972, so the legal upper limit for female PINS is now

sixteen.
31pid.

Youthful Offender: e

Fran the age limits defined for the JD and PINS, it can be
seen that New York is one of those states in our country that does not
set the upper age limit for juveniles at twenty-one. The state does,
however, define a special category called Youthful Offender where "'Youth'
means a person charged with a crime alleged to have been cmmittéd”when
he was at least sixteen years old and less that nineteen years o1a. "t
The legal procedures for handling this age group are found in the Criminal
Procedure Law applicable to adults, but such offenses are usually <on-
strued to be a quasi-criminal type of action, ptovided that the youth is
not charged with a class A felony and has not previously been convicted
of a felony. These court proceedings may at the discretion of the judge
and approval of the offender be held in private. In cases where a
jury is used, the panel is instructed that all proceedings are confiden-
tial, and the case records remain confidential in the same manner as
regular juvenile delinquentfs. In such instances when a youth of this
age does not meet the requirements of a youthful offender, the records

remain unsealed and that individual is treated as an adult criminal.

¥While the Youthf'ul Offender is not the main topic of discussion
in this paper, it is necessary to refer to this status on occasion, so
the definition is convenient at this time. Brief explanations of scme
of the New York State rules and laws affecting the processing of JD and

PINS petitions will be presented at appropriate places in the next chapters.

liVIc:K:'.nney's Consolidated Laws of New:York, Criminal Procedure Law,
St. Paul, Minnesota: West Publishing Co., 1971, Section 720.

e e e S e S e e
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Monroe County Family Court

The discussion of the overall structure of the local family
court and its function only in relation to JD and PINS petitions is
left for Chapter 3. Such a discussion is a description and not an eval-
vation. For an evaluation of the local system, two agencies have recently

finished report:sl which are available to interested persons.

' \ ' 1y Court 1974.
lpagk Force on Courts. Report to the Community on Femdi
Rochester, New York: Churcg_w_/kmen United, 1974. _Monroe _County Bar
Asscciation, Report of Task Force on Moriroe ‘Count: VFamil Court,
Rochester, New York: Daily Record Corporation, March 11, 1975.

10
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CHAPTER 2°

Precourt Stage

Description of Monroe County

Before trying to track a juve.nilel through the local justice
system, it will perhaps be helpful to look at some ofv the geographic
and population characteristics of the City of Rochester, the 19 towns,
and 10 villages that comprise the county. While the tables following
are largely self-explanatory, a few general camments are in order. First

of all, with the great mobility characteristic of the U. S. population in

recent decades, these figures on population can provide only the "best

estimate" at this time. It is five years now since the last federal

census, and as each year passes, the 1970 data become a less reliable

measure of the present situation. In terms of data on the juvenile

justice system, however, this report has confined itself to figures from

the calendar year 1973, so discrepancies which occur between that year

and 1970 may not be unmanag:;eab_le.2

Table 1 summarizes the populatlon characteristics for the county
by towns and city. The City of Rochester has 41.6% of the total popula-
tion, but only 34.43% of the total juvenile population, Figure 1 is a
graphic representation of how the county's 1970 j'uvenile, population was

distributed. When the juvenile population for each town and city is

vl'I‘he term juvenile population as ﬁsed in this report is the total popula—

tion of individuals from 7 years of age through 15 years of age. The
total juvenile population is not to be confused with one of its subgroups,
i.e., the juvenile delinquency population as defined in Chapter 1.

2F‘or more information on the status of juvenile del:mquencv in

1970, refer to David J. Wirschem and Patti J. Kingston, A Regiorial Per-

sPectJ.ve on Juvenile Delincuericy. Rochester, New York: Center for-
cherm\ental Research Inc., 1972, :

11
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TEEE 1
Toral Fopaladion erd Juvenile Pomdetisn of Monroe Countv by City, Towns, and Viilaces Showing the Estirated Changes from 1570 o 1973 - ;
- City, Tox . zgigt -+ Percentor 19702 percent of Javenilas 19734 srcen
¢ T t o i iveni as 2973
- or Villege Census T‘jﬂl cém‘;{ Suvenile Total Comty  Percent of t:bz Estixzated B t Change
Popilation ~ Fopdatien  popataticn Sivenile 7otal 1970 Total e Tkl
, : (7-25 yzs.) Poplazion Population | Popalavica 570157
;».. & 4 41.6 g )
&gg;sw 296,29¢ ; 43,341 34.4 14.6 291,390 - 1.7
Ircrdeqoit 63,675 (8.9} ' 11,226 {3.9) 17.6 65,990 +3.5
“ebstor 24,739 (3.5) 5,545 .4 2.4 26,358 +6.7 *
Fenfield 23,782 3.3) 5,758 (4.2} 22.3, 26,233 +10.3 i
Perintan 31,568 {4.5) © 6,607 {5.2) 2%3.5 37,721 #19.5
Pistsford 25,058 (3.5) 5,175 {4.1) 20.7 26,930 7.7
tendon 4,541 6.6) 350 0.7} 20.7 4,935 + 8.7 3
Erightoo, 35,065 (¢.9y - 5,558 {4.2) 15.9 38,415 + 3.6
Ferrievea 33,017 © o (4.8) 7,485 (5.9) 227 36,017 +9.1
Rush 3,287 (0.5) 877 0.7 26.7 3,421 + 441
Greece 75,135 (10.6) 14,595 11.6) 19.4 81,168 + 8.0
Gates 26,442 (3.7} 4,829 (3.8} 18.3, 29,884 +13.0
Chili. ‘ 34,609 (2.8) 4,347 (3.5) 22.2 22,272 %13.6
¥xeatland 4,265 (0.6} 924 {0.7) 2L.7 4,492 + 5.3
Tara 16,748 (1.5 2,490 {2.0) 23.2 12,265 $14.1
Goden 11,736 (.7) 2,743 {2.2) 23.4 13,253 +13.0 :
Rica_ 3,746 (0.5) 699 (0.6) 187 3,863 +3.3 : !
Feclin 3,167 ; (0.8) 835 0.7 20.0 5,112 +32,7
Claksen - ijﬁf ] g)g . ;g . (0.6) 20.1 3,835 +8.1 .
NS o. . .4 . 3
= T , . . {1.4) 15.0 313,548 +18.2
tincluding - s8.4 ' .
‘ . ‘szligas) 415,684 . 82,581 65.6 15.9 455,917 + 9.7
o , Caunty 711,980 100.0 125,922 100.0 17.7 747,217 +5.0
7 Villagess 6 . . .
© Erockport! 7,878 802 | 115 8,888 © +l12.8
East Rochester 8,393 1,409 6.8 8,861 + 5.6
Fairpert 6,474 1,189 18.4 6,591 +1.9
TOTAL Villages - 22,745 3,500 15.4 24,340 + 6.6
lsaarces of 1970 census population data. New York State 1970 Census Small Area Planning Profiles (Monroe Co Census
syswr‘.; Bureaw of the low York State Qffice of Plamfiing Services, April, 1874 R = ¢ iy by TEREE) - Tata and
Zrata on the Juvenile population was obtained frem the 1970 Census of Pomulation and Housing, Second Count, File A (on microfilm at the Monroe County
Planning Office).
BJSE%CE of 1973 Estimated Population was the Housing and Populaticn, Towns and Villages of Monroe County, MNew York, Monroe County Department of Planning,

Arhere were some discrepancies between census tract population figures in the reference #1 above and those in reference #2 above, as well as between #1 and
the 1970 Census of Housing ard Population, Rochester, New York, Standard Metrooolitan Statistical Area,U. S. Departmient of Ccomerce, Bureau of Census,
Acxil, Y572, Ine totals used here were tnose 1or the source of these data (1.e., reZerence sl abave), and as a result, the figures for the City of
Rochester, the towns, and tha total for the County differ slightly fram the usually quoted figures (City = 294,977; Towns = 416,940; County = 711,917).

Sthe only villages for which census data are availsble are those which are themselves defined by cne unique census tract. This occurs for five of the ten
villages (Fairport, East Rochesteér, Hilton, Spencerport, and Erockport). Data for total population in the other five (visbster, Pittsford, Honeoye Falls,

Scottsville, and Crhurchville) is available in Housing and Population, Towns and Villages of Monroe County, New York, Monroe County Department of Planning,
1973, Tebles IIIA ard IIIB. Since only thres of the ten villages have their own police departments, tney are the only cnes presented individually.

ftece figares include the populaticn at S.U.N,Y. since that college is physically located within the Village of Brockport and is thereby under the jurisdic-
tion of the Brockport Police Department.

FIGURE 1

1970 Juvenile Population (7-15 years) for Each Town

and City as a Percent of the Total County Juvenile

Population (125,922)

4.2

PERINTON
5.2




taken as a percent of that town's or city's own total population, then
only 14.6% of the population for the City of Rochester consists of

this juvenile age grouping, while the percentage of this juvenile pop-
ulation in each town ranges fram 15.0% (Sweden) to 26.7% (Rush) with

an overall average of 19.9%. It would appear that more families with
young children live outside of the City of Rochester. The 1973 Estimated
Population and Percent of Change,k indicate that there is a population
shift from the city to the towns over this three year period. Because
it was not possible to determine how much of this shift involved juveniles,
an attempted estimate of the 1973 juvenile population by towns and city
was agsumed to be groésly inaccurate so was not inc}mied in this '{:able.“
Infoﬁmation on three of the county's ten villages is shown separately -
in this table because they have their own police ds;parmlents and other

. data for these three villages will be presented latér.

| Table 21 shows the juvenile population for the city and each
town broken down by sex.? Each area has approxiir\ately a 50-50 popula-
tion of juvenile males and females, with the exception of the town of
Rush, Part of this 66.4% to 33v.6% male-female ratio is accounted for
because the juvenile delinquency population at the State Training School
for boys at Industry is located in the Town of Rush and included in the

total juvénilé po;pulatidn for that town.

Irhe information in this table is shown in detail by age as well as
sex in Appendix A, Table A-l.

2 i - chapters on the juvenile justice system are presented
g; ﬁgzumpgeﬁr;@gogﬁats?:r general pgpulation cbara\xcterigt.i_.qs on race
see: Roger A, Cox and Lois K. Horwitz. Demographic Indicators fc.Jr. .
Rochester and Morroe County, New York, Rochester-Monroe County Crimina
Justice Pilot City Program, Graduate School of Management, The Univer-
gity of Rochester, June, 1973,
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TABLE 2

1970 Juvenile Population Shown by the Sex of the Juvenile for Bach Town and Cityl

Town or City S |
Males 7 Females TOTAL
N % N % N %

City of Rochester 21,956 50,7 21,385 49.3 43,341 100.0
Trondequoit 5,658  50.4 5,568 49,6 11,226 100.0
Viebster 2,807 . 50.6 2,738 49,4 5,545 100.0
Penfield " 2,712 51.6 2,546 48,4 5,258 100.0
Pexinton 3,439  52.1 3,168 47.9 6,607 100.0
Pittsford 2,646 51,1 2,528 48,9 5,175 100.0
Mendon 464  49.4 476  50.6 940 100.0
Brighton 2,800 50,4 2,758 49.6 5,558 100.0
Henrietta 3,839 51.3 3,646 487 7,485 100,0
Rush? 582 ' 66.4 295 33.6 877 - 100.0
Greece 7,466 - 51.2 7,129 48.8 14,595 100.0
Gates 2,530 52.4 2,299  47.6 4,829 100.0
Chili : 2,248 51,7 2,099  48.3 4,347 100.0
Wheatland 457 49,5 467 - 50.5 924 100,0
Parma 1,277 51.3 1,213  48.7 2,490 100.0
Ogden ' 1,414 51.5 1,329 48,5 2,743  100.0
Riga 347 49,6 352 50.4 699 100.0
Hamlin 421 50.4 ; 414  49.6 835  100,0
Clarkson 376 51.4 355 48.6 731 100.0
Sweden 810 53.0 807 47.0 1,717 100.0
TOTAL Touns

(Including Villages) 42,393 51.3 40,188  48.7 82,581 100.0
‘ 64,349 51,1 61,573 48.9 125,922 100.0

Villages3
Brockport4 ~ 472 52,3 430 47.7 1902 100.0
East Rochester 729 51,7 680 - 48.3 1,409 100.0
Fairport 629 52.9 560  47.1 1,189 100.0

TOTAL Villages 1,830 - 52.3 1,670 47,7 3,500 100.0

.

Isource of Data: 1970 Census of Population and Housing, Second Count, File A, (On
microfilm at the Monrce County Planning Office). -

2The larger male-female ratio in Rush is due in part to the inclusion of the male juvenile
delinquency population at Industry = the State Training School which is located in
Rush, . : . . ,

3The only villages for which census data are available are those which are themselves
defined by one unique census tract. This occurs for five of the ten villages (Fairport,
East Rochester, Hilton, Spencerport, ardl Brockport). Data for total population in

the other five (Webster, Pittsford, Honeoye Falls, Scottsville, and Churchville) is
available in Housing and Population, Towns and Villages of Monroe County, New York,
Monroe County Department of Planning, 1973, Tables TITh and II1IB, Since only three

of the ten villages have their own police departments, they are the only ones pre-
sented individually. :

“These figures include the population at S.U.NY. since that college is physically
located within the Village of ‘Brockport and is thereby under the jurisdiction of the
Brockport Police Department. : , :

SThese data are given by age in Table Al in Appendix A.
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1970 Iard Avea and Population Density of Monroe County by City, Towns, and Villages .
; Total Land Watex Non- Land Acreage CGross Gross
City, Towm, o Area in Area in Area in Residential in Special Density3 Bensity of
Village Acxes Acres? Acres Land Acreage Population : ’ the Juvenile
: : - “Concentration Populationé
City of Rochester 23,514 23,390 124 3,926 308 12.67 1.85
Irondeqoit 9,550 9,612 938 454 29 6.62 1.17
viebstex : - 22,18L 21,648 513 1,458 ] 1.14 0.26
Peniield . 24,298 24,068 230 408 0 0.9% 0.22
. Perinten . . 22,708 22,582 - 226 . 469 0 1.40 0.29
Pittsford 15,472 . 15,366 - 106 993 400 1.63 0.34
¥erdon . 26,616 26,467 14 h 1,794 o 0.17 0.04
. EBrighton . 10,019 9,962 57 197 0 3.52 0.56
Henrietta 22,452 22,432 20 87 1,260 1.47 0.33
e o Rush 20,430 20,416 14 13 907 0.16 0.04
{ = S Gresce ' 30,851 29,674 1,217 2,468 41 2.53 0.49
‘ Gates . 9,477 9,477 0 24 29 2.79 0.51
. Cndli 26,386 26,286 (V] 357 0 0.74 0.16
¥reatland 20,256 20,256 0 i1 0 0.21 0.05
Parra . 27,734 27,642 92 200 [¢] 0.33 0.09
Cgden 24,289 24,299 ] 3 0 . 0.48 0.11
Riga 23,370 - . 23,370 0 0 4] 0.16 0.03
Eamlin 28,860 28,860 0 0 0 0.14 0.03
Claxkson 21,996 21,996 0 0 0 0.17 0.03
Swedan 22,308 22,308 0 0 209 0.51 0.08
TOTAL owns : ] : .
(Trelvding .
villages) 409,283 406,721 3,562 8,936 2,875 1.03 0.20
T0IAL County : 432,797 430,111 3,686 12,862 3;183 1.66 0.29
*Villages® 6
Brockgort : 1,655 1,655 0o . 0 209 4.76 0.55 *
East Rochester _ 830 830 0 16 '] 10.11 1.70 ’
Fairpart ) i,056 1,032 24 5 0 6.20 1.15
TOML Villages 3,541 3,517 24 21 208 6.47 N 1.00

Iscurce of Data: iiew York State 1970 Census Srall Area Planning Profiles (Menroe County by Census Tract). Data and Systems Bureau of
the New York State Ofrice of Planning Services, April, 1974. .

- %1an3 Area is defined as the Total Area mimms the Yater Area.
3aross Density is derived by dividing the 1970 census population by the Lard Area.
Ahis Gross Density is derived by dividing the 1970 Juvenile Population by the Land Area. -

Stha only viliages for which ¢ensus data are available are those vhich are themselves
cccuxs for five of the ten villages {Fairport, East Rochester, Hilton, Spent
ﬂ}e othar_five {webster, Pittsford, Honeoye Falls, t5ville, and Churchville) is availabie in Bousing and Population, Towns and
V}ll_zzes in Monroe Countv, lew York, Momroe County Department of Planning, 1973, Table IIIA and T118. Since only thiree O e ten
villzges have their own police departments, they are the only cmes presented indivihally.

STrese fiqures include the 3 i N i i ysi 3 withi Vi i
‘s pepulation at S.U.N.Y. since that college is physically located within the Village of Brockport and is thereb,
wder the jurisdiction of wrs Brockport Police Department. . g o

defined by cne unigue census tract. This
erport, and Erockport). Data for total pepalaticn in




Precourt Processing of Juvenile Offenders

;nuoduction: ,

This section of Chapter 2 concerns itself with the precourt stage
of the local juvenile justice system. Referrals may orignate from several
gsources, for example, a peace officert . parents or other peréons legally
respongible for the juvenile, any person who has suffered injury as a
result of the behavior of the juvenile, or a recognized agent of a duly
authorized agency, association, society, or institution.z Such referrals
or complaints lead to the filing of a specific legal document that requests
d court proceeding to determine if the juvéﬂile is a juvenile delinquent (JD) |
or a person in need of supervision (PINS). The document filed at this g
precourt stage is called a petition. Since there is much diversion of
juveniles at different stages in the system, ard not all of the petitions
filed at the precourt stage reach the court, a distinction will be mede
between a petition that does reach a court hearing and one that does not.

Any petition processed at the precourt stage and which goes through féniily
court intake will be called an unofficial petition. Once the petition

is sent to the court clerk for docketing and the calendaring of a hearing,
it will be called an official petition.

£
K
3

Although unofficial petitions are filed for both JD and PINS, the
main emphasis of this chapter and the bulk of the data are, for two reasons,

a peace officer may be a police officer, certain types of court attendants, .
marshalls, prisoner guards, parole, warrant, or probation officers, constablf
certain park rangers, railroad podice, uniformed housing guards . . . i
McKinney's Consoiidated Laws of New York, Criminal Procedure ILaw, 1971, g
Section 1.20/33; ar school-attendance supervisors, attendance teachers, or !
attendance officers . . . MoKinney's Congolidated Taws of New York, BEduca- ||
tion Law, 1970, Section 32137 ’ ’ IR

gMcKimey.; I'am:il‘ﬁ__?;%&: 1963, Sections 731 and 733. a ~ ;

18-

3 o 5 ,‘ 3
B McKinney , Education Law, 1970, Section 3205.

4o
“Ibid, Section 3208,

A

on the police referrg&_;s of JDg. First of all ¢ these are the more serious

offenses, i.e., they would be classified as crimes if camitted by adults;

and secondly, there are presently movements within the j@mile justice

system to remove all PINS petitions entirely from the family court system.

Part of the reasoning behind this movement is the philosophy that it is wrong
to stigmatize a juvenile with the proceedings of a coﬁrt hearing for behavioral
acts that would NOT be ch'mJ'_nakl in natﬁre if comitted by an adult. Scme
local prog?mns, ‘f:urrently in the proposal stage, are aimed t‘oward the goal

of eliminating or diverting all PINS cases and will be discussed J.n the

following chapters in the sections on diversion. ‘ 3

Sources of Referral:

PINS Referrals - Juveniles may be referred by one of the above
mentioned sources for reascius of. habitual truancy1 or ungovernability
(behavior Which j.s beyond the control of the adults legally res%*fansible

for the juvenile). sSuch conduct must be hamtual and not an is.olated
; ‘ :

incident.

1. The Law - The New York State Education Law requires ﬁhat all juveniles
ween the ages of six ang Sixteen attend full-time instiuction3 provided -
€y are mentally and physically gapable of doing so.4 In order to insure

o , .
Family Court ; oy ' '

quent{y glsl:g Isi;vngfes the tem truancy while Bducation Iaw more fre-
term juvenile aelianﬁrlxégquenmtza'n In oxder to aveid confusion with the
Of illegal absence from sc':hool, Cy will be used for the PINS cffense

“McKinney, Family Court, 1974-75, Section 732.
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every cﬁild his zight to educational opportunities with which to develop

his potentialities to the fullest, the State Education Law also states

that school districts have an attendance supervisor and a certain_ number

of attendance teachers and officers. These are civil service positions
th.ch feciuire certain spec:Lfled training (e.g., certified teacher or
social worker) and licensing. Such attendance personnel are empowered

as peace officers and may arrest Without waxrants juvgz}%les who are
iliegally ;dot attending school. They must place the minor in attendance,
'notify the parents of the child's behavior, and then may even begin |
proceedings for the juvenile's alleged truancy and/or bring the j‘uvenile
before the family court. The attendance personnel both in the district
where the juvenile lives and the district where he/she attends school

: ~ 1
have concurrent jurisdiction over the truancy problem.

One aspect of a juvenile's ungovernable behavior manifests it~
self in running away from hame. Any peace officer may return a juvenile
unaar sixteen to his/her parents or guardians or take him/her to any
authorized facility if there is reason to believe that this juvenile has
in fact run away without just cause.? There is currently no legal way
that a peace officer may pick up a youth‘sixteen or over, even if the

parents make such a request.

9. Tocal School Districts - Table 4 lists the number of public, private,

1 i ity i se 283
and parochial, schools in each town and city in the county. 'I‘hese

N 4

i

Ibid, Section 3213. e
AcKinney, Family Court,. 1974=75, Bection 713.
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TABLE 4

Public, Private, and Parochial Schools in Monroe County

1974-75 by Towns and Villagesl

. Total Schools
City, Town . Through 2th
or Village Public Parochial2 Private? Grade
City of Rochester 63 28 g4 97
Tromgore 23 5 1 33
Woebster — - — - -
“Wobster Village 1 1 0 2
vobster (Less Village) 8 1 0 9
Penfield 9 1 1 u
Perinton - —— - -
“Fairport Village 3 1. ] 4
*Part E, Roch, Village 2 0 0 2
Perinton (Less Villages) 7 0 0 1
* (Total E. Roch, Village) (3) (1) (0) (4)
Pittsford -— L - -
*PATC L. Roch; Village 1 1 0 2
Pittsford village 1 1 0 2
Pittsford (Lrss Villages) 7 0 1 . 8
Mervdon - —— - -
Hontoye Falls villaga 35 0 0 3 ‘
Merdon. (Less villade) 09 % % 19]
Brighton
fienciutta 10 2 1 13
Rush 1 0 0 1
Greece 20 7 1 28
Gatrs 7 3 1 11
CRIy K 3 1 0 4
Whaatland I - -_ - -
Scottsville Village * 2 0 0 2
. Wheatlard (Less Vill.} 0 0 0 0
Panma - — - -
IiTton Villaqe 5 0 1 6
Parma (Iess Village) 0 0 0 0
Ouden - - - -
Spencerport Village B 3 1 0 4
. Oxden (Less Village}; -5 0 0 5
Riga : ot — = —
Cg\mchvillo Village 1 0 0 1
Riga (Less Village) 3 0. 0 3
Hamlin 0 0 1 X ;
Clarkson 0 0 0 0 X
Sexxlen -— — - fand f
" Brockport Village 26 1 0 3 i
Sweden (Less Villoge) 4 0 0 _4
TOTAL Towng 140:: 36 10 186
TOTAL County’ 203 64 16 283 .
N
5
Isources: City of Rochester Public Schools = City School District; Parochial Schools = /
Dlocese of Rochester, Suparintendent of Scheols: Easteen Monrce County Public Schools = L
Board of Coaperative Rlucational Services (BOCES §1); Westerr, Monroa County Public Scharils = - 1
BOCES #2; Private Schools = Rochester City SEhool District ard Nacoosta Telephona Book,. i
2Pamch.ial schools hare are Catholic only; schools sponsored by othér church denaminatioris
are included in Private Schools.

311 of the local private schools may 8t be included in the 1list besause there seems to
be no one conplete directory available.

4'I'he Rechester &chool for the Deaf was the only spectalized school included in this table,

Sthore is another public elemontary school in the Honeoye Falls district, but it ig physically
located in tha Town of Lima so was excluded froem this table,
Included iy the two ie schools in Broc, is the Demonstration Elemen School
located on the S,U.N.Y!.Jumcampus which is fund:dpog; the State, e

7 N
The County of Monroe hne one City school District, 10 camplete districts in BOCES )
7 camplets districts in Brws 42 for a total of ig ‘ccxrp?gge districts wltiidnn the Cgtll'x'tt;iﬂ
There are, bowaver, school districts frem otkar counties (e.g., Rendall School District
in Orleans County in BXES £2} which extend into parts of Monroe County, Since no schosis
ggnn atg o§ .ﬁmsc districty wate physically lecated in Monrce County, they were excluded
8 to Q. .

% these data are prasented by school. name ard census tract in Table A<3 in Apperdix A,
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schools are grouped into approximately 20 school districts.t Manpower
and time limitations made it impossible to visit each of the school
districts in the county and gather data on their truancy problems.
Same information was obtained fraom the city school district to help

-

illustrate the procedures used with truants.

The school district for the City of Rochester has an attendance
staff of 18 who handle its truancy problems. This staff consists of
one directof, an assistant (who handles about 95% of all of the family
court "in-court" work), and 16 a;ttendance teachers who are located at
various city schools. It is the practice of this office to handle work
from public, private, and parochial schools whose children are legal

regidents of the City of Rochester, regardless of what school district

they are in.

The full—titre attendance staff does full-time attendance work.
The duties, in a nutshell, are threefold: 1.) keep attendance records
and spot the juveniles with problems, 2.) contact the juvenile and try
to create an attitude of trust so that counseling may be efféctive,
and 3.) refer the juvenile to an "in school" resource (e.g., guidance
counselor) or sane outside agency (mental health, drug program, etc.).
There are 182 days in the school year, but the number of days of unexcused
absence which definesk a "problem" varies with the situation. If a

juvenile moves to Rochester and starts school in February, for example,

l’nhe County of Monroe has one City School district, 10 gomplete districts
in the Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) District #1
.and 7 complete districts in BOCES District #2 for a total of 18 camplete
districts within the county. There are, however, school @istricts fram
other counties which overlap small areas of Monroe County. Since no
schools fiom any of these partial districts are physically located in
Monroe County, those partial districts are considered here not to be
Monroe County d:.strtcts.

then twenty or so days of truancy could‘ constituté & problem, If a
juvenile is on probation or parole, thé signal could be just six or
seven days. If the juvenile cames from a family where other brotheyr~
and sisters have had severe truancy problems, the attendance teachert
will step in quickly on the new offender. |

Once the problem is spotted, the attendance teacher contacts
the youth for counseling and possibly referral., TIf the truancy problem
continues, the attendance teacher may convene an "J.n-school" conference
with the juvenile, and include the parents and any other officials
(guidance counselors, teachers, etc.) that are deemed necessary. Again,
referral services may be offered to the juvenile and/or the parents,

If the problem persists, an :Lru:ormal conference at the central office
(13 South Fn.tzhugh Street) may be called. Once again, counsel:mg and
referral of the juvenile and/or the fam.Lly occurs. Most of the agencies
used are the same ones used by family court. When none of the efforts
of the attendance staff meet with success, then an unofficial PINS

petition to family court is filed alleging truancy.

Frequently, on the‘ir regular truancy caées, the attendance
staff tries to get parents to file an unoffical PINS petition alleging
ungovernability. This is done J.n an effort to get the parents more
concerned and involved in the sn.tuatlon Many other parents came to the
office on their own to seek help with their ‘children, and still ather
parents are referred by family court because there are insufficient
grounds for court action. The attendance staff tries to help these

parents also, elthar through referral sexvices, or by :instructing ‘them

on how to file an undfficial PINS petmtlon alleging ungcvernabil:.ty

that will be legally suff:.cn.ent for court action.




Table 5 presents same data for the Rochester City School
District for the school year 1973-74. While the time period is not
consistent with that used in other sections of this paper (the
calendar year 1973), the data do point out the sharp increase in un-—
official PINS petitions when the juveniles reach teen-age and enter
junior high school. Information on the total number of unofficial

PINS petitions for the whole county that reached family court intake

and the part of those that went on to becane official petitions in

1973 will be discussed in Chapter 3 on the Court Stage.

.- JD Referralsl — JD referrals may ccre from one of the sources

already mentioned (e.g., peace officers, parents, victims) fo:; camnitting

an act, which if comitted by an adult, would constitute a crime..

1. Police Departments — A Géneral Description‘ - The population

X

of the County of Monroe is served by approximately 1,051 full-
and part—time sworn officers of the police departments in the

Ipata collection for this section was very difficult. When the project
was begun, it was believed that much data for the county police depart-
ments could be collected fram the Juvenile Central Registry operating
out of the Rochester Police Department's Persons' Unit. Vhen it was
discovered that this centralized reporting system was no longer in full
operation, a search was made for other central sources. A new county-
wide report:mg system went into service effective January 1, 1975,

but nothing existed for 1973. It is hoped that one or both of these
files may be available in the future to juvenile justice researchers. A

more camplete description of these two systems may be found in Appendix A.

2‘I‘hle information for this section of this chapter was obtained by visiting

all of the local police departments (except Wheatland where the author was

unable to make an appointment with the chief), the Sheriff's Department,
and the Henrietta substation of the State Police. Although the Fairport
Police Department was visited, the new chief had only been in comrand
about six weeks. His offices had been moved and were being renovated, so
he had only begun to implement his reorganization plans. As a result, no
formalized procedures for handlmg and referrmg juvenlles had been es-
tablished yet.
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TABLE 5

Unofficial PINS Petitions Alleging Truancy Filed With Family Court by the

Rochester City School District for the School Year 1973-74

by Age of the Juvenile and by School Grade™

Unofficial Petitions

Age
N

7 1

8 1

9 0
10 4
11 3
12 8
13 21
14 38
15 AL
TOIL 117

k]
0.9
0.9
0.0
3.4
2.6

6.8

17.9
32.5
35.0

100.0

Special Education

2
Non Ekitranc;e

lsource: Rochester City School District.

Grade

Primary
Non-Graded

4th
5th
6th
7th

8th

9th

10th

Unofficial Petitions

N %
Co2 1.7
10 8.5

1 0.9

5 4.3

7 6.0

30 25.6
27 23.1
21 17.9

3 4.3

8 6.8
10
117 100.0

2Non Entrance means that for same rea'-:on the Juvemle was never registered in any

school in the district, although by law he/she is r ed -
s nt ' gh by / equir tobelnfulltnme
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Although Troop E of the New York State Police has jurisdiction

over a 10 county area, the 46 troopers at the two substations in Monroe

County (Henrietta with 26 troopers and Clarkson with 20
County unless specifically called upon to do special duty outside of the

) serve only Monroe

county. This makes a total of 1,097 police officers available to Monroe
County. The population served per patrolman ranges on the averag

3,000 to.over 10,000.2

Table 6 shows the mmber of full- and part—-time officers in each

police deparhneni. ' gix of the thirteen departments have same officers

who handle all of their own juvenile problems. The 1970 total county

Juvenile population is shown to provide a rough estimate of how many
juvenmles are under the jurisdiction of each department, although only a

small percent of these juveniles have problems that cause them

fied as either JDs or PINS.
jurisdictions are responsible for about 7
while only 26.7% comes under the combined jurisdiction of the

3.3% of the county's total juvenile

population,
two county-wide agencies.
detectives for investigatory work to any town or village that needs such

The only specialized n’.nvestigatiire position in the town police

departments is the juvenile officer.®

services.

Iror a ccmplete descra.ptlon of the police departments serving loggll%r, see
Scott Hill, Police in Monroe County New York, Rochester-Monroe lén % .
Criminal Justice Pilot City Program, Graduate School of Management, niy

sity of Rochester, May, 1974.

21hid, p. 13.

Jror a graphus presentatlon of each departments jurisdiction refer to F:Lgures

A-l, A-2, and A-3 in Appendix A.

4gi11, 1974, p. 25.
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3 These two county-wide departments provide spec:.allzf

The police departments which have specific local
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One new position was created in March, 1975 for a second
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Juvenile

Officers

Persen's Unit handles more than just juveniles.

Each Police Department in the County '

I3

Police Department Staff 1973%

611
13
13
;03

8356
45

215

1973 Total Department Staff and Juvenile Officers for

Part~-time
Officers3

1,097

Full- and

“{1,051)

It was felt this change was of sufficient importance to this repart to meke the change.

East Rochester

: Fairport
Total Iocal Jursidiction

Rochester
Erockport

Police)

optt Hill, Police in Monroe County, New York, Rochester-Monroe County Criminal Justice Pilot City Program,

. Graduate School of Fanagement, The University of Rochester, May, 1974, pp. 2-6:
8The census information for'the two county-wide police departments is the same since their jurisdictions are

identical. The data for the towns and villages which have their own police departments has been subtracted
from the total cowunty to provide these figures, although technically they both have jurisdiction over the

6This total included 21 part-tine officers in the towns and villages; the city and county departments have no -
whola county.

part-tine officers. ]
Tshe 46 State Tooopers at the two substations of Trocp E serve only Monroe County unless called upon to do

2Census “information was comiled from Table 1 in Chapter 2.
special duty outside of the County.

3These totals include the juvenile officers.
“YKeco in mind that the staff of 13 in the

State Police - Troop E7
Total County Less State

Iocal Jurisdiction:
County-¥Wide Jurisdiction
Monroe County Sherifr

juvenile officer.

City:
Total Coimn

Towns:

5211 Staff data were for 1973 éxcept for Irordequoit.

Villages:

i




2, Police Sexvices to Juveniles -

a., Specialized Officers.

Table 6 shows that neither of the two county-wide police departments

have specinlized juvenile offdicers. The philosophy in the Sheriff's Depart-
ment 1s that all of the officers should know how to handle juveniles as
well as adults. Moreover, they should get to know the people in their own

patrol area. The Sheriff's Criminal Investigation Department (CID) investigatef-:

all juvenile felonies. The troopers and investigators of the State Police
handle both juvenile and adult matters, The two town (Ogden and Wheatland)
and three village (Brockpert, East Rochester, and Fairport) police depart-
ments that have no specialized officers follow this same procedure. For
any gerious felony investigation, they may call on the Sheriff's CID.l

The juvenile offenders in the City of Rochester are handled
through the Persons' Unit, which has a staff of 13 and handles not only
crimes by and against juvenilé, but also missing persons, séx crimes,
obscene phone calls, morals charges, etc. The Persons' Unit was formed in
the mid 1960's but there had heen a Youth Squad to handle juveniles prior to
that time. The specialized units in the other five departments developed

frem about 1968 (Webster) through 1973, although Greece has had same juvenile

officers for about ten years.

The other five towns with police departments each have at least
one ﬁpvenim officer; Greece has three full-time juvenile offiCer‘s and has
r&uesmd a fourth posii:ion}. Discussion of their program, which is quitek
‘new and unique, will be left for the last section in this chapter on Pre-

court. Diversion.

g, p. 25,

28

In 1970, Irondequoit had a juvenile population almost one~fourth

the size of that in the City of Rochester (see Table 6). The police.

department requested their town board to create a new position for a second

- Juvenile officer. This was done, and a ‘second policeman joined their Youth

Division March 24, 1975. The juvenile officer in Brighton has also requested
additional help. In Gates, the full-time juvenile officer's position was
changad a year ago to a part-time position. This situation is again under
review, as they realize they need a full-time officer in that job. They

are also considering moving the juvenile office to a location away from

the police department. Webster's juvenile officer has similar worlkload

problems. Same of these departments gugment their staff by utilizing civ-

1lian volunteers, and student interns in criminal justice from the Roclester

Institute of Technology, Monroe Community College, and the Community Services
Program at the University of Rochester.

Until the second juvenile officer was added in Irondequ01t,
these four towns (excluding Greece) had one juvenlle officer each who was
on call 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. The juvenile offizers in those
four departments handle all cases in which the juvenile is the offender or
victim (e.q., neglect, abuse, dD, etc.). 1In addition, they do all of their

own investigating, recordkeeping, and report writing.

All the departments that have specialized juvemle officers receive
calls for information from parents who are having problems with their child-
dren which may not have reached the delinquency stage. Even the smaller

‘ departments have such requests occasionally and all departments try to

refer the parents to agencies for help, and/or inform them how to file
PINS petitions for ungovernability with k_fam.i_ly court,

29
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FIGRE 2

FLOW DIAGRAM OF THE PRECCURT STAGE CF PROCESSDG JUVENILE CEFENDERS

3, At Station

" Decision on Offense

Decision on Offense Decision Made

Disposition of Juvenile

Disposition of Juvenile
Decision Made by Decision Made by Police Officer- Decision made by Police
) Contact Srem Police Officer __Officer on Patrol or Detectivel Officer or Detectivel
Offense Camitted - Peéace Officer - Allegaticns nct true™ Taken to home 7 llegations, true or Released to Parents, or
‘or VARRANTR Victim ) __—~Allegations true, |/ Released on Street ) not true, but dismissed| ¥ Guardian, Ete.
. Witnass{D | but dismissed with af{_ Taken to Station " with a warning wDetentiond
’ Ny warning 71 \ Allegations true, £ilg.-{ Secure Facility
‘ : s | unofficial petition ) —i Nonsecure Facility
: Allegations true ]Allec;at.ions true, refi
to Agency3

{If the juvenile is dismissed and the corplainant is dissatisfied,

i he/she may go directly to Family Court Intake and File \

—— {To Family Court Screener, -
~——— »a petition.j-- - -~ —

e

~
y |

Decision on Offense
Decision Made by
Schoot Atterdance Staff,
Other School Staff,
PINS Contact From Agency Representative

. ] v
Disposition of Juvenile . Y——(to Court for Detention Hearing}m
Decision made by School
Atterdance Staff
Cther School Staff

Agencv Representative
School, Allegations not txrue Released to Parents,
Ungoverriability Agancys Allegations trve, but f Guardian, etc.
’ Parents disnissed with a warng . ;“‘Detention‘i - - :
warning 7/ Secure Facitity ‘1—(’50 Court for Detention Heari
Allegations true, " Nonsecure Facility ing)
refarred to agency3d |
Y Allegations true, _I
unofficial petition{~
filed {To Family Court Intake!

—{Parents t:m a;:e not working with a scheol for trvancy charges or an agency, go directly to Family Court Intake to file a
petition)e——

B
Ithe smaller police Cepartrents €o rot have detectives or specialized j i i I cases, 'so
he o ¥ [ = C. ed juvenile officers to handle tha JD
regular officers mapage the "in station® proceedings. ’ ® e e
2 varrant can be for a PINS as well as a JD. -
3iihen agency referrals are rade, the Suvenile is cswall T i is tf epartrment i
2 x k= Suver Y sent hare. Tre Sheriff's Department is the cnly d vent in
which an officer cn patrol may reke a referral; this referral is to Youth Services. Referral at other geparﬁxmts are made at the "station® level
4Fiveniles wnder 10 years of age cannot be held in a secure facility. 7
‘SIftI'eywﬂxisfo:aazxple uder the sepervisi f the Depards i i
7 E ” T oan of tha rent of Social Services
for ungovernability, ’

this agency might file a petitien
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and Wheatland all of the departments have family court approved facilitiesl

in which to temporarily detain juvemles for questioning. Parsnts are

contacted and questioning begins when they arrive. In the larger

depaxt-

ments, questioning at this point is primarily the job of the detectives or
f > ‘

juvenile officers.

Most departments stated that the majority of the parents are

cooperative. A few take their time about coming to the station, which

means the juvenile has to sit for several hours sametimes. Then there

ig a minority of parents who refuse to come; when this occurs, the juvenile

can be placed temporarily in detention at the Children's Center until the

Department. of Social Services finds other accamodations (placements in

detention are discussed in the next section).

All of the departments (except State police?) adjust cases at

the station and dismiss certain charges. Once the decision has been

made to either dismiss "the case or file a JD petition and the necessary

xeport forms are canpleted, the majority of the juveniles, especially

in the towns and villages, are sent home with the adults who are responsible :

for them,

1Brec}qaort does not have an approved facility, but uses the one at the

Clarkson State Police Substation when necessary.

Wheatland and Fa::Lrport' s

gituations are both unknown at this time for reasons already explained.

East Rochester has an approved room in its temporary location,

assumed that when they move into their permanent quarters, they will also

have one there.

+e Trooper does not settle a case .
2:%13&8&%15 bx:ox::;};xt into the mbstatlon, glxen a full report is
M’a patition to family cuurt is initiated.

at the field location and the
£iled

e

One other service Jis offered at the police level in the Sheriff's

Department, Rochester, and the five town departments that have juvenile
officers. In an effort to aveid sending the juveniles through family court, %

officers try to refer the juvenile and/or family to various agencies for

assistance. These same departments (except Webster) also use the
Youth Services System, a referral agency sponsored by the Rochester-

Monroe County Youth Board. (This program is discussed in more detail

at the end of this chapter under Precourt Diversion.) Most juvenile ‘ {F
officers felt that parents are more receptive to non-court alternatives,

although in practice the alternatives do not always work out.

Since the Sheriff's CID and the Rochester Persons' Unit are &
the only departments that have women regularly available to work with

female juveniles, some smaller departments have called on the staff of

the recently formed Rape Crisis Center in Rochester and found them very

coGperative and helpful in working with the female juvenile rape victims.

¢. Detention.

1.) The Law - Although it isflegal for the police in 3
most instances to release the juvenile to his/her parents after the o E
offense is comitted and before the unofficial petition is filéd, there
are certain circumstances when it becomes necessary to hold the

juvenile temporarily in a secure detention® facility? pending a court

Ipetention means the temporary care and maintenance away from their own homes
of children held for or at the direction of the family court pending ad-
judication. McKinney, Family Court, 1974-75, Section 720.

27 secure detention facility means one characterized by physically restric-
ting construction, hardware and precedures, and a non-secure facility means
one with the absence of these restricting features. Ibid.
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hearing. * The parents or legal guardian must be informed that the juvenile

is being held, Prior to the filing of the official petition, no juvenile may

be de:f:,a:i.nedl for more than seventy-two hours or wnitil the next day the court
is in session, whichever is sooner, without a special type of arraighment
hearing called a detention hearing.? This is conducted to determine who
“has jurisdiction over the youth (e.g., if it is determined that the youth
is over sixteen, then the case might be turned over to the criminal court),
and if there is sufficient cause for holding the youth.3 The court may
not order detention unless: 1.) "There is a substantial probability that
~he will not appear in court on the return date; or 2.) There is a serious
risk that he may, before the return date, do an act which if comitted by

an adalt would constitute a crime."™ After this initial arraignment hearing,

a Juvenile cannot be detained for more than three days before the cammence-

ment. of adjudication.5

2.) The Monroe County Children's Center - In accordarice
with New York State law, the Children's Center is approved by the New
York State Division For Youth (NYSDFY) and operated by the Monroe County
Department of Social Services (MCDSS) in conformity with the rules of the
New York State Board of Social Welfare (NYSBSW) and NYSDFY. This facility

»

J’*‘fo juvenile under ten ¢an be detained in a secure facility. Effective
September 1, 1973. Ibid.

21hid, Section 729

aﬂidﬁnney, Family Court, 1963, Section 728.

411id, Section 739.

“McKinney, Pamily Court, 1974=75, Section 747.
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has a toi;al bed capacity of 60 (30 males and 30 females). The staff 'of
approximately 50 (which includes the administration, clerical and

h - ¢
casework staff) maintains the Children's Center on a 24 hour, 7 day a

week basis. This is the only secure detention facility for juveniles in

the area, and so the surrounding counties contract with MCDSS for its use.

As a result of this contracting, the data for 1973 presented on
the next pages include more than just those juveniles involved with the
Monroe County Juvenile Justice System. While it is not all directly
applicable to the local system, the data do describe the overall picturé‘
of the Children's Center in 1973 when Monrce County's utilization included
82.2% of the total admissions (see Table 7). These total admissions are
not the same as total unique Juveniles. If the same juvenile returned

more than once within a given yeav, each return was counted as a new

admission.

L TABRIE 7
Residence™ of Juveniles Admitted T the Children's Center for 19732

Regidence Adnissions in 1973
N 2

City of Rochester

Monroe County Outside ! 82, 68.3
of Rochester 98 13.9

Otgéer New York State ;
Counties 94

Outside of New York State 32 12'2

Total 706 100.0

l‘I‘he camplete listing of all of the \ .
. s ocoun .
shown in Table A-4 in Appendiz A, ties which used the Center is

2‘ o
Monroe County Children's Center - The Year 19 [ he

. 73. Report by the Mor
‘County' Pepartment of Social Services, April 12, 1974?0 Y nees
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Table 8 shows the breakdown of this population by age and

were 16 and over are probably accounted for by youths who have
sex. The three males nine years of age were adnitted prJ.or to the

~violated the disposition of an official petition that was made while

. . ch
change of the law that became effective September 1, 1973 and whi they were still under 16.

L e e e b

More support for this view will be
states that no juvenile under ten years of age will be placed in

A s i

supplied in the next chapter on the Court Stage.

secure detention. The male~female ratio in 1973 was approximately

Most of the juveniles (40.9%) were 15 years old. Those that Nf those 706 juveniles detained in 1973, 57.5% were on i
60-40. Most O & i

PINS petitions as opposed to 42.5% on JD petitions (sez Table 9).

I I
TABLE 8 ’ TABLE 9 |

et S

Nunber of Juveniles Admitted to the

B Number of Juveniles Admitted to the Children's Center

Chlldren g Center in 1973 by Adge and Sexl

in 1973 by Type of Offensel

Age Males Females Total i ) PINS TOTAL

S R B LR N 3 N N s
8 and undex - -

v 3 — 3 ¢.4 300 42.5 406 57.5 706 100.0

? . - 7 1.0 | . . o
10 i , i The offenses for which these juveniles were held are shown in Table
1n 14 - , 14 2.0 10. Almost half of those held (46.5%) were rumaways. The offense :
12 25 L2 78 = with the second ﬁighest frequency was burglary, accounting for only
13 52 i Sl 12.2% of the admissions. Another 6.5% of the admissions were for i
14 122 87 209 29.8 ‘ violation éf probation; many of these were probably in the 16 and
15 185 104 28 ,9 40.9 x over age bracket as mentioned above.
16 and over _22 32 S LT
— 430 60.9 276 39.1 ~ 706 100.0 |

Lanroe County Children's Center — The Year 1973. Report by the Monroe County
Department of Sooial Services, April 12, 1974.

lMonme County Children's Center —~ The Year 1973. Report by the Monroe
County Department of Social services, April 12, 1974. §
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| Reasons for Detaining Juveniles Admitted to the

Children's Center in 1973

Arson

Assault

Bicycle Theft

Burglary

Car Theft

Criminal Trespass

Glue Sniffing and Drugs

AT Cenn

lM‘:]J:.icigus Mischief

Medical Exam ,

Miscellaneous

b(l)hg];ii\rncting Covernmerit Admin] istration
ing Transfer

goeﬁ:x;zion of Stolen Property

Probation Violation

Robbery

Runaway

(25.6%)
( 7.8%)
( 3.0%)
(10.1%)

Monroe County l%
out of County o1
out of State -~
Institutions

Sex Oﬁfense

Shoplifting

Tranc '
Unauthgrized Use of Motor vehicle
Ungovernable

TOTAL ADMISSIONS

l‘\'km:\:oe County Children's Center — The Year

N %
4 0.6
24 3.4
2 0.3
86 12.2
27 3.8
7 1.0
5 0.7
24 3.4
T
8 .
212 3.0
3 0.4
6 0.8
2 0.3
.2 0.3
A6 6.5
24 3.4
328 46.5
2 0.3
8 1.1
17 2.4
24 3.4
33 4.7

706 100.0

1973.

Department of Social services, Apr';llz, 1974.‘

i ' ion of switch-
23 scellaneous includes the following: Forgery, Possession

Possession of deadly weapon or ins
?i:%%ing with police, Violation of parole,

t, Resisting arrest,
Violatisn of placement

ing £i i 1
condition, Destroying furniture, Falsely reporting fire, Disorderly

conduct, Forged _
court, intoxicated, and Harassment.

38

checks, Sodomy, Escape from Center, Witness ai_:

Report by the Monzoe Co! |
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In addition to juveniles being held prior to the filing of
a petition, some are held throughout all of the court hearings. This
can be a substantial amount of time if there are very many adjourrments.

The legal aspects of this longer detention will be discussed in the next

chapter. Table 1l provides same information on the length of detention
for the juveniles in 1973,

The number of days represents the number of consecutive days

that each new admission was held. There is no way to determine from

these data the total amount of time any one juvenile was in detention if

he/she was brought in more than once during the year. It can be seen

that 57.3% were released in ten days, and 93.9% were not held more than .

one month. Only one person was held more than three months.

Juvenile Offenses:

Most of the police departments did not have juvenile data readily
available; scme of the smaller departments do not separate juveniles from

adults on their annual report. Most departments estimated that the biggest

juvenile problems were criminal mischief and petit la:¢eny. Shoplifting is
‘aggravated in some areas where the schools have split sessions because it
created the situation whiere there aré same juveniles free all day long. Also,

same departments felt the use of alcchol by juveniles 12 years old and over

was increasing.
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TABLE 11 . b

Iength of Stay in the Children's Center for

Juveniles Admitted in 1973

Mumber of Juveniles

Number of Days

11.1
79
2 106 14.9
48 6.7 |
; 31 4.4
s 21 3.8
6 21 2.0
7 23 3.2
8 18 2.5
: :
10
57.3
1 to 10 Total 408 7
' 25.
11 o 20 Total 183 9
10.
21 to 30 Total 78 7‘
g 2.
31 to 40 Total 19 | 0
2.
41 to 50 Total 14
| 1.3
51 to 87 Total 9 |
134 1 0.1
0
TOTAL DISCHARGES® 712 100 [

1973 Median Length of Stay - 7 days

1973 Average Length of Stay - 11.07 days B

%nroe Co@mt Children's Center — The Year 1973. Report by the Monroe County
Deapaxment of Social Services, April 12, 1974.

2The total discharges in 1973 equals 712 because not all of the 706 new admis-

! e 25 © 7
sions in 1973 were discharged in 1973, while most of the 25 carryovers fram 19 |

were dismissed in 1973.

1

Percent of Juvenilé‘

v
i

.

B - e
S i i B

Two problems arise when attempting to define juvenile of:‘:‘enses,l
First of all, out of all the total c:r:imrez‘2 that occurs, much of it remains
unreported.
Secondly, out of all the reported offenses, much remains unsolved or
uncleared; i.e., the offender is not kncwn.3 As a result, the age of the
offender is undetermined. Therefore, the following discussion on juvenile
offenses in Monroe County is limited to reported offenses for which the

offender is known. Also, out of all of the crime reported to the police,

sare of it is resolved at the station level and is not recorded on the
A3
reports sent to the state. The figures in the next tables show only

gome unknown percentage of the total juvenile delinquency picture.

Table 12 shows the percentagé distributions of the four arrest
classificatioris for each police department's juvenile arrests in 1973.
The Rochester P;olice Department shows almost a 50-50 split betweeﬁ felonies
and misdemeanors cormitted by juveniles, with a slightly higher percentage
of felo_ﬁies. Only one other police department in the county (Greece) shows

a higher percentage of felonies than misdemeanors. The ratio of juvenile

lror a complete discussion on the problems involved in trying to define
the incidence of crime and changes in crime over time see, Roger A. Cox,
Crime in Monroe County 1960, 1964, 1970-1973, Rochester-Monroe

County Criminal Justice Pilot CityProgram, Graduate School of Manage-
ment, The University of Rochester, September, 1974.

2vThe terms 'crime' and 'offenses' are not synonymous as used in this
paper. Crime refers to felony and misdemeanor offenses only. Reported.
offenses include reported crime plus violations." 1Ibid, p. 5.

3por example, "ﬁalf of all felonies and misdemeanors in Monroe County
are crimes against property. The nature of these crimes is such
that clearance (solution) of ‘the crime is difficult. Property crimes,

unlike crimes against persons, do not usually have witnesses who can
identify the offender. The clearance rate for property crimes is

well below the rate of clearande for violent crimes and that of felonies
and misdemeanors." Ibid, pp. 13-14.

Consequently, reported offenses are all that can be discussed.

T T
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For Othex
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1.3

10

2.0
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16

486.3

Misdemearcrs

361

50.4

Felexies

303
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police Degartments

City of Rochester

Irondegaoit
‘Yebstor
Brighten
Creece

--------

CoONDOOO

TR Y-X-X-X-]
K] (I
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QOVwOOOO

5 rt
East Rechester

Gates
wheatland
Oden
Fairport

XK=
v v

[~ R =R~

100.0
100.0
106.0

(o RN
[
QOO

[~X =N =]
[KS
(~Rei]

[~ N~ Rl

OOO'

. 1 v
Qoo

oo

QoQ
. v e
OO

-X-X-]

15.6
.13
15.9
1.1

-100.0
100.0 -
100.0
100.0

a
110
521

1,301

0.5
2.3
0.9
1.2

A

1.0
0.8
1.5

20

73.2
'57.3
69.9
55.7

301
63
364

25

40.0
28.4
41.6

25.3
148
541

10TAL Villages and Towns 104
4

TOTAL County Outside

Rochester
TOTAL COUNTY

State Police?

felonies to misdemeanors for the total county was 41.6% to 55.7%. The

department with the highest percentage of female juveniles arrested

was Greece (27.6%). In only one other department (Webster), were the

arrests of female juveniles over 20% of their total juvenile arrests.
It is interesting to note that a higher percentage of females were

arrested by the departments outside of Rochester (15.9%) than within
the city (7.8%).

Table 13 shows the percentage distribution by arrest classifi-

cation of each police department's juvenile arrests. For all four arrest

c:lassim‘:'ications,l the Rochester Police Department had the highest percent-

age of any department in the county. Comparing Tables 12 and 13, it can
be seen that while 50.4% of the Rochester Police Department's juveﬁile

arrests were for felonies, these same 393 felony arrests ocamprised 72.7%
of the total felonies in the county. Misdemeanor offenses for the tbtal

county were split almost evenly between Rochester (49.8%) and the county
outside of Rochester (50.2%).

It was mentioned above that property crimes were more numerous

than crimes against versons but the fomer usually d not have witnesses,
and so their solution rate is much lower than that for crimes against
persons. Table 14 conlparés same selected felonies and misdemeanor
categories for both crimes against property and persons for both

juveniles and adults arrested in 1973. It can be seen that juveniles

J‘I‘he, category of arrests "For Other Agencies" is not an offense itself.
It is the nuvber of juvenile arrests made for other agencies where the
juwenile has committed one or more of the three types of offenses.
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i £ poid wenile Arrests for ail of
percentage Distribstions o Police Department JuW 2_

Morroe Coenty in 19731 by Arrest Classification
~ Db’ ‘A:reSts
Police Departments Felonies Misdemeanors viglations _Agencies -
ice : ‘ ’ )
H 3 n 1 ot s N Y
| ‘ : ) 750  60.0
72.7 3§ 49.8 16  80.0 10 66
L City of Fochester 393 . . - . .
| Trondequo 4 8.1 g1 11.2 o 0.0 o 00 s 96
oL ‘ 1.3 116  16.0 0 0.0 9 99 = 9
Eébshtcx‘xw | 1 30 34 47 5 20.0 z 13 39
| Bz?ece %.ls 2.8 14 1.9 o 00 0 00 3 22
| pis | 19 3.5 46 6.1 o 0.0 0 0.0 @ 48
A 1.5 g 1.2 o 0.0 0.0 133
xmamw g 0.0 2 0.3 o 0.0 0 ) ,
k | o 0.0
Brockport o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 0 0.0
= Roche o o ‘ 0.0 o 0.0 ‘v
= 0. 0.0 o 0.0 0 . 0 0.0 0o 0.0
Fasau.rport:t seer o 0.0 1 0.1 o 0.0 )
Fm‘ , ’ Toms 13.3 411 315
villages and 104 19.2 300 4L.5 4 20.0 2 -
’ 0 .
44 8.1 63 8.7 o 0.0 2 20.0 1 - k
Sheriff 3 4 5 6 - 0 - |
State Police E
: 21 40.0
'gocxesterty Queside 148  27.3 364 . 50.2 4 20.0 5  33.3 521
4 | ‘ 100.0
COUNTY 541 100.0 725 100.0 ~ 20 100.0 15 100.0 1,301
TOTAL
' '  Criminal Justice Pilot City
; i i £ the Rochester-Monxoe County Crmma -
i : i fram data for 1973 given in S{a.ff o ! . ount g 5
WBSW' axh;\blspwacsiger 11’9634 See also Table A-5 in ix for a breakdown of these by spec ense

Tne ca Of aIIeStS "EPOr Oﬂ‘er Agencles 1s mt an Offens its I A\
for Ol‘lle =8t

.. A% i 4 County outside of
. has jurisdiction in Monroe
. . police because Troop E, which " oxibi ten-ocounty area
*o figures 2&; avzﬁal;]e.:o irtczo the StateYork Department OF Correctional Services for the ined ty
Rochester, flles the New

that it services.

TABLE 14

Percent of Crimes Against Property versus Percent of Crimes Against Persons in 19'1'3;-551:

the City and Towms in Monroe County for Arrested Muveniles and Adultsl

Monroe County

Rochester Outside Rochester Total County Nurber of Adult Arrests
) Minus Violationi ard
Juvenile Adults Juvenile Rdults Juvenile Adults Motor Laws
: N s N $ N % N % N % N $
i Property®
i Selected Felonies 279 35.7 681 4.6 118 22.8 239 3.7 398 30.6 920 4.3
Selected Misdemeanors 238 30.5 1,223 8.3 258 49.5 1,189 18.2 496 38.1 2,412 11.4
Selected TOTAL- N 517 66.2 1,904 12.9 377 72.3 1,428 21.9 894 68.7 3,332 15.7
Person53 N
Selected Felonies 87 11.2 466 - 3.2 6 ‘1.2 82 1.3 93 7.2 551 2.6
Selected Misdemeanors 42 5.4 1,122 7.7 14 2.7 278 4l 56 4.3 1,392 6.6
~ Selected TOTAL 129 716.6 1,588 10.9 20 3.9 3=5 5.4 145 11.5 1,943 9.2
U o
All Other Arrests 134 17.2 11,156 76.2 124 23,8 4,750 72.7 258 19.8 11.5,9064 75.1 5,979
TOTAL 780 100.0 14,648 100.0 521 100.0 6,533 100.6 1,301 100.0 21,181 100.0 11,254

2Only the most serious offenses were included under property

ILaws 3,913 {24.6%) for total of 67.1%.
which is DWI (7.9%) and Drugs (7.3%).

4A11 other offenses for the 15,906 total county adult figure includedall vioiations 6,014 (37.8%), all arrests made for other agencies 742 (4.73), and Motar
The balance (32.9%) of the adult other offenses are the remainder of the felonies and misdemeanor

s 15.2% of

-

li‘igures derived from data in Staff of Rochester-Monroe County Criminal Justice Pilot City Program, 1974, pp. 69, 86, and 93.

Y cty: Felonies =Burglary, Grand Larcency —-Auto and Non-Auto, and Criminal Mischief; = Misdemeancors=
Petit Larceny, Unaut;‘r:orj.zed use of Auto, Criminal Mischief, and Criminal Trespass. ’

3only the most serious offenses were included under persons: Felonies =Murder, Manslaughter, Negligent Hamocide, Rape, Robbery, and Assault; Misdemeanors=
Assault, :




arrested outside of Rochester had a higher percentage (72.3%) of property

crimes than did juvefﬁles arrested in Rochester (66.2%), while the reverse

is true for the crimes against persons (16.6% Rochester versus 3.9% for
cutgide of the city).

TABLE 15

Total A::tréatss in the Four Classifications for both Juveniles and

. 1
pdults in Monroe County in 1973

hrrost

ﬂlassaiﬁicationsz _Adults JUVeniles

| N % N 3
’ Felonies 2,386 11.3 541 41.6
Misdemeanors 12,039 56.8 725 55.7
Vviolations 6,014 28.4 20 1.5
A ncias orher 742 _3.5 15 1.2
TOTAL ARRESTS 21,181 100.0 1,301 100.0

Ypigures derived fxom data in Staff of Rochester-onroe County Criminal
Justice Pilot Clty Program, op. cit., 1974.
z'me category of arvests "Por Other Agencies" is not an offense itself.

' : ies where the
t 1 uber of Jjuvenile arrests made for othexr agencies W
?i\fé&sﬁﬁgehgs cmnittgd one or more of the three types of offenses.
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Most of the juvenile arrests can be attributed to just these
selected felonies and misdemeanors ( 80.2% of the total juvenile arresis
for the whole county), while only about 24.9% of the county's total
adult arrests are attributed to these categories, This is due in part
to the manner in which the number of arrests are distributed among the
four arrest classifications (see Table 15). The adults and juveniles
both show approximately 56% of their arrests in the misdemeanor classifi-
cation, however, there are big differences in the percent of felonies
and violations committed by juveniles and adults. Arrests for felonies
were 41.6% of the total juvenile arrests, but only 11.3% of the total
adult arrests. On the other hand, the adults' percentage of arrests

for violations was much greater (28.4%) than that for the total juvenile

arrests (1.5%).%

Table 16 shows the total juvenile arrests for 1973 as a percent
of the total arrests (both juveniles and adults) for each police depart-
ment. Of the twelve departments included (the State Police had no
data), the percent of juvenile arrests in Rochester” is exceeded by fiVe

of the town departments.

Diver,sion of PINS and JD"’s_

Diversion is defined here as the process of providing programs

and services to juveniles with problems in an attempt to keep them out of

the juvenile justice system in general and out of family court in particular.

The primary goals are fi);ét of all to spare the juvenile and the family the

1

See footnote 4 on Table 14 for further information.
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TARLE 16

o AN i s 2~ ot

!-L
cent of the Total Arrestees fq;: 1973 by Police Deparment

Juvenile hrrestees as a P

' 2
Police Department

Rochester

Trondequoit
Brighton
Greace

Gates

(gden
Brockport.

Bast: Rochester
Falrport

TorAL fowns and Villages

Shordff

OTAL Monroe County
autside Rochester

TOTAL Monroe County

Total Arrestees>

{Adults and Juvenile)

15,428

1,237
368
605

1,031
481
127

70
160
127

36

WV}

2,812
7,054
22,482

pilot City Program, op.cit., 1974,

% figures are available from the Sta
in Monroe County outside of Rochester,
nent of Correctional Services for the

3phe total arrestees for each department include those arrested by the department| -

rolaaged to other agenciles for prosecution,
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~Total,
Juvenile

Arrestees

780

125
123
51
29
63

[EPRENN
‘—J
5 QHOONQ

|

521
1,301

Percentage
of Juvenile

DArrestees

5.1

»

w2
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5.8

113{3175.&!@(3 from data for 1973 in staff of the Rochester-Monroe County Criminal Justlce%‘;

+e Police because Troop E, which has jurisdic |
files its report to the New York State Dep
combined 10-county area that it sexvices.

[
I

i
!
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ey

arﬁ:ax:t:assing,‘ costly, and time consuning circumstances in\}nlved in
court proceedings - especially for minor offenses; and, seconily r to
relieve family court of some of its overload so that important cases

may receive the attention and swift processing due them.

Diversion by the Police:

Diversion in its broadest sense includes those juveniles who
never enter the system by virtue of the fact that they are rc?lea,sed by
the officials at the time of the first contact. This situation occurs
when a police officer responds to a compla:i.nt and the matter is settled
informally. For example, an individual might have called the police and
explained that some juveniles were running across the lawn, damaging
flowers, etc. The officer who responds to the complaint might be able
to talk to all of the people involved and resolve the issue at the scene.
Informal adjustments also occur at the station where either the situation
is settled, through discussions with all those involved or the juvenile

and/or the family are referred to agencies for services and prografné.

There are no firm data on these types of situations for the
Varioué Monroe County police departments treat them differently. Scme
will make a general report out on every contact, others do not; and the
smallex departments (especially those with no juvenile officer) do not
separate their juvenile and adult reports. Furthermore, scme juvenile

lTl:lere are indications at some agencies (e.g., Youth Services) that once
a juvenile has been into family court he/she becomes much more difficult

to reach through counseling and referrals.
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| TABLE 17
P : i thers only ‘ S
5 fficor's records are } pt by counting each incident, while of B _ Estimated Diversion at the Pre Court,l’:evel in 1973 by '
o er’s e T : L ' !
. ugh the data .
‘ t the mmber of different juveniles they contact. Althoug ‘ Selected “onroe County Police Departments
in Table 17 are not camparable across police departments because g Rochester Persons Unit
prgmntéd n . e 1 adjustments, etc.," 1 (Persons Under 18 Years of Agel)
h their definitions of "investigation, contacts, informal adj 1973
| feeling for the amount of diversion at the police level can be x Prled viéhin Degactnent and seresse —_—
i vary, some ! o load vould | (verning, released to parents, eta.) 2,230 §2.5%
X ie might think of what the family court ! Referred to Juvenile Court op Probation ;
3 obtained. In reverse, one mig ) . Department: 804 22,59 f
i . ; iuvenile they came in ! Referred to Welfare Mgency 273 7.7% {
, s 1 charges against every juw | Referred to Other Folice Agenc - Z
be if the police filed forma Referred to Criminal or Addlt sourt 259 7.3%
| i TOTAL Investigations ) 3,566  100.0% :
contact with, : Irondequoit - '
In addition to diverting juveniles contacted through their & %?eirgés‘éis?ﬁ‘-’i’s Court 02 1928 ‘
i n a el . ; e amily 82 .
. i nduct certain . TOTAL Offenses Committed by Juveniles 428°  100.0% i
.;1 , , » of the police departments co i b
official camplaints, almost all ® and giving b febster
eventions programs such as going into their local schools and g § : Other Dispositions ‘ 275 68.6%
: preven fety, drugs, rape, the consequences - Reported Crimes %_g_g_2 31.4%
¢ » , ; : - bicycle safety, ’ ' ) TOTAL Investigations 0L 100.,0%
: talks on various topics P
’ s * - } -—Er—j-‘i)?_t.g_n__
‘ . : 1t the law, etc. b
to a juvenile of violating ' Other Dispositions 295 89.4%
[ Referred to Family Court 35 10.6% ,
. . Programs: ; TOTAL Juvenile Interviews - 330 100.0% :
Special Precourt Diversion B Sresce
Monroe County has a sizable network of agencies that serve | szm;;lﬁiﬁ"l”; Cout 1,688 %85k
b ) i 0 F O . . A
' 1 This paper does not attempt : TOTAL Youth Investigations . 1,757 100,5% “
" \ ’ 21st year.
th from birth through the 4 .
JouEs ; is is done in both the Youth Services | Gates
to outline all such adencies since this i . ' Other Dispositions 22 s
* ~ , . P 49 14.8% .
Guide, and the Annual Report of the Rochester-Monroe County Youth Boar b mmwmé.gnzroaiacnﬁytagzgrt BT Ioo0m
Rather, only th W ' ; £ ——
o . " i1l be ‘ Cases Released to Parents, etc, 657 85,3%
e y Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) wi ; 1132 14.73
York State Division for Criminal Jus | Rq@fﬁﬁmd to Family Court e et
touched upon. |
) T by the . . , o
. : ' Youth Board was created : Ibhile the total re rt includes scme youths between 16 and 18 years of age
“?‘m gmhesimémmmty I.egis‘latm:ek in 1960: lItS * 5 the 804 referrals Eg Family Court represent the Jp petitions, o
Rochester City Counci. comendations of the Council of Socia P ‘ | |
T T A £ > reconmendations 2The number of referrals to Family Court out of the total reported crimes ,
creation resulted from the is unknown for Webster and the Sger‘iff 's Department,
T—— e joint effort of the National P
lona Oitv-County Youth Sexvices Guide, A jo ic Iabora- 13
o Ci‘iﬁog"gxtgsh amen - Rachestar Section; Peychodiagnostic Labor
mm;:y Department of Pediatrics, Ulli"jrSltY of Rochester; I |
Monroe County Youth Board, July, ;3;
| 51 §
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ngenciceo ?f fischester and Monroe County and the Rochester Bureau of

i ' ' ‘ i deal
: Research that a new goverrmental agency be formed tQ

with the problem of juvenile delinguency. Fram a staff of :v:;fagfi: a
daet of $18,000 in 1961, theYouthBoard has grown to a sta £ of
inetoen and & badget of $1,721,209 in 1974.  From the imifid’ TO50S
on jmmnilﬂ delinquercy, the focus has broadened to co%erns for the
fotal developrent of well adjusted children ard youth.

o Youth Board ig currently funded jointly by the City, County, and

Yt York State Division for Youth.

There are three Youth Board projects receiving partial funding
frem DOIS vhich sexve juveniles in Monroe County at the precourt stage.
1.} Tha Greece Police Project - ngtorefront Cops" 2.) The Youth Services
Project, am. 3,) fThe Runaway Advocacy Project. In addition, the Center
for Conmmmity lssues Research, Inc. has received or ap_pj.ied for federal
fundo through DCJS for two projects: 1.) Basic Law Course for High
fohool Students - "You and the Iaw", and 2.) Drop-out and Push-out
Provention Program, Each of these will be described briefly.

1.) The "Storefront Cops" Project involves the reorganization
of the Greece Police Youth pivision. The first 12-month grant which
hoeame effoctive Mugust 1, 1974 was for $104,042. In an effort to provide
a leas .ti«xmamning atmosphere for j';,tveniles, the program operateé out of
what was formerly o orivate home at 2984 Deweg Avenue. The staff |
conslats of three officers and five civilians (a service coordinator who
ig in chame of the civilian staff, & comseling c:ocrdinat:or, two agency

mférmi coordinators, and a secretary) . The program, for juveniles to

%m: knowm ng the Center for Governmental Research Inc.

%‘mnml Report, 1974, Rochester-¥onxoe County Youth Board.
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15 years of age, has two aspects: 1.) legal, and 2.) social services.
Those youths who are brought in on juvenile offense ccmplaihts are handled
first by the police. The parents are contacted and all legal aspects
of the matter are dealt with, i.e., all of the details that would be
handled in any police department - the details of the offense, was the
juvenile really involved, can it be settled informally, etc. Then, the
juvenile is given the opportunity to volunteer to participate in the
social services aspect. If the juvenile volunteers, counseling is
given; if agency referrals are needed, the referrals are not only made,
but also the staff foilows up on each referral. Not all contacts

come through police channels. Many juveniles and/or pareniis come on
their own for help. When requested, thecounselors go into the schools

to work with juveniles, as well as to give talks about the program.

~The overall goals as stated in the grant are to provide to
juveniles a total integrated system of services that will: 1.) alter
the effect of the initial police contact so that there is a real differ-
entiatj.on between the handling of juvenile and adult offenders; 2.)
improve the investigation process by having a full-time“ staff devoted

to juveniles; and 3.) alter the disposition of cases, in particular by

trying to keep as many juveniles as pbs‘sible out of family court.

From the outéet, the program was designed to operate under
two 12-month grants. It is anticipated that the 'funding for lthe second
grant will be awarded. It is too early to have any evaluation or data
from the first twelve months of the project; and what aspects will be

institutionalized by Greece, or other parts of the county, are unknown

- at this time.
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2.} The Youth Services System is headquartered at the Youth
Board, This project began as anexpm:mental program in October, 1972. i

e M I R R e

1t vag formalized into one of four camponents of a 12-month grant which
began in June, 1973, Punding for this aspect of the grant was $135,545 z | - |

R AN S A

and additional funds were received to extend the program to September 30,

1974, A second grant for 15 months (October 1, 1974 through December 31,
1975} was approved in the amount of $260,122.
TARLE 18

The current program has a full-time staff of nine (supervisor, | . | \
P ‘Beferrals to the Youth Services System for 1973 and 1974

apgistant coordinator, five referral counselors, and two clerical workers),?

1 Agency July-Dec., 1973 ]
, . ; i *r an.~Dec., 1974
which is supplemented by field placement students from the Rochester - Referred by (6 mos. ) e s’s.)

N % N %
Brighton PD o 18 2.1 | 13 1.2

Institute of Technology. The aim of the project is to provide referral
pervices to youths between the ages of 7 and 19 (note this includes the

uvenile and youthful offender age groups), who have had their first, : Gates PD 3 0.4 | 16 Ls

second, or thind encounter with the police. Youths who are dismissed Greece PD o 2.9 3 -
by the police or those who will definitely be petitioned to family court Irordequoit PD 120 14.1 155 ™

bocause of the seriousness of the offense or the mumber of encounters the Sheriff 140 16.4 295 20.5

Juvenile has had with the police do not participate in the program. The Rochester PD 483  56.6 486 44.4 .
Pretrial Release - 15 s 43 Ere

Youth Services System does work with family court, and the juveniles

my be referred to their program either at intake or adjudication. Table Family Court 35 4.1 81 7.1

18 shows the agencies which referred juveniles to the Youth Services Public Defender = . 0 0.0 5 o

Systenm and the nunber of referrals by year for the 18 nonths tne program | Others (Parents) . 14 1.6 - 37 3.4 ‘

L{ Total : 853 -'100.0 1,095 100.0

has boen operating,

£ |
§ Source: Youth Services System, Monroe County Youth Board.
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i.f
An attenpt is made to refer the youths to agencies in their %
~} oun Teighborteods, andreferrals have been made to over 60 agencies in
the cowty. Tha program staff feeds back information €0 the police
| departucnt oz agency that. referred the youth regarding the action
I’la:m are underway now to institutionalize this project when x
the gmﬂf;efrﬁﬁ

3.} 'The Runaway Advocacy Project was originally a second of e

g' 3

four conponents in the June, 1973 grant to the Youth Board and the County

of Morroe. This aspect, however, Was subcontracted to a private agency,

The Center for Youth Services. In the original grant, the total funds )

wore §30,372, The second grant which runs from October 1, 1974 through

Docembar 31»‘, 1975 was for $53,340. The grant provides for a full-time

gtaff off three and a half (director, assistant caseworker, and a part-—tsme

| he aim of the project is to provide counseling, referral
sorvices, and temporary (free) ‘housing for teenaged runaways. It j
sccepts youths 24 houxs a day from police referrals, other agencies (YI\CA,;;;
oxtxoach, Threshold, etc.), and walk-ins. There are about 30 volunteer
intorim foster families who bave gone through a special training period 1 |

Wiy take the youths. Letbexs are sent to parents for consent, then {
hoth the parents and tm youths recelve comseling. Most youths return ;:;;
beroe, but i things cannot be worked out with the parents, and the youth &

qualifics for furthar sexvices, the project will work through the Depaxt

mont. of Socinl Sexrvices to xesolve the matter. Approximately 300 you

wore served in 1974 - mostly females. g

% ;

4.) "You ard the law" was a grant made to the City of Rochester

with the Center for Community Issues Research, Inc. (CCIR) as the major
implementing agency. This private agency and the Monroe County Bar
Association co-sponsored the project. It started October 1, 1974 and ran

through June 1, 1975. The total grant was for $32,640 and CCIR sub-

contracted $19,000 to the City School District for the first year's
.funding. The staff includes a project director, research/school coordi-
nator, a secretary, and a part-time bockkeeper.

High school level courses giving an overview of practical and
preventive law were designed and offered with the hope of reaching the
minority and other low-incame groups of youth who seem to becave involved
most frequently with the juvenile justice system. The primary aim was
to emphasize the legal system in its role as problem solver at both the
community and personal levels.

The long-range goals include the publishing into official high
school text books (especially for New York State) of the teaching materials

devised, and institutionalizing these courses in all city high schools.

5.) The Youth Advocacy Project is currently in the application
stage, Like the preceeding grant, this one is proposéd for the City of
Rochester with the Center for Cammmity Issues Research, Inc. as the major
implementing agency. It :‘gs proposed for a 12-month pericd in the amount
of $109,991; the staff would consist of a director,” assistant director,
cooidmatbr of media and comumications, research coordinator, coordinator
of youth develqpnént ard tramlng, office ménager/Secretary, and part-
time services of a clerk/typist, booidceeper, and janitor. This staff will

also be supplemented by volunteer "lay advocates" who will assist the youths
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suspended or dropped from the city school system and their parents by
interpreting regulations, attending meetings about the youths with or
for the parents, kfbllowing up on suspended students, and conducting
small group meetings with parents,

The aim is to establish school advocacy skills within the
Hochester commnity by training the staff of various non-youth referral
agencies, neighborhood and youth workers, and parent groups in hasic
youth advocacy skills, The project includes a xesearch camponent which
will study the existing school disciplinary actions and transfers,
remedial education, and slow-learner classes for the purpose of working

with the school system to find ways to overcome any present inadequacies,

The long range means of institutionalizing the project is to
Bbuild the youth advocacy principles into existing service agencies,
nedgbborbood groups, and parents, as well as institutionalize certain
reforms within the existing school system.

Precourt Stage Summary

Briefly, the initial contact of the juvenile with the juvenile
justice system is usually either made through the police, if the offense
is classified as JD, or through the schools or parents if the offense
is classified as PINS. If the complainant (police, schools, or parents)

does not settle the matter by withdrawing the charges or referring the juv-f“?
enile and/or the family to appropriate agencies for services, an m*xofflc:xali

JD or PINS petition is filed and sent to family court for processing.
The pc)lmea departments and schools divert many juveniles out of the
court system through their regular procedures, and in addition many
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special programs exist at the precourt stage to accomplish furth
er

diversion. As stated earlier, Monroe County has a network of progr.
ams

and
agencies (which are bevond the scove of th.m DAvRY to dafina)

devoted to working with loecal juveniles.
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CHAPTER 3

Court Stage .

Any juvenile offender who has not been diverted at the pre-
court stage must continue on into the family court system. This
chapter discusses the structure and function and provides data for the
calendar year 1973 on the three major steps in the court processing of
unofficial and official petitions. First of all, the unofficial JD
petitions go to the family court screener to be checked for legal
sufficiency. Second, almost all unofficial petitions from all of the
various sources (e.g., screener, school districts, etc.) go through
family court intakel to see if any cases can be settled without having
to go to court. Third, those unofficial petitions which camnot be
settled are sent to the court calendaring clerk to become official
petitions. Juveniles whose petitions become official face two major
types of hearings, although the case may be dismissed at any point
in the hearings so that all juveniles do not necessarily proceed

through both types. Figures'3 and 4 graphically describe this process.

Both the structure and function of the Monroe County Family
Court are changing so rapidly that the present description may not be
entirely accurate by the time this report is published. For 23 years

- Monroe County Family Court was comprised of the court itself and its

own probation department; the adult criminal courts had their own . -

probaﬁion department. As of January 1, 1975, the family court's

hwexinney, Family Court, 1963, Section 734.
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Flow Diaq-za:n of tha Court Procossing of an Official JD and PRS Petitionl
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rder for trial of evidence. Various for a dispositicnal proracion
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Ixefer to the flow cdiagrans in Figures 2 and 3 t0 see how the petiticn was processed i to this stage.

21¢ e Jjuvenile or any rember of his/her family has never been before the court, he/she is vsuzlly assigned to the judge sitting in Part I of the

court who handles tha arraignment of new individuals.

I1f the juveniles or scoe memper ofhis/her family has been before family court, he/she is

assigned to that judge for arxaigrment; this judge may be sitting in any one of the other three parts of the cowrt.

35‘::yme of the three

hearings ray be adjows

+ SO any cre type of hearing wmay involve several eppearances in cowxt. . The time for conmpletion of

a case fay be guite extended, expecially if the juvenile goas through all three types of hearirgs.
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probation was ecribined with the adolt probation, leaving only the court
structuze to be called family court. Many of these changes Were brought
about because of imx:easés in the caseload in femily court, which not

only increased the overall workload, kut pointed out that certain pro-

eodurea were no longer adequate to handle all circumstances. Ssuch changes

. 1973
are reflected in changes in staffing and budgets. For example, in 197
{the year for which data are presented) the family court budget was
3,082,519 for a staff of 139, ‘
for a staff of 52. On the other hand, in 1973 adult probation required a
| R + : eS
miget of $813,516 for a staff of 59 ard in 1975 the estimated expens
for the nowly combined adult and family court probation is $2,603,146
for o staff of 149 (comparison of staff ard budgets for the family gourt

N k) 3 - h
and probation ovexr the last few years can be found in Tables B-1l throug

B-6 in Bppendix B).

1 addition, the procedures are complicated by the fact that
since the election in November, 1974 two of the former four judges have
‘ tothebemharﬁishaxﬂlingcases

The fourth judgeship resains

charged.  One new Jjudge was elected
pransferyed from the two formex judges. e
ompty awadting an appointment by the governar of the state. Vlsltl-ng
Judeges from othex counties have been .filling in on a part-time basis.
This not only places burdens on the three regular judges, but causes

alterations in regular procedures as well. For example, the judge sitting

i ing indivi ore
in Poxt T of the court usually hears all cases involving individuals bef

the court for the first time and keeps these cases as part of his/her
m\salmﬁ With the visiting ﬁudge sitting in Part I, all of the new

work mast be distributed among the other three judges.
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For 1975, the estimated pudget is $1,293,977 |
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Family Court Screener

Since the inception of the Family Court Act in 1962, defense
attorneys have been provided for all juvenile offenders; however, it
took almost another ten years before any formal prosecution representa-
tion was established in Monroe County Family Court. Until that time, A
each police department was its own prosecutor and the arrestiﬁg officer
had to appear at the hearings. Having officers on duty in family court

with a case involved a great loss of manpower to the police departments.

In September, 1971, a grant in the amount of $57,600'was
awarded to the City of Rochester for implementation by the City's
Cofporation Council. It provided for one attorney to screen all unof-
ficial JD petitions for legal sufficiency and prosecute for the Rochester
Poiice Department any of these cases that reached court. This grant
ended in January, 1973 but was followed on February 1, 1973 by a secord
and expanded Family Court Screener grant in the amount of $86,623.
Implementation of this second grant was transferred to the Law Depart-
ment of the County of Ménroe and added a second, part-time, attorney
and a full-time secretary to brovide screening and prosecution services
to all 13 police departments in the county. The Rochester Police Depart-
‘ment had already assigned one officer to act as liaison between its
department and family court, and when the first one of these grants
began, this officer started to work out of the screener's office and
still does. 'I‘his second grant ended December 31; 1974 ard the program
was institutionalized by the county as of January 1, 1975.

Currently, the part-time attorney does the bulk of the screening.

Any unofficial JD petition that does not meet legal standards is either
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made sufficient by having the police liaison officer contact the sub- | | )

g TABLE i9 - 5
mitting police department for additional information; or, if information R —
is rot available, the unofficial petition is dropped. Those that do The Nurber of New Unofficial JD Petiti e

the Teoal sefEd . t to N : etitions Sulmitted to the Family Court Screening
ek (e iciency requ atensare sent on amljcourt i Project } o T e o , : ;

L ] by Police Department for March-Decenber, 1973 '
intake office with the soreener's recormexﬁatlon form attached ln(il—' ' ;
cating one of three prorosed dispositions: 1.) calendar for trial; Police Department JD Petitign;mal gglégﬁmpz gf !

ity: ‘ ' etitions ?
2,) adjust informally; or 3.) investigate further to see whether the City: Rochester 477 "y f
case can be adjusted informally or whether it must go on to court. ¢ Touns: legﬁ:rqmit 103 2.5
. Brighton | 1"? 1.1
The full-time attorney presently handles the bulk of the pro- ; Greece 5 2.1
T LNe g Gates . ;g . 7.2
segutdon,  In addition to the JD petitions from the police departments, ot &?ﬁm 9 Z f
. 11 :
these attorneys may also serve as prosecutors for the following: | Villages: Brockport 1.4 4
- | East Rochester ; 0.0
"ha Probation Department of Monroe County for contested L Fairport 0 0.0
dispositional hearings after a juvenile has been found 5 — <h ' 0.0
either to be a delinquent or a person in need of super- v ¥ c eriff's Department 46
vigion; an institution where appointed by the cowt, for tate Police - Troop E 13 5.8
a hearing either to extend, terminate, or transfer place- = : — 1.6
ment of a juvers™®, private citizens who petitioned against ! TOTAL COUNTY .
801
' 100.0

juvenile delinquents when appointed by the court; ard,
parents on PINS cases, when appointed by the court -- P
genarally the situation where the petition is denied by L

the juvenile and a trial is requested.'l ‘ |
Max ‘
ch, 1973. Also, it took a while before all of the county pol:Lce depart~ ;

Table 19 shows the number of new unofficial JD petitions ments were aware of the. project and its functions. In £
act, the State

by police departments from Maxch 1, 1973 through December 31, 1973 that - Police were ot even aware of the project until toward the
WaLr end of 1974.

wore processed by the family court screening project. Almost 60% of During this initial operating period, UnOfflClal e
: , B same petitions went

. the screeners workload came from the Rochester Police Department, while | |
none of the three village pollce departments shmred any unofficial D

Since this new county-wide screening project dld not begin

di
irectly to intake or the court calezﬂarmg clerk. Consequently these.
1}
data are Frobably incomplete. |

patitimns

L o | | , Fanily Court Intake
unt:il I:m}:u:uaxy 1, 1973, however, there were no data available until \ :

At the present ’c:une, the intake staff of the Monroe Ccunty Famly

T g AR el R s

Court: ¢ co
nsists of a director, one probatlon officer supervlsor,m‘aﬁi‘o? > -

lﬁnmph mmtanm, Semor Attorney, and Paul G. Reiter, Asscciate Attorney, f"
Fanily Court Screener Project, Enght-—bbnth Summary, November 27, 1973,

P 2.
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- probation officers, four probation officers, one probation officer

trainee, and one probation officer volunteer. This staff handles the
intake procedures for ail types of petitions over which the family
-Gcin:t.haa jugisdiction; i.e., neglect, adoption, Jps, PINS, etc.

This staff maintains an intake desk to which all daily walk-in complain- |

ants who wish to File unofficial petitions of any kind are directed.
The intake probation officers rotate .on a daily basis in manning this
dagk. Valk-ins in the case of juvenile offerders would be primarily
parents wishing the court to take action against their child who is
wrgovernable, or, on occésion, a JD carplainant who was unhappy
because the police dismissed the juvenile offender.’

All types of unofficial petitions (including dDs and PINS)
from all sources (screener, school districts, walk-ins, etc.) are sent
to the intake clerk _who logs them ard prepares an intake sheet for each
case. Red Cross volunteers cross reference these intaké sheets to see
if there has been previous court contact with that juvenile. If a
juvenile has been seen by a certain intake probation officer within the
Iiasf: year, the juvenile is reassigned to that person. Of the remaining
cages, all of the walk-ins go to the probation officer who was on the
Intoke desk that day. Those petitions from other sources are assigned
to intake probétion officers on a rotatir;g basis. The family court
intoke staff are, on occasion, asked to do investigations for famiiy

courts in other counties. These assignments as well as the assignment

1Psny mup}ainant who is mt satisfied with the disposition of his/her
petition at the precourt level, still has a right to have the petition
heard in court and may go directly to the intake office or directly to
the cowrt's calendaring clerk (if he/she is not happy with the decision
made at inteke, ar, if he/she just wants to avoid intake altogether).

This right of the cooplainant is defined in the Fam:.ly Court Act, 1963, i
i
- Source:

Bection 734,

st ot

s e

of cases transferred into the county are also rotated among the

intake probation officers, This gives the intake probation Offi
cers

a caseload (including both juveniles and adults) of from 35 to 60 pexr

month - averaglng around 40 cases per month.

Table 20 shows the mumber of unofficial JD and PINS petitions

TABLE 20

Percent Change in Total Unofficial JD and PINS Petitions in Family

1

Court 1964-1973%

Year Unoff?':é.ca'ﬁllz;xi1 ggthtions Pergigsigﬁscr?::i e
1964 763

1965‘ 1,022 + 33.9
1966 1,153 +12.8
1967 1,331 - . +15.4
1968 1,403 + 12;2
1969 1,756 B - +17.6
1970 1,986 £ 13,1
1971 | 2,182 | +‘ 9.9
1972 1,964 O Z 100
1973 1,673 = i4.8

Period of Increase 1964 - 1971 = + 186.0
Period of Decrease 1971 - 1973

i

- 23.3

Overall Change 1964 - 1973 = + 119.3

Annual Reports of the Monroe County Family Court ' 19,64—-1973.
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that reached family court intake each year from 1964 ﬂﬁough 1973. The
total nurber of unofficial petitions increased each year reaching a peak

in 197% and then declining slightly. In spite of the recent decline, the

overall change from 1964 to 1973 indicates a 119.3% increase in the mrkload-,;?ﬂ,.

The unofficial JD petitions that came frcm the screener with
one of three recamendations are reviewed by the probation officer to wham
they were assigned. When a decision is reached {and according to intake
very few of the recommendations that come from'the screener are changed)
it ig indicated on the recommendation form, and a copy of this form is
returned to the screener so that he may either close his records or pre-

pare to prosecute the case.

The Family Court Act does state that the court may authorize

the probation service to adjust suitable cases before an official peti-

tion is filed.l Table 21 shows the total number of unofficial JD and

PINS petitions filed with family court intake fram 1964 through 1973.
The percent of diversion or adjustment at this level has ranged from

26.7% in 1964 to a high of 54.5% in 1971, with an overall average di-

version for the 10 years of 41,2%.2 (A project currently in the

proposal stage and aimed at diverting even more of the PINS petitions

cut of the court will betdiscussed at the end of this chapter.) Efforts

at ndjustment rust be canplete within two months or a maximum extension

of 60 days must be requested fram the judge.’ ALl wnofficial JD and

lmimey, Family Court, 1963, Section 734.

3}\ ﬁurimm: ha:eakdc&m of these data showing the diversion by status of
petition, :L.e.; by UD and RINS petitions separately, can be found in

- Table B~7 in Appendix B. |
:"M::Id.xmay, Family Court, 1963, Section 734.

;
=
;

P

fase
o

PINS petitions that are not adjusted at intake are sent on to the

“

calendaring clerk for RProcessing.,

TABLE 21

Diversion of Unofficial dD and PINS Petitionsl at Family

Court Intake from 1964 through 19732

Year’  Unofficial Official Adjusted | A(l;erj sted

: usted
1964 763 559 204 26.7
1965 1,022 640 382 37.4
1966 1,153 744 409 35 .5
1967 1,331 694 637 47.9
1968 1,493 868 625 41.9
1969 1,756 994 762 43.4
1970 1,986 1,183 803 40.4
1971 2,182 . 994 1,188 54.5
1972 1,964 1,001 873 44.5
1973 1,673 1,006 667 | 39.9

’Average Percent Diversion 1964-1973 = 41.23,

1These data are presented b
ZSO P Y petltmn status in Table B-7 in Append:tx B,
urce: - Annual reports of the Monroe County Family Court, 1964-—1973

3

Prior to the Family Court act ’

P ) of 1962, all juvenile offen -
lad as JD's; there was no PINS status. Th?arefore, the fas.ssrzzrguglligm

the changeover i
to the present. period (1962-1963) are not ccmparable to those fram 1964
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Family Court Calendaring Clerk .

Processing Petitions: The calendaring clerk punches each

unwfficlial petition in on a time clock showing when it is received;
from that moment on, the petition is an "official" petii:ion which will
be processed for a regular court hearing. Information from each peti-
tion is entered in chronological ordex on what are called petition

sheets (there are separate petition.sheets for the three types of juv-
enile offenses with which this report is concerned, i.e., JDs, PINS,
and the Violation of either a JD or PINS official petitionl). The
official petitions within each of the three statuses are numbered

consecutively; in 1973 the JD petitions totaled 750, PINS 256, and
2

Violations 166,

Table 22 shows the number of official petitions that were

Ire is very inmportant to note at this point that the texrm Violation
as used in this section is quite different from the way it was used
in the Precourt Chapter in the section on Juvenile Offenses. The
three classifications of offenses include felonies, misdemeancrs,
anci violations all of which reguire certain penalties if the offender
ig found guilty. Violation in this chapter refers to the violation
of the disposition of a JD or PINS petition. In other words, a juv-
enile may have been brought before family court at same previous time
elthor under a JD or PINS petition. A disposition of it petition
might have been probation, for example, and subseq‘\zﬁm’:l’i? #ha juvenile
violated or did not adhere to the terms of probaticiy as set down by
the judge and the probation department. In such instarses of the vio-

lation of a previous petition, the juvenile is once agais brought be- |

fore the court for a hearing.

Aiolation petitions go directly to the calendarmg clerk rather
dan going o intake.
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TABLE 22
Number of Official Petitions Per Month

in Family Court for 19731

JD's _P_J_:_I_V_S_ Viclations
Janaury 77 24 ' 16 |
February 60 20 | 9
March 74 31 ' 15
April 55 27 12
May 61 30 21
June 68 31 6
July 71 16 8
August 63 8 10
September 34 9 24
October 74 13 14
November 59 23 21
Deceber _54 ) 10
TOTALS 750 256 166
lS«ource:

Family Court Monthly Petition Sheets, 1973,
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taken in each month in 1973 by petition status.li 'I‘he months when
there was no school reflected a decline of official PINS petltlcns
in the months of August and September. JD petitions also hit a low
point in September, while the first three months of the year were
the heaviest. | o
These petitions are then cross referenced and assigﬁed to

the appropriate judge. At the present, the Monroe County Family Court
still operates under the one-judge~one family rule which began in
1970..2 This means that all matters concerning any member of any one
family are assigned to the same judge; any case that involves an
individual who has never been before the court is assigned to a new
judge (this will be explained presently when judge’s are discussed).
The petition is calendared and docketed,> and form letters with a
copy of the official petition are sent to the juvenile and his/her
family notifying them of the date of the hearing and their rights,

J‘Keep in mind that the date the petition is made official is not the same
date the offense occurred, so the peaks and troughs in the months do
not. reflect juvenile offense fluctuations by month. There is probably
about a month's lag hetween the time the offense is committed and the

date the unofficial petition reaches the calendaring clerk. There

are also instances where an unofficial petition for a juvenile is
being processed through intake for adjustment and the juvenile in the
meantime commits another offense and has a new petition. If this
ocours frequently, or, if the later offenses are more serious, all

of the petitions being held for adjustment on that juvenile are pulled
and sent to the calendaring clerk to be made official. This type of
situation will also affect the rate of monthly calendaring.

ZMWMMW 1970, p. 6. Due to
the changes occurring in family court and also since there are only
three judges in the court, there are exceptions to this rule at the
present time, however, this regulatlon still predcxmnates, and for
the purposes of this report, it will be followed in the description.

3Cﬁlendaring is the scheduling of hearings or petition's‘ in a general
ard sonewhat flexible manner. Docketing is a specific calendar schedule
for a specific day and is much more difficult to change.
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~-€.9., the right to counsel. o

1973 Data:

These data can be looked at in several ways as can be

seen in Table 23. We can talk about the total nmber of unique

Juveniles that came through the family court system in 1973, in

which case we are talking about 800 juveniles., oOn the other hand
‘ !

it is more appropriate at times to refer to the total nuber of

L3

TARLE 23

Numerical Definition of the Juvenile Data for the Twelve Months in 1973

Petition

Total Unique Total Unique Multi
. , tiple

Status Juveniles Petitions Offenges g(f)?mlses
JD 533 " 750 228 978
PINS 251 256 0 256
Viclations 134 166 4 170
1 o T o
TOTALS 800 1,172 232 1,404

unique official petitions that were filed in 1973. This number, 1,172
14

is greater than 800, whlch indicates that same of the same juveniles

wu:e in more than once in 1973. The tm_rd way in wh:.ch sane information

is presented is by the total number of offenses far each status. For

‘ example, ;Ln the case of JD official petlt:.ons, some juveniles had more

LR ST XY

Note that the total number of uni
que juvenlles represented
- the dD, PINS, and Violation petitions is NOT the gltmtlc‘g 2111.1%1 gg

the rows. This is because one unique juvenile could have petitions -

~of all
Sy three types, but should only be counted once for the overall
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; ‘than one offense on the same petition. Vhile there were 750 unique Zfé
g T U o 7“';":",;& S :
{ official JD petitions, there were 228 additional multiple offenses & T S e LT e
, | ‘ ) TABLE 24
committed by some of these juveniles, making a total of 978 total Age and Sex f';:"‘"“\
. | ' e S O% _the Unique Juveniles
offenses that‘ could be counted. There were no multiple offenses for With Official Petitions in Family C’oul;t o
the 256 unique official PINS petitions. Multiple offenses for the ' in 1973 ;
R T e Age Male | |
viclations occurred when a juvenile violated more than one official 2LE Female Tots
| , . - —== Total
petition at the same time. Therefore, for violations, there was a " N % N g N
% j
total of 166 total unique official petitions, plus four multiple 7 Years 0 0.5 ;
‘ : 0 0. ‘
offenses, making a total of 170 offenses. 8 Years L o 0 O 0.0
: 0 0.0 1
; , 9 Years 0.1
The population that was processed to family court in 1973 s 7 0.9 1 0.1 8 1
v [ 10 Years ' .0
ig shown in Table 24 by age and sex for the total number of unique : 13 1.6 3 0.3 16 1.9
11 Years '
juveniles (i.e., each juvenile was counted only once). It can be 26 3.3 4 0.5 0 3
seen- that 84.8% of the juveniles were of the ages 13, 14, and 15; . 24 3.0 14 1.8 38 i.8
: 13 Years -
almost 40% were 15 years old. It was stated at the beginning of this %4 11.8 40 5.0 134 16.8
14 Years .
report that we were dealing only with juvenile delincuents up to the : 169 2.1 63 7.9 232 29.0
L 15 Years .
age of 16, While Table 24 shows that there were 29 individuals who ‘ 220 27.5 22 115 312 39
| | 16 Year 39.0
were 16 and 17 years old, it seems safe to conclude from the data S 14 1.8 12 1.5 25
' , L 17 Year 3.3
in Tables 25 and 26 that these were not youthful offenders mixed ‘ s L 01 2 0.2 3 o3
in with juveniles, but rather they were juveniles who had violated TOTAL 569 71.2 -
‘ | 231 28.8
either a JD or a PINS petitions which had previously been processed 800t 100.0
in family court while there were still under the age of 16. 1
of g ; i;:ggzggfa_gv@@ar' tson of the 1973 juvenile offender ulat
| s not. be ent-ir ef;u\lz:i C{lzgl; 922)8given in this age grouggﬁg ?Ségnngﬁg Bme 1970 b
o Table+25 «zhows the .age and petition status of this population that s + these 800 unique juveni], may -
oo ¥ pecific juvenile population CVILes represent only 0.6% of ;
Febsewhon ‘ } ‘ . in the oo Ly, Y U. of
’ v when counting the total unique official petitions. It can be EER Lt o VRPN PR ———ces S "‘y
that all but two of the petitions for the age group 16 and 17 were for . ‘
violations. Although the total mmber of unique official petitions b
- is greater in each age group (Table 25) than the tatal mumber of unique
3
g i
I £4
i i
77 ?i
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gerees

8L

7 Years
8 Years
9 Years
10 Years
11 Years
12 Years
13 Years
14 Years
15 Years
16 Years

17 Years

TABLE 25

Ace and Status of the Total Unique Official Petitions

JD_

N %
0 0.0
1 0.1
5 0.4
20 1.7
32 2.8
40 3.5
128 - 10.9
243 20.7
279 23.8
2 0.2
_0 0.0
750 64.1

PINS Violations
N 2 N 8
0 0.0 0 0.0
0 0.0 0 0.0
4 0.3 0 0.0
5 0.2 0 0.0
5 0.4 4 0.3
12 1.0 4 0.3
20 3.4 16 1.4
78 6.7 33 3.3
12 9.6 67 5.7
0 0.0 33 2.8
0 00 3 03
256 21.8 166  14.1

TOTAL
N %

0 0.0

1 0.1

9 0.7

25 2.1

41 3.5

56 4.8

184 15.7

360 30.7

458  39.1

35 3.0

3 0.3

1,172 100.0

D 47
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TABLE 25

Age and Status of the Total Unique Official Petitions

Violations

PINS

al

ae

a0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

7 Years

0.1

0.0

(e

0.0

0.1

8 Years

0.7

n.o0

%)

0.4

9 Years

2.1

25

0.0

1.7

20

10 Years

0.3

0.4

2.8

32

11 Years

4.8

12 1.0 0.3 56

3.5

40

12 Years

78

15.7

184

1.4

16

3.4

40

10.9

128

13 Years

30.7

360

3.3

35

6.7

78

20,7

3

14 Years

39.1

458 -

5.7

67

9.6

112

23.8

279

15 Years

3.0

35

2.8

33

0.0

0.2

16 Years

0.3

17 Years

1,172 100.0

14.1

166

1.8

256

64.1

750

Juvenile
Year of Petition étatus of Petition Total Official
Violated . Violated ‘Petitions Violated
@ P
Male Fétéle Male Feméle
1969 o o 0o 2 2
1070 - | 21 3 1. 7
1971 | 5 4 4 o 2
1972 N 23 1 17 33 74 ﬁ
1973 - _2 3 15 2 85
Totals s 5 3 7.0 170

year of the petitior‘ii that was violated as well as the status of that

- can be seen that 22 petitions fram 1971 were violated and two from as

juveniles (Table 24) the percéntaée breakdowns by 'ége é'r,e yalnbst
- the same regardless of whether you ¢ogqty uniqﬁe j\i;reniles or unique
official petitions. When counting the total number of unique official -

petitions, the population consists of 864 fnaies and 308 females.

TABLE 26

Number of Official Petitions Violated in 1973 Show:i,ng the Date and

Status of the Official Petitiol. that was Violated and the Sex of the

Total Status: JD's = 61: PINS = 109

Total Sex: Females = 79; Males = 91

. To further substantiate the fact that individuals over 16

included in these data are nok youthful offenders, Table 26 presents the

T

petition. A youth who was 17 in 1973 would have been 15 in 1971. It

79
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far back as 1969. Therefore, it seems fair to conclude that the [
individuals over 16 who are included here are those youths who are : IABLE 27
still under the jurisdiction of the family court by virtue of the E Resi ' B
- : sidence for 1973 JD and PINS T
, o : : . : otal
msm31§m of an official petition whlch they incurred while they a ' | OfFicial Unicue T
were under 15 years of age. In 1973 there seemed to be a greater : ‘ ‘
' - Residenc ' ‘el
tendency to violate PINS petitions than JD petitions. It can also e —Te ) .‘ Pet;tion Status
be seen that more females violated PINS petitions while more males : Lo ‘ JD ~ PINS TOTAL,
- violated JD petitions. | RE ;. City of Rochester 608 | 178 | 7
' : 3 86
: | | 81.1% . 69,5% 78.1%
Table 27 shows the residence of JD and PINS juveniles in TOTAL, Towns 2 . 126 - ‘
} ; : - L - e : - 77 203
1973 for the City of Rochester and for the towns.l Most of the (78.1%) o 16.8% 30.1% 20.22
‘ , ' i . TOTAL Count :
official petitions that reached the court were for Rochester juveniles. .4 ~ nty . ‘73.4 255 989 o
- The towns accounted for only 16.8% of the JD petitions, but almost . o "““’97.9% 99,63 98,3%
' 5 : "+ New York | ; : :
30.1% of the official PINS petitions in 1973. Monroe g;;au;:yOuts:Lde 15 '
| _ | o | o 2.0% L 044% 1.6%
Table 28 presents the residence and sex of the juvenile - - Non New York State ' 1
& ; ., | - » 0 1 .
by official petition status. Here the percentage figures show that * R | : : 0.1% 0.0% O 0.1%
. the city and towns are quite comparable in terms of male-female , ;k S GRAND TOTAT, | | 750 |
| B = - ‘ 256 1,006
distribution of official JD and PINS petitions for 1973, The male- e ' S 100.0 | S
: 0% 100.0% 100.0%
female ratio for PINS was almost 50-50, while the percentage of male : _ ' '
JD's was over six times larger than that for females. ;t,ij‘ )
' | Lt lihere wags n i ; ' i
] | status, | 0 Tesidence given on the petition sheets for the Violation
Lihe data in Table 27 are presented for each town individually in 2These data are bres | | |
Table B-8 in Apperdix B. Xeep in mind also that these residence ' presented for each town in Table B-8 in Appendix B,
figures are based upon the count of each unique petition which B ' ’ i
means that some juveniles are counted more than once; it is also S : ,
possible that a juvenile could have moved sometime during 1973 and o
.my becounted in one town at the time of one official petition and = . ; .
 in another town at the time of a subsequent official petition. I
80 | £ R




The data in Table 29 were based on the total unique official
, ; - petitions for Jbs and PINS in 1973, and, therefore the same individual
, TABLE 28 may be counted more than cnce and also could be included in more than
i Residence and Sex of the Juveniles for the 1973 JD and PINS ¢ one category. It does, however, show what type of hame each juvenile
; ol oEFiaial Upidue petition_s? o i was living in at the time he/she committed the offense for which the
- PINS . 70TRL . 1 petition was filed. 'Over 90% of all of the juveniles lived with scme
Residence ; : M TF T M ¥ , ; .
. esidence M T T | | oo 17 e relative; of the 953 total in this category, 449 or 47.1% lived with both
. City or Rochester $ 86,5 13.5 100.0% 46,6 53.4 100.0 77.5 . 22 5 ‘parents., Of the total 750.JD pet;itigns, 357 or 47.6% showed the juvenile
~ ' 35 77 154 43 203 ‘ - . ) e ' ' ,
: Total Towns 19: élatzg ﬁ‘*l 3;330 5‘22,6 45.4 100.0 75.9 24,1 1000 4 as living with both parents, while of the 256 PINS petitions, only 92 or 35.9%
. ) . ' 9 : ‘ . . . . i ‘s
34 125 130 255 763 226 38 indicated that the juvenile lived with both parents. A
Total County I: 2289 13?1 ’ioo. . 2. s 100.0 77.2  22.8  100.0 | ‘ parents larger number
. R ) T 4 .
New York State iy ABLE 29
Outside Monroe.:~ e 13 3.0
0 1 1 1 .
 County N 13 2 13 100.0 g1.3 18.7  100.0 ' : , , - |
' - % 86.7° 13.3 100.0 0.0 ;00'0 ‘ a , Homes Where Living and Sex-of the Juveniles for the 1973 JD and PINS
Non New York : 0 0 0 1 0 1 X Total Official Unique Petitionst
State Nt o0 1000 0.0 0.0 007 1000 0.0 3000 4 o R ’
_ . . - . ' o 229 1,006 : Homes Where , ‘ . ‘ '
: cow - GRAND TOTAL N 652 98 750 ;125 131 - 256 52.8  100.0 ] g , . PINS : __TOTAL
SHE ¢ ‘ ¢ 86.9 13.1 100.0 48.8 51.2 100.0 77.2 ; . CH — - e - - Bvie = 5
i | — . . (ki the Violation Status- Living With N 623 92 715 114 124 238 737 - 216 = 953 +
i : ven on the petition sheets for the Vio 1ving . , _
 Mbere vas o vesidence 63 | Relative? & 95.6 093.9  95.3 9L.2 947 93.0 94.8 94,3  94.7
Living With N 29 6 35 11 7 18 40 13 53
: Non= g 4.4 6,1 4.7 8.8 5.3 7.0 5.2 5.7 5.3 o
S Relative? ‘ ; ‘ -
s 5. Total N 652 98 750 125 131 256 777 229 1,006 B
o - | $ '100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 i
: - ‘ Hames Where Living was not given on the petition sheets for the Violation
I i ‘ . . 5
ST & ‘i The categories included in these groups are given in Table B-9 in Appendix B. |
e R
b 8 .
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isted the juvenile as living

of PINS pecitions, 113 of the 256, Or 44.?;~%, li

with the mother only.

In the previous chapter,

are filed by police departments
o1 ¥ i l‘t .
the school districts for truancy or from the parents for ungovernabll:. y

The figures g:.ven in Table 30 support this source of refexral for each
e

one .
petition status; i.e.; ™ PINS were referred by the pol:.ce and cnily ;

JD was referred by parents.

| source of Referral for JD and PINS Off;.c;al Peig.tlons in 1973

Source of Referral Pet:l.tion Status -

D PINS 0 Total

N s 8% N
Police 665 8.7 0 00 665 661
Other? | | 70 9.3 0 0.0 70 7.0
Agency 4 : 1.9 25 9.8 39 3.9
school o 00 12 476 122 121 4]
Parents 1 _0.1 109 42.6 110 _10.9 |~
GRAND TOTAL | 7’59‘ ‘J‘.voo.o" 256 100.0 1,006 100.0

it was menticned that most Jb petitions «

while most PINS petitions came either throug| ¢

lScurc:e of Referral was nct given on the petltlon sheets for the VlOla.thI’l
Status.

21elndes Witness, Victin, etc. For a complete hreakdown of each category
see Table B-10 in Appendix B.

P

i

T e

In summary, in 1973 the family court calendaring clerk
processea 1,172 official pe’citions on 800 different juvenile offenders,
Of this population, 71% were males and 29% females and 85% were 13, 14,

and 15 years of age. Those juveniles over 15 were primarily ones who

- had violated the disposition of a petition incurred prior to 1973.

Residence information showed that 78% of the JDs and PINS were from

the City of Rochester and 20% were from the various towns in the county.
Despite- this dlsprcpcrtlonate distribution, the male~female ratlo :Ln the
city and the towns was comparable. Almost 95% of all of the JDs and
PINS wel‘:ev living with relatives at the time of their apprehension. Out
of all of the juveniles who came in contact with the pclice departments,
school officials, agencies, etc., in the county, this then, was the
population cf juvenlle offenders who had hearmgs before the fanu.ly court
judges in 1973.

FaHu.l}LCcurt Hearings"

There are two major.types of hea.z:ings for juvenile cases:
1.) adjudication or fact finding for whic?; arraignment is the first
stage and trial the second, and 2.) diszgcsiticnal. Most c:aSes are
not settled in just two appearanced in court, for either type of
hearmg nay have a. certain number of adjcu:cmnents which w:.ll prclong

the overall solution. In acccrdance with the juvem.le s r:.ghts, ’che -

“Publ:l.c may be excluded frcm these m.anngs.l

"McRinney, Family Court, 1963, Section 741.
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1.) Adjudication:! The initial part of the adjudication
hearing is called the arraignment,2 and is held to determine who has

jurisdiction over the youth (e.g., if it is found that he/she is over

16, adult court has jurisdiction) ;3 and to advise the juvenile of his/

her rights - the right to remain silent, and the right to have counsel of

hig/her choice, or,; if unable to pay & counsel, have one appointed by
the court. The judge advises the juvenile of the charges and if the
juvenile has had contact with counsel prior to arraignment, a plea

might be entered. geveral things could occur. The case could be

adjourned at this point, if, for example, the parents did not show up

or the juvenile had not seen a counsel; the case could even be dismissed
if legal insufficiencies are found (e.g., a PINS petition that has not

had prior screening); the prosecution may for some reason decide to

withdraw the petition (e.g., the petitioner settled it out of court);

or, if all of the necessary details have been received, the case may be

calendared for the trial or major fact-finding part of adjudication.4

l1pid, and McKinney, Family Court, 1974-75, Sections 728, 741, and 742.
2In practice,
on Monday.
3The original Family Court Act stated that a case involving any juvenile
who was 15 years old and who bad camitted an act, which if committed

about 80% of the Part I hearings (arraignnehts) are held

by an adult, would be punishable by death or life imprisonment could not

originate in family court; however, it could be sent to family court
from the court of original jurisdiction. This was repealed and the
change became effective Septenber 1, 1967,
original jurisdiction over all juvenile delinquency. McKinney, Family
Court, 1963, 1974-75, Section 715. : '
dpreaigment is considered to be fact-finding in the sense that the
juvenile's name, age, address, etc., :

hearing, even if everything else is denied. The trial part of the fact
be substantiated.

finding is to determine whether or not the denials can

86

Sruveniles wh i :
es who are already in detention are transported to and from = ..

giving family court exclusive

are facts vhich are verified at the

As mentioned in the Precourt Chapter, juver}iles for whom detention is
requested must be brought to court within 72 hours of placement in
detention, or the next day the court is in session, for the special

type of arraignment called a detention hearing.l

The intzake probation officer meets with the juvenile and
his/her family before the first hearing in c:\')n.xrw!:.'2 When a juvenile
must be detained,3 there is not always much time to draw up the

preliminary information for the judge, however, the juvenile and his/

her family are counseled on what to expect in a court hearing. 2n

:intakg’ analysis is prepared,4 which is a short form of a social
,histo;fy. The intake probation officer accémpanies the juvenile and
and his/her family into court for the first hearing,5 and mﬁst be

1 . .
McKinney, Family Court, 1974-75, Section 729.

2 . . .
b'nel:?n m}f;zli:g servi v ces :'anluc'ie the management of all cases of juveniles
or eg held in detention; i.e., permission to visit the juveniles and
Other su 2:tters must be .apprc?ved by this section of probation |
Soryice - A long_as the juvenile is in detention, the probation
o mgsiet see him/her at least once a week. If the juvenile has
2 been detained, then the probation officer sees him/her at the
earing or at any preliminary interviewing. Ibid, Secticn 727.

the court by the transfer deputies in family court.

4y s
An intake probation officer ma | i

: . y request a psychiatric examination o
tl'xlg bgtélyemle,v'but much'of the in-depth investigation is assigned ’nona
probation off:u.cer_not involved with the intake services. This other
section of probation is discussed in Chapter 4. |

SAlthough the int i e ‘ "

Bt ’g‘.‘x‘f‘ e klntake probai‘:lon c?fficers attempt to adjust cases infor-
- y'gn_ an effort to avoid going into court, all serious felonies such
s muxder, assault, etc., must be brought into court. e

4y




prepared to provide the judge with the reason for hbringing the cawplaint :,
o court.! | | | ‘ TARIE 31 ;’/ |
In additicn to the juvenile, the adults legally responsible for Fandly Court Total Hearlngsl and Court Trials
him/her, and.the intake probation officer, others probably present at the = ‘Juvemles and Adults from 1962 ,Wough 1973
First hearing are the judge, counsel, and prosecution. Brief descriptions 1 Year To:naé g}e:i;ilggs Percent Increase Over the
of these latter three participants and data for 1973 will provide same 1962 4,33 : Previous Year
3 insight mto the functlonmg of the Mohroe Co@ty Family Court. 1963 | 7,410 : . T
Judgee: ; | o 64 9,254 + 24,9
On September 1, 1962 the Monroe County Children's Court became 1965 ‘ 9,707 + 4.9
The Family Court in accordance with reorganization and unification of }966 10,839 » + 11.7
this whole court system in New York State described in Chapter 1. Two ’1967_\" 11,663 | F o7
f judges sat on the bench of the former Children's Court, but with the Q 1968 12,827 + 10.0
| expanded jurisdiction under the new system, a third judgeship was Do : 4354 + 5.6
mandated by the legislature with the official term beginning January 1, 19703 14,529 - + 7.3
1963. The caseload continued to increase and visiting judges filled in 197'1 h " ?
wntil a fourth judgeship was created ef,%ective January 1, 1965, Table e 12,358 - 14.9%
| 31 shows the total mumber of family court hearings and tiials for both e i | 12,042 - 2.6
juveniles and adults from 1962 to 1973. The overall increase fram 1962 X T 1962 to 1973 = 417g.1
; ST to 1973 is 178%, and from 1965, when the fourth judgeship was added, until 1965 to 1973 = + 4.1
‘ 1973, the increase was 24%,23 |
o ‘ o, | l;[ncludes Court Hearings and Hearings c . )
g e Because most of the arraignment hearings are held on Monday, probation B % on Violations.
- Z}t;:rll;:ﬁstloomal]ﬁ tﬁﬁl—za ;?e}g%;iﬁ;l%m ammentgk emgzs:cbagoirg?%ﬁnhtgs are . ce: Annual Reports of the Monroe County Family Court, 1962-—1973.
coégy:g?s.:ggmﬁnti eaigpgitu?;:b;ittomgzietgu?ﬁe ;Eﬁfﬁhﬁt?;cgiéei % | 3[\'0 figure was avallable for the number of trials in 1971, |
Juage

Tm, ince
15 is the change from 1970 sirce no figqures are available for 1971,

2C)ne recommendation in the recent Monroe County Bar Association's report,
op. cit., p. 20, was that if some of the proposed revisions in the local
family court system are not made or did not accomplish their goals, a
fifth judgeship might be needed to avoid serious backlogs.,

!
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Court is divided into four parts, but

The Monxoe County Family

] i the
these parts are not analogous to the four judgeshlps. Part I of

itd urt
family court presently handles all new petitions before the cO

i ’ d Iv of
except child abuse and neglect proceedings. parts II, ILI, an

the court are the trial sections, but parts IT and IIT currently

edings. © judges
lternate hearing the child abuse and neglect proceedings. The judg |
a

! d four
rotate among the four parts every four weeks. Thus, they spen

i i differ-
consecutive weeks in Part I and 12 consecutive weeks in the three

i ' darin
‘ent trial parts of the court. It was mentioned that the calen g

it i case of dDs
clerk assigns the new official petitions to judges. In the

‘g to see if that juvenile
and PINS, the usual procedure at the present 18 1

some member of his/her family has been before any one of the four
or

i i ~ | judge.
judges; if so, then the new petition 18 assigned to that same ] g
iges;

i A isi i ess
The purpose of this system is to agssist in the decision making proc

» ‘- ] ] ]] . |] . 3 ‘ } ] ] ] 3 E
- -

: icial peti-
the family and related family mau:’t:ers.2 a1l other new official pe

load for
tions go to Part I of the court and becare a par’t’jof, the case
| i is judge is
the judge who is gitting in Part I at that tlmet This judge

ted to canplete the trials on all of these new cases during the
expec SO,

b oo

1o assignment of cer . : ain o
f'lgx: zgi:scinis also under review and subject to change in the

1 j {ation, Appendix 12, Arguvents again
zl”@nroe cou’f‘tynﬁaxsﬁizf&are ttllazépﬂqe judge 1n his aoqqls';:.tion tgff aicji-ll
Judge—pneﬂ ?_ld o about one family becanes biased, eSpecn.alfy e
Oi themerxfk)akncw ef.g@thse family who is before the court for the J.E ko .
some nts 1:;:o?: the system are supported by the fact tha; :ﬁezrs er
A ol ties there is either only one family court ]ud?;ies v?rhe saxs o
?:glemcases ey O At Slguatimc;nurim?ﬁz: ?a?:lemthe same person and
] j ] anu' . ) B R
;2:2?5% —’Jdﬁgiazneg S;?Jmnal an,civil against the same family.
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tain types of petitions.to certain Parts o’;_‘*

L]

2
X

TR

2The

> judge was not indiéﬁ!\ated_in‘the ‘ju'venile's legal file in some instances.

12 weeks that he/she spends in Parts II, III, and IV of the court.

(N

The distribution of the 1973 juvenile offender caseload
among the judges is shown in the next four tables. Remember that
this juvenile caseload is only a part of each judge's totul case~
load. One regular judgship was vacated and refilled during the vear
making a total of fiwve d’ifferent reqgular judges who sat on the family
court bench at some time during 1973. The various visiting and
substitute judges are grouped in the "dther" category,t Becaus‘e‘ of
these changes, a comparison of judge's caseloads in terms of numbers
is not justified, but the percentages do provide some information.
Approximately 97.4% of the total 1973 juvenile offender official
petitions were heard by regtﬁér judges; 1.4% by other judges; and in

1.2% of the cases, the judge was unknown.2

Table 32 shows how each judge's own. caseload of unique
official petitions was divided among the threé petition statuses.3
All of the judges had comparable loads of JDs and PINS, but the
Violations showed some variatic\m, ranging fraom 5.6% to 17.8% of a
judge's caseload, (Since one‘jf”judge was new, it would seem natural

that many violations were not in that caseload).

Ias mentioned in Chépter 1, occasionally judges from family courts in

... other comties are allowed to visit, or are asked to substitute for ah

absent judge. Supreme court judges may not sit in family court, but
the county court may | transfer criminal cases to supreme court and free
a county court judge to sit in family court. Monroce County Bar
Association, op. cit.};\ p. 15.

These were usually cases of juveniles on probation that had been trans-
ferred to Monroe County'fram other counties. The ocut-of-county judge was

~not relevant and no in-county judge was assigned, because the juvenile was

on probation already and thad no need to go before a permanent judge.

e mhesse s vn el ) : . . ’ ‘ “ )
: 3’-!’he,se data are presented ﬁ\y sex in Table B-11 in Appendix B.

!
§
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TABLE 32 -

Frequency Distribution of the

Total 1973 Juvenile Offendexr Official

' 1
petitions by Petition Status for Each Judge_

Judge2 | \ Petition Status L
JD PINS | Vioclation Total

N % N % N % . N %
. . 110 0.1 5L 27.9 Y’ - 1z0 183 100.0
2 106 62.3 37 21.8 27 159 %70 10079
3 53 74.7 14 19.7 4 5.6 71 100.0
s 104 65.3 65 21.9 38 12.8 297 100.0
5 265 63.0 8l 19.2 75 17.8 421 100.0
Other 14 87.5 2 125 0 0.0 16 100.9
Unknown __8 57.1 6 42.9 0 0.0 14 100.0
Total ;;; 64.0 256 21.8 166 14.2 1,172 100.0

| lE‘dr a break dowm of these data by sex, see Table_ B-11 in Appendix B.v

2mme five regular family court judges in 1973 included Judges Wagner, Selke,
Pine, Pilato, and Branch. o . | |
3Renember- that this juveniie caseload is only a part of each 'j‘ucflge‘sv total
caseload. o .

G
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Tables 33 and 34 respectively preseht each' judge's caseload |
by sex and age of the juvenile. When these tables are compared to the
agé and sex description of the whole population (Tables 24 and 25), it
can be seeﬁ that each judge's caseload "iepresents a fair sample of the

total population. In terms of residence (see Table 35) all of the

judges showed a much higher percentage of Rochester juveniles. If

these data are compared to those in Tables 27 and 28, it can be seen
that the judges' caseloads are ‘similar to the residence distribution
for the total population.

TABLE 33

Frequency Distribution by Sex™ of the Unique

Juvenile Offenders Handled by Each Judge in 1973

_q_u_@gz Sex of the Jdvénile
| wie Fenale Total
N 3 N, g N 3
1 110 74.8 37 02 147 100.0
2 83 70,9 - 34 291 117 100.0
3 47 8L.0 11 19.0 58 100.0

4 158 69.0 7L 3L.0 229 100.0

5 221 71.1 90 28.9 311 100.0
Other 10 83.3 2 16.7 12 100.0
Unknowm 1L 78.6 3 21.4 14 100.0

Total 640 72.1 248 27.9 8883  100.0

g .

Iror COmbined data ori age and sex for the juveniles see Table B-12 in Appendix B.

'IT.le. five regular family court judges in 1973 included Judges Wagner, Selke, Pine,
Pilato, and Branch. L . : v ‘ Coe R

KA. N ' ‘
Alth@ugh we are dealing with unique juveniles, the total N is greater than 800
because we are talking about the total unique juveniles seen by each judge.

‘ Ehe same juvenile could have been seen by more than one judge due to the substi-
tution'of one judge for another. ’ '
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S T R S B B B S B g In these last four tables if onl £ sular Judy :
N o considered, the range of variation among the judges for any one variable
g\a can be as much as 10 percent (e.g., Table 35, City of Rochester variable,
) ‘ : E
) o @ A 9 . © v .® 4 9 9 E'g' range 72.7% to 91.9%). When one considers, however, all of the possible
g"" o o M~ o © °© 9 &4 o~ ©° § Ea , S ‘
g % ?é’ variables on which juveniles could be matched (e.g., age, sex, homes
%z o © A © © o w o un A o3 45“2 g where living, residence, etc.), and all of the factors that work against
! . (o} ; ) ‘ )
W %‘% matching caseloads, such as the assignment of cases according to the -
s 2933 22335¢233: EIE I | e
* & o o © © © @ @ g ° ©° § 4 % E one-judge-one family rule, these five regular judges in 1973 had caseloads
% z © © © © © o % m wn o o g 8 % ’% of juvenile offenders that were fairly balanced. N
: 28 g
o : )
% o o v v ¥ A < @ ow q 9 g ‘:’!f‘é % TABLE 35
& 2SS4 fggn o elg gy & 1o e
8 w o g% P Residence” of JD and PINS on Unique Official Petitions
. o~ omn g .
% om e o WM e g oFoa g oA = 9"% & by Judge for 1973
. 6 ey -
e . 'g e '
a 5 b o m o m 1w~ ® o o« O.' M §§ a ) ' City of SRR o
gl A » 334 < g d g 98 % 3 g L dde Pochester Towns? Qther, . Total County
4 g’ <1 ‘ o '
n N % N8 N N. %
) :E g ) Zz o ©o m ~ g @ o 1 ~ r—ll § i ;-g i - : , SN
% Ho f’u 3 I Em _§» 1 119 - 73.9 40 = 24.9 2 1.2 lel . 100.0
[0} ] — : : .
O 0 L] .
<l B 6 o « o o ¢ un <~ e of¢ t vg o 2 104 72.7 . 37 25.9 2 1.4 143 100.0
§8 "weocneocceogmecn { il . RGN - EERMANE ik
’ g . : ol %g @ 4 212 81.9 . 43 16.6 4 1.5 259 - 100.0
. 0 o4 [+)} . R . ) . . - o L .
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a c oo~ e g @ oole bagy 5 273 78.9 67  19.4 6 1.7 346 100.0
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o N N % oA oHow o o Hon 99 i : Eg g Total -~ 786  78.1 203 20,2 17 1.7 1006 100.0
wd*’c;c;cs«svwan:-a*’og_-rgﬁ'a%_ e | e
. - B R N I N - S M | E % '% r?': N Resmence was not on the pe’tltlon sheets for the VJ_.olat:Lon status .
o e - ’% . 2"”]@ five reqular family court juddes in 1973 included Judges Wagner, Selke,
s =8y Pine, Pilato, and Branch. o
%{ E % % § % § % g g g § g o % § H These data are presented by each town in Table B-13 in Appendix B.
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in chapter 1).0

If the juvenile does not have his/her (0.7 legal oounsel, the
caurt prov:Ldes one at arfaa.gment in accordance with the law (as defined
For Monroe County, the Appellate Division of the
Fbru/rth Judicial District contracts with the local Legal Aid Society for
these law guardlans presently there are three full—t:me positions. They
handle all typs of official pet:.tlons involving guvenlles both as offenders
and victims, Once a ]uvenlle is ass:.gned a law guardian, that guardlan

continues to handle all Ffuture encomters that that juvem.le has w:.th

family court either on the same offense or on new offenses The law

guerdians must do all of the:n.r own :mvestlgata.ng for each case.

The next six tables depict the comf;sel for the juvenile offenders

in 1973. Table 36 shows the type of counsel that was assigned by each judge

for each one of the unique official petitions. . Once again there is a
pretty good biilance between public and private counsel across the judges.
’.I‘he table clearly shows that private counsels handled only 11.1% (130) of

the total mmber of um.que official Juvenile offender petitions, while the

law guardians had 84.8% of ’Lhe caseload (994) ; counsel was unknown in 4.1%

(48) of the cases.2 The private attorney's caseload (Table 37) was largely

official D petitions (79.2%): In spite of their own caseload distribution,

lm&hni(:ally, the law guardian is appointed at ax:raigmnent, but in local
practice the law guardians go to the waiting rooms early in the morning
and advise the juveniles and their parents of the right to cownsel, and

anyone who wishes to speak to a law guardian before court may do so.

2El‘t'xe instances when the law guardian was unknown were pr:zmarlly cases ,
transferred to Monroe County from other locations, or cases thee were

dimu.ssed at mmgrumnt, o no ocounsel was needed

TABLE 36

- Frequency Dlstrlbut:l.on of the Type of Counsel that Worked nder Rach Judge for

- the Total Official Petitions for all Three Juvenlle Offender Statuses in 1973

Judgel. Counsel
Private Counsel Law Guardian Unknown Total
1 N 27 '
147 9 y
% 14.8% 80.33 4.9% %33.0%
2 "N 24 142 |
f 14.18 83.5% 2.4 %38.0%
3 N. 11 '
: 59 . 1
& 1555% o 83.13 1.4% 138,0%
4 N 33 o ’ T |
| E 262 2 ‘ 2
5 e ©88.2% 0.7% e
;55 . g 43 " 370 18 | 21
. | 8% 87.92 4.3% 100.0%
Other N 2 )
K | 14 0
8 12.5% 87.5% 0.02 133,0%
Unknown § Q 0 14 14
| 3 0.0 | 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
TOTAT, | |
| g 'lig b , 994 T 1,172
, | . 84.88 - 4.1 100.0%
lThe five regular

Pilato; and Branch

family court judges in 1973 included Judges Wagner, Selke, Pine,




TABLE 37

Frequency Distribution of the Total 1973 Juvenile Offender

Gounsel

Private
Public
Unknown
Total

E]

103
614

33
750

- and Public Counsel

79,2
61.8

68.8

64.0

1

24"

218
14
256

Petition Status

99,1

of the total 256 official PINS petitions.

PINS .

185

. 21,9

21.8

2

8

Violai:iori—- .
N 3
3 2.3

162 16.3
1 2.1

ng 14,2

' Official Petitions by Petition Status for Private
1 ‘

JD petitions, but they did handle a latger percentage (24 cases or 18.5%)
Of the total 166 Violation
petitions, the nurber they handled (3 or 1.8%) was extrenely small. |

three Violation petitions were only 2.3% of their own caseload. The 130

These data are given by sex of the juvenile in Table B-14 in Appendix B.

zPr:esent practice is to try to have the law guardians handle most of the
PINS cases because too often the parent is thé complainant and has optained
‘comnsel for himself but not for the juvem.le.
a private attorney, the attorney mlght claim conflict of interest if he/she
already represents the parents and is also asked to represent the juvenile.

.. If the parents cannot afford a private attorney for themselves, then the

© court frequently appoints the family court screener to be their prosecutor.
Attenpts are being made to encourage the private bar to take more JD cases.

If the parents can afford

N 3
130 100.0
" 994 100,0

a8 100.0
172 100.0

the private attorneys handled only 13.7% (103) of all (750) of the official

These
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Frecmenqr D:.strnbutwn of the Nmber of Offlc:.al Pet:.tmns

Number of
Official
Petitions
Handled

Number of Private

Att-omeys
55
18
10
1
1

" e——

85

TABLE 39

Handled by‘ Envate Attomeys in 1973

Percent of Private
Attorneys '

64,78
21,23
11.7%
1.2%

- 1.2%

100.0%

Frequency Distribution of the Number of Official Petitions

Handled by Fach Law Guardian in 1973

Number-of Official

Petitions Handled
by Law Guardians

406

326

220
12t

m—rry—

994

Nunber of
Law Gua.rdia.ns

e e s

Percent of Official

Petitions Handled by
Each Law Guardian

by a new law guardian.

9

40.8
32,8
25,2
1.2

S———

-100.0

Total

Official
Patitions

55
36
30

4 -

5

130

1
This law guardian became a family court screener in 1973 and was replaced
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official petitions were handled by 85 different private attorpgys.
Over half of these 85 (55 or 64.7%) handled only one official petition

in 1973; thﬁ most that any one private attorney handled was 5, while
the three main law gu;axdians2 handled from 250 to 406 cases each
(see Tables 38 and 39). Remenber, also, that the 1aw guardians har;dle

. other types of family court cases besides the juvenile offenders. .

Looking at unique juveniles now instead of unique official

petitions, Table 40 shows that the private kié%:torr;eys' caseloads consisted

TABLE 40 | |
— jstri o 2 of the Uni Juvenile Offenders '
Frequency Distribution by Sex“of the Unique »
Hendled by pPrivate and Public Comsel in 1973

COUI’ISQI _S._e__}i
Mrle Female Total .
NT% N8 N T
Private 94  84.7 17 . 15.3 111 100.0
Pubiié 515  70.0 221 30.0 736 100.0
Unknown 1 68.1 15 3L.9 47 100,0
Total G4l L7 253 28,3 go4 3 100,0

l‘mere are approximately 1,200 private attorneys in Monroe County.
2ihese data are presented by age in Table B-15 in Appendix B.

3 h : ing with uni ‘uvéhiles thentotal N is greater than

are dealing with unique J , ¢ the . »
%%mgu:: we are talking about the total unidque juvenl»j.es seenlbg ;acé
counsel. 'The same juvenile could have seen more ‘than one counse
asubstitution or changes. o ,

- 100

i

,offenses at same other time during the year.

of a smaller percentage of females than that of the law guardians, but

the distribution of the law guardians' caseloads by sex of the Juvenile
is closer to that of the total population (see Table 24)., If the data
in Table 40 are compared to those in Table 37, it can be seen that the
private attorneys handled 111 unicque juveniles on 130 unique official
petitions; the other 19 official petitions (14.6%) involved additional
bffenses allegedly committed by some of their clients at other times
during the same year. The law guardians handled 736 unique juveniles
on 994 unique official petitions and the remaining 258 official 7
petitions (26.0%) ~ almost twice 'Cche nultiple petition percentage "

of the private attomeys - were clients who allegedly committed new

Table 41 shows the counsels' caseloads by age of the wmique

juveniles; this closely approxinates the distribution for thé total
population (see Table 24). The residence of the juvepilé~ by th_e type '
of counsel is a different story (Table 42). The ratio of Rochester to . }
town clients fol; the private attorneys is 44.45% to 55.6%, While that o |
for the law quardians is 83.8% to 14.5%, That for the law guardians -
is a little more consistent WJ.th the distribution of the 'total‘“poPﬁ-
lation (see Table 27). This difference J.n type of counsel may reflect
in part the overall econqnic aifferences between the residenté of

Rochester and those in the suburbs. |

These population descriptions represent those juvenile

offenders who got as far into the court system as the arraigmﬂenﬁ.

;
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TADLE 41

Frequency Distribution by Aqel of the Unique Juvenile Offenders

5

7 years
8 years
9 years
10 years
11 years
12 years
13 years
14 years
15 years
16 years
17 yeaxs
TOTAL

Handled by Private and Public Counsel in;1;9'73

Counsel.
Privaté Counsel Law Guardlan Unkniown
N % N % N ) %
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0
3 2.7 5 0.7 1 2.1
4 3.6 14 1.9 0 0.0
2 1.8 29 3.9 1 2.1
5 4.5 38 5,2 4 8.5
16 14.5 120 163 12 25.5
33 29,7 221 30,0 13 27,7
47 42.3 282 38,4 13 27,7
1 0.9 23 3.1 3 6.4
0 0.0 3 0.4 0 0.0
1 Tooo 7% 1oo.0 &7 100.0

Total
N %
0 0.0
1 0.1
9 1.0

18 2,0
32 3.6
47 5.3

148 16.6

267 29.9

342 38,2
27 3.0
3 0.3

8942 100.0

l'I‘hese data are presented by sex of the juvenile in Table B~15 in Appendix B.

'zAlthough we are dealing with unique juveniles, the

because we are talking about the total
The sane juvenile could have seen more

changes.

/
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unique juveniles seen
than one counsel due to substitution or

total N is greater than 800
by each counsel.

SR L v e aeie o A B et e
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- TABLE 42

Residencel of JD and PINS Unique Official Petitions

by Private and Public Counsel for 1973

Counsel Residence
City of . 2
. gbchesteg . Towns . y Other . gotal Count;i
' Private 56  44.4 70 55.6 0 0.0 126 100,0
pPublic 699 83.8 121 14.5 14 1.7 834 100.0
Unknown 31 67.4 12 26.1 3 6.5 46 100.0
'3 Total 786 78.1 203 20,2 —17 1.7 Io_cg 100.0

§

Some cases were dismissed at this st,age,3 oﬁiexs went on into the second
part or trial stagé of adjudivation. If the juvenile gets to the trial,

the purpose of the court is to‘deteﬁniiiie whether he/she actually did what

was alleged in the official petition.4 All of the facts are gathered by

Residence was not on the petition sheets for the Violation status.

2

These data are presented by town in Table B~16 in Appendix B.
3 . - -

Altl:lOI‘:lgh rflgm_:es will be presented on the total number of official
QG‘I‘:lthnS. that were dismissed, it was not possible to determine at
which typé of hearing this dismissal occurred, so the total nurber
of official petitions that went on into trial is not available.

A4Mcijey, Family Court, 1974-75, Section 742.

B i
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the defense and prosecution and the evidence is presented.'l If the
juvenile is in detention, the adjudicatory hearing may not be adjourned
for nore than three days if the motion comes from the court or the
prosecution, but can be adjourned for a "reasonable length of t:.me"

if the motion is made on behalf of the juvenile by the law guardlan or
adults legally responsible for the juvenile. Successive motions for

adjournment are granted only under special circumstances.v2

The next three tables show the sex of the bjuvenile and the
offenses with whz.ch he/she was charged in each of the three official
petition statuses in 1973. The violators .(Table 43) of official
petitions were fairly evenly split between males (52.4%) and females (47.6%)

with slightly more males than females.3 Almost one-third (29.5%) of these
juveniles not only violated a previous official petition, but also

Irhe age restrictions placed on a witness does affect the admissible
evidence at times. McKinney, Criminal Procedure Iaw, 1971, Section
60 +20:

"Any person may be a witness in a criminal proceeding unless

the court finds that, by reason of infancy or mental disease

or defect, he does not possess sufficient intelligence or
capacity to justify the reception of his evidence.

"Every witness more than twelve years old may testify only
under oath unless the court is satisfied that he understands
the nature of an oath. If the court is not so satisfied,
such child may nevertheless be permitted to give unsworn -
evidence if the court is satisfied that he possesses suffi-
cient intelligence and capacity to justify the reception
thereof.

"A defendanf may not be convicted of an offénse solely upon
the unsworn evidence of a ¢hilld less than twelve years olc'i
given pursuant to subdxvmslon two "

ZMOIaney, Family Court, 1974-75, Section 748. In practice, if there
are too many delays, the defense may move for dismissal on the grounds
that the juvenile's rights to a speedy trial have been violated.

Bmese data ave px:esented by sex and age in Table B-17 in Appendix B.
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TABIE 43 -

Offense by Sex of Juvenile for the 1973

Official Violation Petition™

Offense Sex

Male Female . Total

N ‘ % N % N 2
Detention Hearing 27 34 61  36.8
Warrant oo 20 | 29 49 2905
Other Arraignment 34 13 47 28.3
Unknown 6 3 9 5,4

87 52,4 79 47.6 166 100.0

had made their presence scarse enough for the judge to issue a war:ant
for them to be picked up and brought before the court. ‘Another thing to
note is that a large percentage of the balance who were brought in ‘for
arraignment required the special type of arraignment or détention (36.8%)
hearing. There are no figures available on how many detentions were
required for juveniles having official petitions in the other two

statuses.
Offenses for the official PINS petitions (Table 44) wére also
fairly evenly balanced between males (48. 8%) ard females (51.2%), but with a

slight edge going to the females this t:Lme. Parents (5 .63} and schools

(47.3%) had an almost equal amount of PINS Detltlons reach offlcn.al status;

‘ 'These data are presented by sex and age in Table B-17 in Appendix B.
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TABLE 44
Offense by Sex of Juvenile for the 1973 -
ﬁ Official PING Petitions™ o
: . ) TABLE 45
Offense Sex
oex Offense Classification by Sex of Juvenile for
Male ; Female Total ' — r 1973
‘ | N 3 N8 N s Official JD Petitions:
e Ungovernable 50 82 u 132 5L.6
Truancy 75 46 121 47.3 Offense Sex ' )
Transfer from ‘ | Male Female ' Total
o . other County 0 3 . 3 1.1 N % N % N %
P ' rotals To5 . 48.8 91 5L.2 256 100.0 Felony 358 17 375 38.4
' . o 2
-+ Misd/felony 215 43 , 258 26,4
Misdemeanor 283 42 o 35 332
| there are some indications that many of the juveniles whose parents file ‘ Violati‘on3 5 g g ' 0.‘8
ungovernability petitions against them have histories of truancy. RE. Other o 10 2 12 1.2
| | Total 871  89.1% 107 1098 978  100.0
The ratio of the sexes c‘{.jganges drast;}.cally for the offenses alleged
on the official JD petitions for 1973 - 9 males to every 1 female
(Table 45). Known felonies (38.4%) were slightly more frequent than known lThese data are presented by specific offense and age in Table .B~l9 in
; . ’ < ‘ Appendix B. T .
Vf misdemeanors (33.2%) - 2 o o
) From {:hg data it was not possible to giscern if these offenses were
classified as felonies or misdemeanors. A C
1 These data are presented by sex and age in TMable B-18 in BAppendix B. 3violation here refers to the offense classification for which there .is

| | o bdon Drd a penalty and not to the violation of an official petition.
2carlisle H. Dickson, Target PINS - &n Experimental Action Program, , i
Rochester-Monroe County Criminal Justice Pilot City Program, Graduate
SEaan school Of Management, The University of Rochester, Jue, 1975. See
ST G also the discussion on the Rochester City School District's £iling
EiE of petitions in Chapter 2 of this report.

Keep in mind that we are counting total offenses and consequently those ’
.Jl:‘tvenlles who were charged with multiple offenses on the same petition
will appear more than once in these data. ‘ '

L R g 2
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Keep in mind that total offenses were counted and consequently tf.lose‘?‘
juveniles who were charged with multiple offenses on the same official
pétitic;ﬁ wiil appear more than once in these data (see Table 23). The
number of multiple offenses on each official JD petition is shown in
Table 46. While 546 official petitions (72.8%) named only one offense,

27.2% named more than one offense.

TABIE 46

Frequency of Multiple Offenses on

the 1973 Official JD Petitions

Munber of Offenses Named

1 2 3 4 Total
Frequency of JD N 546 183 , 18 3 750_ |
Lol TEEEXS ¢ m.e 24.4 2.4 0.4 100.0

The bulk of the balance of offenses in Table 45 were those which
according to legal definition could be a misdemeanor or a felony depending

upon the seriousness. The information to determine which category they

balonged in was not available. Even if those 258 offenses (26.4%) were all

misdeneanors, the almost 40% felony rate was a considerable proportion of

the total offenses for this age group. This percentage is consistent with

the number of arrests for felonies (41.5%) in Monroe County (see Tab;e :Lg) .

If the allégatidns of a petition are not established, the oourt

' i 1 1 & iE 4 ations are
mugt dismiss the pc—::tn':t::Lc::nfL On the other hand, if the allgggtlo

lrlx:}dmney, Family Court, 1963, gection 751.

w8
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substantiated, the court states the reasons for finding the juvenile
either a JD or a PINS.» When the juvenile hds been so adjudicated, the

court orders a hearing for the disposition of the juvenile.

Special Diversion Program

Just as there were special programs designed to divert juveniles
from the court system at the precourt stage, there is one such pfoject
proposed for the court stage. This project, called Target PINS, is an
action grant prepared for the County of Monroe and the Department of
Probation by the Rochester-Monroe County Criminal Justice Pilot City
Program. The grant for $90,000 covers a ld-month period with a proposed
starting date of July 1, 1975 (subject to final grant approval). It |
calls for a full-time staff of five (director, 3 youth crisis counselor

advocates, and a secretary), a part-time research analyst, and some

part~time research assistants.

The purpoée of the project is to divert as many of the
wofficial PINS_petitions out of cou:ft as possible, over and above those
diverted out by the farm'_ly court itake pmbatioﬁ; The reasoning behind
this is to rerfove all of fhe PINS cases from thé court not @nly to reduce
the kwbrkload within coﬁrt, but also because such cases - wh;iich are called
statusi céses in that if the "of fense" were camitted by an:adult; it
would NOI' be é crime - shoﬁld be settled outside of cdurt, so that the

juvenile is not " 1abeledf' . The crisis counselors will maintain a low

caseload of only 15 juveniles and will be on call to them 24 hours a day

11bid, Section 752.
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by means of an answering service. One aim is to create a low -
pressure but intensive type of counseling situation. No juvenile will
be in the pwgram more than three wonths, and will receive counseling
frcfn the staff member and referrals to various local agencies that work
with juveniles, After the three-month period, the staff will‘ make a
recommendation on the duvenile to family court intake to either adjust
the case infommally or file an official petition. dJuveniles who are
randomly assigned to Target PINS willl be compared with those who
receive the normal intake services to determine whether or not this

type of diversion is effective.

Court Stage Summary

tnofficial petitions from the precourt stage — police, school
officials ; parents ~ which are not adjusted at that stage, enter the
family court system. The unofficial JD petitions go to the screener for
review and are then passed on to intake probation. BAt intake these
unofficial JD petitions plus the mioffioial PINS petitions from school
districts, and tha unofficial petitions from ﬁvalk—in‘clients are ali
reviewed by intake to see if any can be adjusted informally. Those

 that cannot: be, are sent to the court calendaring clerk who clocks them

in, making them official ,pet;.tmns. They are then processed for court
!narmg Violation petitions‘ and petltmrxs of oomplalnants who are
ﬁmsatmsfwd with the dn.spot:n.tmn of thelyr unafficial petltlon at the

precourt. stage come da.rec’cly o the court calendarlng clerk The intake

probation officer technically is respons;ble for the juvenile through
- adjudication or fact finding; i.e., arraigmment and trial. The case

S _ 110

may be dismissed at any stage for various reasons, 50 thé number of

appearances before the Judge varies. The cases may also be adjoumed

at various times, so the length of a case ig unpredictable., When all
of the facts are in, the juvenile is either d.lsm.lssed or adjudlcated
(i.e., found guilty of the allegatlons on the official petition) a

JD or PINS. Those Juveniles who are adjudicated then enter the
postcourt stage of the process.
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CHAPTER 4 . ' ' o

Y Postcourt Stage'

Those juveniles who are adjudiceted either a JD or a PINS,
-must have a dispositional hearing. The purpose of this type of hear-
ing is to determine if the JD requires supervision, treatment or confine-
ment, and if a PINS needs supervision or treatment.? In order to make
this decision, the judge uses the information from the adjudicetion ehear-
ings on the preseﬁt case and in addition reqi:ests that a‘ social history

3

:mvestlgatlon be done by the supervms:.on probatlon section of the proba—-

t:.on depart:nent 4 10 accamplish the latter, the case is adjourned Adjourn-

ments«after an adjudicatory hear:.ng or during a d:LSpOSlthnal hearing may

lThere are two ways in wmch the postcourt stage for Jjuvenile offenders
can be defined. The first choice is to say'that all time that involves
court hearings —— from the arraignment through disposition -- is the
court stage ard the physical placement of the juvenile, either in his/
her own home or away from that home is postcourt., The other alternative
is to define all court hearings from arraignment through fact finding
as the court stage. Everything after that, even the dispositional
hearing is then referred to as postcourt because any juvenile who is

i

not dismissed, is assigned to supervision probation for an investigation
q before the dispositional hearing. The entrance into the process of this
fé : section of the probatlon department can constitute the beqn.nnlng of the

postcourt stage. It is the second definition that is followed in th:Ls report.

FETI

2Nk:K:mney, Family Court, 1963 Sectlon '743

i 2

3“Repm:t:s prepared by the probatlon services for use by the court at any

s time prior to the making of an order .of dispositon shall be deemed
confidential information furnished to the court which the court in a

. proper case may, in its discretion, withhold from or disclose in whole

‘ . ' or in part to the law guardian, counsel, party in interest, or other

SN , ‘ ’ - —_— o ; ; appropriate person. Such reports may not be furnished to the court prior
SUE B , : - ' : -  to the campletion of an adjudicatory hearing but may be used in a dis- L

o positional hearing." McKinney, Family Court, 197475, Secﬂ:lon 746 Pt i

4Intake probaf:lon officers have technlcally been with the juvenile through
the adjudlcatlon -~ arraignment ard trial. In order not to confuse that
section of probatlon with the section that handles the postcourt investi-
gation and supervision, the latter will be referred to in thlS report as
! psuperv,lslon probatlon. .

3
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not be more than:l0 days and a total of two such adjournments will be

| granted without special circumstances if the motion is from the court

or the prosecution. If the moticn comes on behalf of the juvenile, it
may be for a “"reasonable length of time".k

Supervision Probation

Assignment of Cases: Supervision probation officers are assigned

to cases based primarily on two criteria -- geographic residence of the
juvenile and same matching of the juvenile's problems with the’ﬁ)robation
officer's experience. The importance of geographic residence is one of
ti'zé changes that has occurred in the probatibn, department's reorganization
over the past two or three years. The aim was to decentrallz»ﬁ the
supervision probation section into four groups. Each group would have
the responsibility" for residents in one fou:fth of Monroe County. This

‘part of the changeover has been accomplished.3

IMcKinney, Family Court, 1974-75, Section 749.

2These four sections are identical to the catchment area system defined

for Monroe County as mandated by HEW in the Comprehensive Community
Mental Health Centers Acts, 1963 1965, and 1979. ‘

3This part of the changeover was, made poss;ble through a grant that was
prepared by the Pilot City Program foxr the County of Monroe and the Pro-
hation Department. For details refer to Monroe County Family Court Pro-
bation Project, Rochester-Monroe County Criminal Justice Pilot City Pro-
gram, Graduate School of Management, University of Rochester, 1973. The next
phase is to have a satellite office in each of the four quadrants which
would increase mobility between the cgseworker and client, and, hopefully,
would save many clients long trlps down to the Hall of Justice, The loca-
tion for the first such office in the northwest quadrant of the county :
(Area D) has -been decided on and is currently being made functional. The'
staff for that area is expected to be physically located on Buffalo ‘Road
gametime this year. Another phase of the changeover is to eetablish yhat
might be called “"subsatellite" offices at other locations within each quad-
rant. Such smaller offices would only be open at- specific times based
upon the need in the area. For example,* such an office might be open
in one town or village one or two days a week, and in another town or
village one day a month; and some towns and villages would have no need

for such services. The subsatellite offices would be operated by the
satell:.te office.

i \%/) s
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Once the juvenile's residence is known, the case is assigned Investigation and Supervision: The supervision probation i
to the supervision probation team in that geographical area. Each officer then meets with the juvenile and his/her family, and begins

team has one principal probation officer, one or two supervisors, and compiling information for the social histary, and starts counseling

several senior probation officers, probation officers, and probation - and supervising the juvenile. It is because this supervision begins

officer trainees. The entire supervision probation section has a staff at this point, that this is considered a part of the postcourt stage

of appmxﬁnately 65, but each team size depends upon the caseload of the
1 v

even though there is still a court hearing in the picture. The social

avea. history investigation requires interviews with the family regarding the

, juvenile's current and past bl i th histo
After assigmment to a team, the juvenile is then assigned to o e B Fhpmicat e ‘mental heath sty

: and any contacts with other agencies (dru ’ ‘ : \ 4

a specific supervision probation officer within that team. If the juvenile , ; ch (drug groups, Department of Social 3
; e a s g Services, etc.). Withthe parents' consent, the i -

has been assigned to supervision probation before, the probability is high pAiatd , ’ se agencies kare con

| tacted for relevant information, a 1
that he/she will be assigned to the same probation officer —- unless dur- r a8 well as the teachers and counselors

| at ‘the juvenile's cwn school. A mental h iaghostic mi ro-
ing the recent changeover the former probation officer was assigned to 4 calth disgnostic might be re

' . . . - quested from an appropriate agency and a physical inati 4
a geographical area different from the one in which the juvenile resides. PPEOP gency physical examination might be

. deemed necessary.
Tn the latter instance, the juvenile would be assigned to a new probation
officer and attempts are made to try to make the assignment on the basis In addition to this, the investigation involves 1§oking into

of the juvenile's specific needs and the probation officer's experience

the juvenile's past history with the police and court system. Any

. ; 2 ‘ :
with that type of problem. recurrence of such contacts, called recidivism, helps to point out

vhether the situation is acute or chronic, and the seriousness of the

lpor futher information on probation staff and budgets, refer to Tables

past behavior activitieé. Same idea of the degree of yecidivism
B-1 through B-6 in Appendix B. U egr , among

 the juvenile population for 1973 can illustrate same of the patterns amd

Zwith the recent cambination of adult and family court probation, many *‘“ \ 5

of the probation officers formerly with adult probation had experience g problems that confront the supervision probation officers.

~ only with criminal cases, where the philosophy is to protect the public. " - S0 B cers

Family court matters and especially juvenile cases are geared toggred : RN

helping the child, and require a slightly different approach. The - ' . Recidivism: There'are o ways of looking at the e i
probation departmém:‘ has no rules as to the type of_case.logd the pro- S b ) Y g at the recidivian 2 :

‘ bation officers must carry. Some teams have probation officers who . data for 1973. First of all, a look|at the nurber of juveniles who had :

- handle only juvenile cases; other teams have only probation officers A N

. o who handle both juveniles and adults. It 1s largely based on personal more than one official petition before the court within the calendar o
- preference and the philospphy of each team. | . | | ! oy e
o - R, | year 1973 fwhich will-ks called multiple petitions) an give an idea
R ’ ' . B 7 ¥
e o | | | o | : ) v 1

- T R — .




~counting the muber of official petitions they had in 1973 across all

of the recent frequency of recidivism. Secondly, the number of |
official petitions before family court prior to 1973 (which will
be called "priors") can provide some information on the historjcal }

aspect of recidivism. 1

S T e

 The nurber of multiple official petitions incurred by juveniles

within each of the three petition statuses can be seen in Table 47. While
most of the unique individuals within each petition status had only cne o

official petition of that particular status, one JD had as many as seven |
official JD petitions within 1973 alone ard another juvenile had as many :
as five violaticng; three official PINS peti'tions was the largest number

for any single juvenile. : '
) - i‘

The figures in Teble 47 count éach unigue juvenile within each
petition status, but save juveniles had petitions of more than one status. °
When considering the unique juveniles in the total population (800) and

o TR e

three statuses (Table 48), the picture changes slightly. Nearly 30% of

the 800 unique juveniles who came before family court in 1973 were there 4
on more than one oi’:ficial petition. About half of that percentage (13.8%

or 110 unique juveniles) were involved with official petitions of more
than one status; ahd seven of these juveniles had official petitions of
all three statuses. Table 49 provides a further breakdown of those unique
juveniles who had official petitions in more than one status. Glancing

at. each of the four possible types of official petition cdnb:inations, it
can be seen that slightly more than half (62 or 56.3%) ‘of,the 110 juveniles
had only one official petition for each of the possible cambinations,

TABLE 47 - '

Frequency of Multiple Petitions

Imurred in 1973 by the Unique Juveniles Within Each Petition Status

Petition . Iaiusoals Watnin Total M

Status Petlt;on ¥requency Each Statu; oft;étmz
2 3 4 5 6 1 |

Violation 108 22 3 o0 1 o o 134 166

PINS 273 1 0 0o 0 o 251 256

m 34089 0 15 3 1 1 = s

TOIAL N 749114 34 15 4 1 1 218 1‘,172

% 8l.6 12.5 3.7 1.6 0.4 0.1 0.1 100,0

Lhis total is 918 and not ‘
) d not 800 (the mumber of unigue juveniles in the to
: e of u > tal ula-~
:ion) _becat}ie vhen oounf:.lr}g the total unique juveniles within each petitionp:%atus
ane Juveniles have petitions of more than one status so are counted more than orice’s

»

20 . . . ,
in 2 Cafl, B eyt e mnter of i sivias
; equency n at the top of that co
For example, the violation rov; is inf b S
- LS, terpreted as follows: Cell L =
unlcue individuals, the petition fr £ + Posesl = 108,
Therefore, 108 x 1 = 108 total petitions.  Tho reor corom 8150 ds L.
T petitions. The next cell has 22 und
individuals, the column fr i ore S 44 umique
N e equency 1s 2. Thern =
petitions represented in that c e%’,l, 2 o onr:zfore, 22 x 2 = 44 total




TABLE 48
Frequency of Multiple Petitions Incurred

in 1973 by Unique Juveniles

Frequency of the Number

of Unigque Juveniles

Otficial Petitionlccrnbimatinns 5 >
Single Petition/Single Status: ‘
Violation Only lgg ( 2(29;
» oty | B (23)
TOMAL 569 71.0
Multiple Petition/Single Status: " 0.5
Violation Only 2 (0: 2
7 oy W a3
TOTAL ' 121 15.2
Multiple Petition/Two Statuses: . 2.9)
violation and PINS 5 (5.4)
violation and JD 3 (4.6) |
PINS and JD ' » is _\2.0)
TOTAL | 103 12,9
Mualtiple Petition/Three Statuses:
Violation, PINS, and ID : 1 __(0.9)
goot 100,0

GRAND'IUI‘Aﬁ

lpata on age and sex and number of official petitions incurred in 1973 are

given in Table C-1 in Appendix C.

0
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TABLE 49 -
ol ‘ ‘
Frequency of Unigque Individvals Having Maltiple Petitions

ot e A B

in 1973 for Combinations of 2 and 3 Statuses

Violation -~ PINS
Petition Petition
Frequency Frequency
L2 3
1 19
2 4
3
TOTAL
INDIVIDUALS 230 0=23
Violation JD
Petition - - Petition
Frequency Frequency
L2 03 4
1 19 9 6 1
2 6.1
3 iR
TOTAL
INDIVIDUALS 26 10 6 1=43
~ PINS JD
Petition : Petition
Frequency Frequency
12 03 4
1 2009 3 3
2 2
3
TOTAL
INDIVIDUALS 22 9 3 3=37
3 Status Combinaticns Nunber of
Possible Frequency Individuals Having
of Petition That Combination
Yy B o |
1 I 4
2 1 1
5 1 1 1
1 1 4 1
TOTAL ‘ i
INDIVIDUALS 7=
GRAND TOTAL, INDIVIDUALS = 110
121

s



In other words, looking at each box in Table 49 separately, it can
be seen that 19 juveniles had one Violation and one PINS official:
petition; another 19 juvenlles had one Violation and one JD official
petition; 20 others had one PINS and cne JD official petition; and
for the three status combination, 4 juveniles had one Violation,

one PINS, and one JD official petition. |

If 30% of the 1973 juvenile offender population recidivated
within 1973, the next question vould be to ask how much of this
population had offenses prior to 1973, With the constraints of the
filing system at fam;.ly court, the answer to this question was not
available for the total population. Data on certain subsets of the
total population are presented in the next six tables. There was no
file at family court from which all of the prior official petitions
of any one juvenile could be obtained. A JD file indicated only
how many };uricr official 0D petitions that juvenile had. In addition,
this information was also available fcn: Violations which were
Violations of a JD petition. From these two sources there were
fourd to be 497 wnique juveniles with official D petitions in 1973
on viham the number of JD priors could be obtained. These data are
presented by sex of the juvenile (Table 50)1, and indicate that 73.4%
of this subgroup had no prior official D petitions. For those JDs

who had priors, the percentage of males (30.0%) is greater than that for

females (16.1%) by about two to cne.

Mhese data ave given by age in Table C-2 in Appendix C.

| _TARIE 50 o
_Frequency Distribution of the Number of JD Petitions "Incurréd

Prior to 1973 by Sex of the Juveniles*

Frequency of JD Petitions

Prior to 1973 ’ ‘ Sex
| Males | J Females
0 | N 261 104
3 70.0% 83.9%
1 62 13 v
2 22 4
3 18 1
6 2
2 0
6 1 0
T 0 0
; ) B oy
1 ot More Priors : 008 16.15
GRAND TOTAL, ‘ N 373 124
% 100.0% 100.0%

l’l'lxese dat,a are given by age in Table VC-':.Z in Appendlx C.

2 .
See the narrative for the explanation of this N.

| thal

365
73.4%

75
26
19

132
26.6%

497 2
100.0%




The information on PINS priars vas acquired in a smujar Because of the court's filing system, the only group for

whom  the total recidivism history = including both official JD

‘ manner. A PING file indicated only the nurber of prior OfflClal u, o ’
?[‘ : PINS petitions that that juvenile had incurred. This plus the j; and PINS priors coul@ be collected was that group of juvenile
[ . i formation cbtained from those Violations where the juvenile had | H | offenders who had multiple official petitions in 1973 in two or
f’ . violated a PINS official petition are swmarized by sex of the. § | three different petition statuses. These were the 110 unique
'{ juvenile in Table 51.1 This subgroup totaled 345, of which 77.1% ‘sf; juveniles defined in Tables 48 and 49. The age and sex of the
’ . had no PINS priors. In accordance with previous PINS data, the ?%%
ratio between the sexes is more evenly balanced, with the females § ‘ TABLE 52
s (25.8%) having a slight edge over males (20.2%) on the number of priors. % | Age and Sex of the Subgroup of the Total Population Which Shows
, J?j ’ Both the JD and PINS Recidivism for Each Unique Juvenile Prior to 1973
rmquamy Distribution of the Number of PINS Petitions Incurred g vale el « | '_1_'93;_31}_‘
P:x:ior o 1973 by Sex of the Juveniles 1«* ‘ . .
Frequency of PINS % . k
Petitions Prdor ‘ ~ i
to 1973 Sex E .
° | % lﬁlzg.ss; 1?13.2% 233.1% 10 s 2 2 1.8 ‘
1 35 40 5 i1 ‘ 6 6 5.5
4 ___‘1_ 3 4 ‘ 12 ' 6 | . 6 5.5
?ﬁﬁiﬁ‘i&s B 20.26 P08 22.9% | {,{ iz | :z | Z “ | 22 SRR
- a M SR T b SR ‘ | 28.2
Grad Total P Thoos 160.0% 70008 % 15 23 22 45 409
e i v _ _ _
ese data ave presented by age in Toble C-3 in Appendix C. | TOTAL N7 3 110
“ 28@@ the narrative for the e::pianation of this N. | ' ' % 68.2 31.8 , 100.0
124 | 125
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juveniles in this subgroup is shown in Table 52, and if campared
to the description for the total population (Teble 24), it can be
geent that this subgroup is a fairly representa'tivg,/ sample on these
two variables. In Table 53 the figures show that over half (57.3%)
of the population had no priors of any kind befofe 1973; another
11.9% bad no JD priors, but did have some PINS priors; another
25.4% had some JD priors but no PINS priors. The balance of the
popwlation (5.4%) had both JD and PINS priors.

TABIE 53
Frequency of Official OD and PINS Petitions Incurred Prior to 1973 by the

Subgroup of Unicque Juveniles Who Had )‘.v’mltiplez Official JD and PINS Petitions

In 1973
O peace. PG Bribr.
- 9 1 2 - ToTAL

N % N 0% 0N % N3
0 63 57,3 11 10,1 2 1.8 76 69.2
1 17 155 4 3.6 21 19.1
2 4 3.6 1 0.9 5 4.5
3 3 2,7 3 2.7
4 2 L8 1 09 3 2.7
5 1 0.9 1 0.9
6 08 _ _1 00
TOTAL 91, 82,7 © 17 155 2 1.8 110 100.0
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Ih other words, the data seem to indicate that a juveniie
either had a history of JD or of PINS, but only a small percent had
a history of both. Since these 110 juveniles represent a fair Saxxple
of the total population in terms of age and sex, one might -~ with
caution -- say this is true of the total 1973 juvenile offender pop-
ulation. Generalizations beyond 1973 could only be substantiated by
further regearch.

In sumary, what can be said ébout recidivism for the 1973
, juvenile offender pdpﬁlation is that 29% had multiple official petitions
in 1973 a‘lon‘e.y (Table 48)‘. From a subgroup of the total JD population,
26.6% had incurred official JD petitions prior to 1973 (Table 50).
From a subgroup of the total PINS population, 22.9% had incurred
official PINS petitions prior to 1973 (Tables)). In the sample
population (with cautious generalizations to the total population),
42.7% of the juveniles had a history of priors consistiné of all dD's
or all PINS, or scme cambinatj.‘on‘of both (Table 53). While not recid- ;
vism per se, it might be well‘ to note that another 41: (37.3%) juveniles
from this sample population had multiple offenses (more than one
offense charged on any one petition); these 41 represent 20.1% of the
total 204 juvenile offenders in 1973 who had multiple offenses
- (Table 46) ;l

lData showing cambined multiple petition and priors. historv for each
- of these 110 juvenile offenders by age are in Table C~4 in
- Appendix C. : ~ . .
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Serious consﬁeration must be given by the supegvision
px:emtion officer to the recidivism patterns of a juvenile, as well
ap what dispositions have been made in the past, why they did not
work, and what would work in the future?

Disposition and Placement

A8 mentioned before, during the time of the investigation,
the supervision probatmn officer also counsels the javemle and his/her
faNﬁ.lyﬁ Frequently, the outcame is that the recomrendation or:.gmally
outlined for the court is changa:i. before the dispositional hearing. For
example, the supexvision probation officer might have originally planned
on a placement, but adequate counseling ‘and possibly referrals might
alter the decision so that the final recampendation to the cqurt would

be to leave the juvenile at his/her own hare.

If the supervision probation officer favors placement, then
a guitable agency wust be found. There are three types of placement
facilities: gvoup hares (state or private), state camps (conservation
type work canps), and institutions (state training schools or private

agencies). Some facilities have certain restrictions such as age, physical,

or mental health, and type of offense (state law says that s and FINS

Will not be placed in the same gacilitiesh: This means that the super-
~ vision probation officer rmust have a knowledge of which agencies a par-

| t.imlmf juvenile is eligible to enter and then contact these agencies to

%@. apgliea o the New York State facilities only: private agencies may

conbiine 3mmni1ea classified in the two statuses.
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search for vacancies.

There are two resources for general information, one of
wh:.ch is already fumtlonmg the New York State Division for Youth
(NYSDFY) +— and one wh:.ch is just organlzing - the Monroe County Depart-
ment of Social Serwvices (MCDSS) Central Placement Intake Service.?

Private agencies are also contacted.3

The parents or legal guardians are still responsible for the
juvenile and,’ therefore, are expected to contribute toward the financing
of the juvenile's placement outside of his/her own home. MCDSS works
out the payment schedule with the parents. If parents object, the

matter can be hrought before the family court as a support case.

*

l'I'he NYSDFY is a part of the Executive Department of the State of New
York and not the Correctional Division. They have two major functions:
1,) offer direct services to juveniles 7 through 18 years of age, i.e.,
commitment, placement, counseling, aftercare, etc., and 2.) monetary,
the allocation of money to different localities for juvenile programs
such as the county youth boards (they finance about 50% of youth board
budgets) . The NYSDFY presently operates eight training schools and

five camps in New York State, and five group hames in Monroe County alone,
The state training schools take juveniles who are classified as Title IITI;
that means they have been sent to NYSDFY by the court; custody and
respons:LbJ.lJ.ty for their care has been transferred to NYSDFY also. Title
IT juveniles are either voluntary (they did not came through the court
system, but were possibly referred by a private person or agency) or on.
condition of probation (the juvenile is placed on probation provided that
he/she spend same part of that time at a NYSDFY camp or group home),
These juveniles are still the responsibility of supervision probation.

2'I'h:Ls service is to provide centralized information on the various place-
ment facn.hties within Monroe County, i.e., entrance requirements, bed
capaca.ty, openings available, etc, Vhen this is functional, the supei~
vision probation officer will make a recamendaticn to the court for
placement of the juvenile with MCDSS and that agency in turm will do the
checking for the appropriate and avallable facility.

,- 3M.l phcement facilities whether state, county, or pr:.vat.e are operated

under guidelines set up by the New York State Board of $icial Welfare.
This agency is responsn.ble for visiting each facility rexgularly and
seeing t}at it is operated according to standards,
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The collection of all of this investigatory material takes ] When all of the=ssformation is before the judge, the £iol

from four to six weeks., This time naturally varies depending on whether
it is the jIWenilé‘s first time m supervison probation or whether there
have been several previous appearances for which much of this informa-
tion had alveady been gathered and needs only some updating. For those
juveniles in detention who have to ccme before the court every ten days
for review of their detention status, extra efforts are made to expedite
the process, The final recommendations which are prepared for the dis-
positicﬁnal hearing are made on a case by case, family by family heed
bagis, '

Dispositional Hearings

According to New York State Law, the disposition on JDs
may be susperded juﬁgmnt,l placement, probation, or cc:r,rtxu'.’c:meam:.2
Those for PINS may be discharged with a warning, suspended judgment,
placenent, or probation.3 At the dispositional hearing, the supervision
probation officer makes recammendations to the judge on what an éppro-
priate disposition might be in the case, as well as recamendations on
whare the juvenile should be placed. Justification for these recommen-
dations most also be presented. In the case of placement, of the juv-
enile outside of his/her own home, there must be justification not only
of the place recommended, but also justification' of why the other agencies
were felt to be not appropriate.

N Judge may susperd Judgrent on a case for a maximum of one year,

and if during that time the juvenile has no further difficulties with
the law, the official petition terminates by statute.

MoKinney, Family Court, 1963, Section 753.

3hid, Section 754.
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decisions are r‘uaéka,.l The maximm term of susperded judgment is one
year.2 Placement may ke in the juvenile's own home, with a relative '
private person, authorized agency, or youth center. The maximum time
of placement is 18 months, however, the case is usually reviewed after
a year to see if the continuance is necessary. Extensions may be
granted urder certain circumstances, but no placement may be continued
after the juvenile reaches his/her 18th bir:m‘:htfiay.3 Probation is for a
maximm period of two years for JDs and one year for PINS. This may
be continued for one additional years.4 Commitment to an institutions
for JD is a maximum of three years, but locally, this disposition is

avoided in favor of placement.

The dispositions .on the 1,172 official 1973 petitions are
shown in Table 54. The placement category refers to placement outside
of the juvenile's own hame. The chance of being so placed was greater
for those juveniles who violated a previous official petition (47.0%
of all dispositions on the Violation petitions). Juveniles on PINS
petitions had close to equal probabilities of being placed (28.1%),

L order to avoid attaching certain stigma to a juvenile, the court
on its own motion at any time during the proceedings may substitute
a PINS petition for the original JD petition, or may substitute a
neglect petition for the original official PINS petition. Ibid,
Section 716.

211id, Section 755.

'BM:Kinney, Family Court, 1974-75, Section 756.

4

Ibid, Section 757.

5

Ibid, Section 758.
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TABLE 54

Disposition by Status of Each Unigue Official

petition for the 1973 Juvenile offerxdersl

Dispogition Petition Status
| ap PINS Violation Total
placemen N 87 72 78 237
Pacgnont % 11.6 28.1 47.0 20.2
, ; 134 79 17 230
Profation g 17.8 30.8 10.2 19.6
Suspended/ 5 ; 605
5 488 9l 26
Piarissed 3 65.1 35.6 15,7 = 51.7
41 14 45 100
Octioz? 2 5.5 5.5 27.1 8.5
: 72
TOTAY N 750 256 166 1.l
FOG & 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0

wat on probation (30.8%), or having theiy case suspended (35.6%).
The JDg, however, had a much higher probability (65.1%) of having
thoir cases suspended, placed on genexal reserve? or dismissed.

Lihose data are shown in moze detail in Table C-5 in Appendix C. Also,
additional information on disposition by age, residence, and home where
the juvenile lived at the time of his/her offense can be fourd in Tables
Cw6, C~7, and C~8 respectively in Appendix C.

zimludes Sugpended Judgment, Withdrawn, Dismissed, General Reserve.
3:1’::1@11:{:1@9 Unknown, Transfer, Vacated Dispositions, etc.
dGeneral reserve is when a petition is held in abeyance for a specified
short amount of time - most frequently 30, 60, or 90 days.
T# can be reactivated if the juvenile gets into trouble before the end
of the stipulated time pericd. If the juvenile has no further encounters
before the termination date of the general reserve stipulation is
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One reason for this high percentage might be i:hat if a D
has more than one official petition at the same hearing, the judge
might make a disposition on only one of them and put the others on
general reserve or suspension. This is done provided the juvenile
does not viclate the provisions ‘cutlined in the disposition of the
one official petition that the judge doés make a decision on, and
provided the juvenile does not get involved in new offenses. Tables
47, 48, and 49 show that more juveniles who had multiple petitions
in 1973 were JDS, and it is known from the data’ that more than one

official petition was processed on a given day for a given juvenile.z

The number of new cases added to the supervision probation
section over the 1ast ten yéars is shown in Table 55. Do not be
decelved by the percentage of new juvenile cases each year. While
the total mumber of new juvenile cases may be greater than the number
of new adult cases, there is a much faster twrnover of juvenile cases
because of the short duration of prbbation. On the other hand, adults
may be on probation for several years. Therefore, carryover of adult
cases from year to year exceeds the carryover of juvenile cases,
which makes the overall caseload of any one supervision probation

officer contain more adults than juveniles.

Most juveniles who are suspended or receive probation, are

returned to their own hxmes. Table 56 shows the placement for each

lSee footnote 1, page 74 in this report.

Refer to the section on Research Problems in Appendix C for a further
discussion of this topic, ‘
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Nurber of New Adult and Juvenile Cases Placed an

" | ; A :‘
Probation from 1962 through 1971 4 ADLE 56
Placement: for Fach Unicua 1973 Officdal Pebitdon
Total New Parcant ;
Total Total New Juvendle of Juvenile | Lype of Ngensy an, PINS Violatdons Total
Yeax: New Cases Aalt Cases L= - ~hges 0 Sectaxian N 16 16 11 43
= ~ I % 2. 6.3 6.6 3.7
H
I Non-Sectaan® N 17 X7 21 55
| 1962 4%2 l&? 245 6:1»?. Q y % 262 696 12.7 4.7
{ : New York State
f 1963 428 R 285 0.0 s Di\fi:itan fon o
o 5 Youkh? N 53 17 27 97
. 1964 366 128 238 65,0 o % 7,1 6.6 16.3 8.3
[ . . 3 .
| o T . 58 : Merroe Comnty? N 9 25 21 55
g 1965 395 123 - 68,9 ; v . L2 9.8 12.7 1.7
| 1966 397 154 243 - 6.2 | Mental Bealth® N 5 4 4 13
| ‘ 433 ‘ ) 64.3 E % 0,7 1.6 2.4 1.1
1967 185 dded KA i .
!_- 1967 Si8 | | ContS N4 1 9 54
‘ . ‘ OV v
| ) . ik Parents ox
| 1969 536 187 349 65,1 : Relative N 582 163 62 807
| 142 §4.9 i ¥ T1.6 63.7 37.3 68.8
[ 4 : 2 2 : ¥ N . . )
W 583 10 . | Unkoown N zg ) 1g \ 3.16 ] 48
[ ) | ) g Y . . 4-1
1971 503 149 354 70.4 J“
I T01ALS N 750, 256 166 1,172
f % - -100,0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0_
¢ |
1Sem<:a. Anmual Reparts of the Monreoe County Famdly Com?tl 1962-1971. Mo [ Yincludes the Catholic I’amily Center, St. Joseph's Villa, Holy angels Hone,
fa.g\mes are available after 1971, : I St. Anne Institute, Lincoln Hall, Gustavus Adolphus. R
; 2meludes Bex:lxsmxc Farm for Boys, the Children's Village, Elmcrest Children's
Center, -Elmira Grove House, The George Juniox Republic, ard Hillside Children's
- Centex,
Includes juveniles placed on probation in various camps, as well as Highland :
3 Juveni «
‘ $choo). for Children, Hudson Schools Industry School, and Tryon School. o
v dmeludes Monroe County Department of Social Services, Foster Homes, Group Hoves,
Genesee Settlement House, and Forman Center. - 0
; Stncludes Newark Development Center, Monroe Developnent Center', and Rochester :
: State Hospital.
; i 6Inclndes juveniles who were already in placement under another petition and s
that placement was maintained and those juveniles released from the court's . :
L jurisdiction, for example, because they were too old.: , 5;\ :
g‘,;,;, ' Lt . . . D
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official unigue petition for Juvenile offenders in 197‘3. Apprmdmats.ly
68.6% vere returned to thedr parents or relatives, Of the 97 that w'e
placed with the NYEDFY, 42 were sent to the State Training School at
Indusdtry which is in Monroe County. Those 42, plus the 807 who returned
horee, m 54 who were merely xeleased from the court's jurisdiction, the
55 that went to other agencies in Monroe County, and the 13 in the
mental health category, total 971 or 82.8% of the total official
potitions, This represents the number of official 1973 petitions for
which placement: of the juvenile wag in Monroe County.

When the decislons are made by the judge, those cases on genexal

reserve wxl suspension are held in absyance untll the stipulated time limits

are up. The other cases are closed to the court® and the juveniles are
either under the jurisdiction of the supervision probation officer or
some one at NYSDFY. If the juvenile fulfills all of the cmﬁitions
Qtipt:hited by the court and probation, then he/she is released at the
end of the specified amount of tm.a If the juvenile fails to comply
with the judge's disposition, i.e., violates the disposition of the

Coffficial patition, he/she may be brought hack before the court, and the

disposition changed.>

J)\ﬁdlt:x.mal data on placement by age, residence, and home yhere the
Juvenile lived at the time the offense was comitted are in Tables
C=9, C~10, and C«-»ll respectively in Appendix C.

z'me court, however, on its own motion or that of any interested person
may grant a new addjuwldicatory or dn.spmsi.tmnal hearing. bk:lﬁ.rmey,
Family Court, 1974-75, Section 761.

3McKirmey, Family Court, 1963, 1974-75, Sections 776-779.

The juvenile may require alot of support from the super-
vising probation officer at the beginning of‘hisfhis probation period.
This may or may npt diminish as the time proceeds. The main focus
of the probation officer is to keep the juvenile busy. They both
counsel and may even refer the juvenile to various tutoring, reorea~
ticnal programs, or for mare one~to-one adult contact (@.g., the VIP
program) '.3’ If the juvenile doez not make appointments with the |
probation ofificer, then the probation officer must follow through,
Violations of the disposition are first dealt with informally in'an
attempt to adjust them without having to go to court, If the
viclations are too sérious, or if the juvenile cannot be located, the
rrobation officer may have to go to court: and request‘ a warrant he
issved. In such cases, the supervision probation officer becomes the
petitioner and the juvenile, is brought back into the system starting
with the court calendaring clerk. (Juveniles also came back into the

system at the precourt. stage when they commit new offenses.)

Postoourt Stage Summary

The final stage in the process begins at the point the
supervision probation section is asked to take charge of the juvenile in
Gfdér to compile a social history upon which a dispoéition ard placement
may be recommended and justified. The supervision probation officer
also oouhsels and refers the juvenile and/or his/her family. The.

LWolunteers in Partnership (VIP) is a program that started operation in
1972 as an ancillary service to supervision probation. It uses
volunteers to provide supportive friemdship and guidance to young people
under court supervision. Annual Report of the Monroe County Famdily
Court, 1963, p. 13.




dispogitional hearing is held, at which time the supervision proba- ‘
ton officer presents all of the relevant infomation. The judge
then makes the Firal decision. The juvenile may be under the court's
Jurisdiction for a specified pericd of time ai’,ther under suspension, é |
provation, or placement, If the juvenile gets into no further
difficulty, he/she is released at the end of the defined time period.
If the disposition is violated, be/she re-enters the system at the
court calendaring phase of the cowrt stage. If the juvenile commits

£
b
i

l

|

a new offense, then he/she re-enters at the precourt stage and the 4
whole process begine again, ) |
13

|

|

|

APPENDIX A

| ' _Precourt Stage
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1970 Juvenile Cerwug Population for Monroe County by City and Town®

TABLE A~1

7 yra. B yrs, 9 yrs, 10'yes, 1L yra,

“ 4 iy M P M P H P o M F T
City of ) , : ,
Techaster 2,56 480 4,996 2,492 2,447 4,939 2,475 2,428 4,903 2,544 2,549 5,039 2,428 2,388 4,816
Iordagtt 576 535 1,309 554 . 595 1,148 614 832 1,146 623 602 1,225 623 609 1,232
bt 29 288 517 e 293 G2 314 315 629 336 296 632 291 326 617
Panfiald s 300 615 25 280 575 310 310 620 300 298 596 291 275 566
Pexinton 416 A4 863 44% 40% 443 468 379 847 423 393 816 401 340 741
Pittator) /e W0 BB 268 - 255 516 280 257 537 330 283 613 301, 317 A8
Herilon 45 1| 93 55 ki:} 93 45 45 93 49 50 95 45 s 96
feinhton 268 49 Se2 3 s a0z 307 773 580 328 301 629 301 302 ° 603
Herzintta 478 425 903 465 415 BEg 486 442 928 456 454 920 425 434 859
Bk 46 25 73 Al 32 89 LY 41 93 27 42 69 36 k! 72
figeese 799 18 L,5% 794 730 1,54 875 813 1,688 872 817 1,609 g56 810 1,666
fates 306 242 568 2 206 578 271, 271 542 285 261 549 256 257 513
Ehild 24 s AR 3% 233 A6 253 237 4% 261 - 243 504 258 248 506
Woatland 47 49 96 51 49 106 59 50 109 52 66 118 54 56 110
Poreny 145 164 209 163 138 298 137 138 275 158 139 257 142 125 267
Ogdan 18 3% 149 1sr 730 151 12 295 164 151 315 159 157 316
Rima 40 ek} 13 6 42 8 38 45 83 39 33 72 37 35 72
Hamtin 6% 5211 54 49 10 52 47 99 46 kY4 83 51 50 101
Eiagkson 42 4G fia 1 51 B4 47 33 80 43 37 80 41 40 8l
Lotaden oL . 88 192 86 . 86 172 120 91 211 103 92 195 98 76 174
ITEAL Powena ‘ ‘ '
il , .
Vitlagoa) 4,663 4,472 9,135 4,692 4,386 9,078 4,871 4,464 9,335 4,905 4,59% 9,501 4,666 4,544 9,210
TIAL County 7,038 6,992 14,131 7,184 6,833 14,007 7,346 6,892 14,238 7,449 7,143 14,594 7,094 6,932 14,026
Villagea? ‘
mockore? 86 4§ 102 a4 s 99 62 59 121 50 47 97 44 a3
fang txh, 64 76 4L 7 63 1N 75 82 157 88 66 154 81 89 176
4Fatepact 30030 M4 82 88 15¢ 79 63 M2 78 7L M8 62 6L 12
O™ ) )
Villagen s 1w 198 185 3B} 216 . 204 216 18t 400 184 183

oo of datas: 1070 Consun of Porulation and Mousing, Secord Cownt, File Ay (On microfilm at the Monroe County

Manedng OfE{ee)

1t only villagos Lo Wideh cenong data are available are those which are themselves definod by one unique census

trart, s aovurs for five of the ton villages (Falrport, fastRoghoster, Hilten, Spencerport, and Brockpor

),

Daky 0P totad popalation dn the otbior five (boter, Pleesford, Honeaye Falls, Scottsville, ard Churchville) is
avitiable {n Hootng and

arn the only chon prosentiod individwlly,

Mtens flguras Includa the population ab 3.UNY. since that college is physically located within the Village of
feookport ard 18 thareby undor the jurindictlon of the Brockport Police Depagtment,

140
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Popuilabion, ‘fewns and Villages of Monvoa County, New York, Monroe County Department of

Plasiaind, 1975, rnlod IIYA and LI1L Since only Ehred of th Len VAllages Mmva their own police departwents, they
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city of
Fochaster

Irondequoit
Webster

- Fenfield
“Pprinton

Pittsford
Mendon
Brighton

Hencietta

Rush
CGreece
Gates
chili

"rmeatl.and‘

Parma
Ceden
Riga

 Mamlin

Clarkson
Sweden
TQIAL Towns
{Incinding
Villages)

TOTAL County’

Villages? ,
Brockport
Fast Rech,
Falrport

TQTAL
Villages

TABLE A-l, Contmuad

197 Juvenile Census Populatjon for Monroe County by City and Town®

12 yrs. 13 yxs, 14 yrs. 15 yrs. TOTALS
, F F ¥ F F ’ M 13 T
2,550 2,264 4,814 2,296 2,263 4,559 2,330 2,319 4,649 2,325 2,247 4,572 21,936 21,385 43,341
671 620 1,291 636 668 1,304 688 710 1,398 679 697 1,376 5,658 5,568 11,226
328 303 628 318 327 645 317 304 821 291 276 567 2,807 . 2,73t 5,543
343 300 643 322 245 567 261 273 534 275 267 542 2,712 2,54t 5,258
352 326 67 3086 303 609 327 288 615 304 291 - 595 3,439 3,166 6,607
295 286 581 307 308 615 291 302 593 293 =281 554 2,646 2,52¢ 5,175
65 63 128 49 68 117 50 57 107 61 53 114 464 47¢ 940
304 352 656 307 301 608 340 343 643 313 322 635 2,800 2,75¢ 5,558
436 380 816 403 416 819 = 361 364 725 319 316 - 635 3,339 3,646 7,485
35 43 78 62 23 85 130 26 156 156 27 183 582 285 877
889 803 1,692 794 834 1,628 855 12 1.627 732 812 1,544 7,466 7,129 14,595
299 267 566 255 235 490 282 248 530 264 209 473 - 2,530 2,299 4,829
251 224 475 264 256 520 239 208 447 257 212 469 2,248 2,099 4,347
58 58 1s 46 51 97 46 44 90 44 44 88 457 487 924
150 136 286 145 116 261 121 141 262 116 119 235 1,277 0 1,213 2,490
164 139 303 161 152 313 152 133 285 141 139 280 1,414 1,329 - 2,743
44 43 85 45 50 95 31 38 69 37 35 72 347 352 699
38 40 78 52 43 95 30 45 75 33 51 84 42} A4 835
7 A2 89 43 39 87 47 az 79 28 35 63 376 355 731
99 102 201 ‘ 99 85 184 98 101 199 103 86 139 910 807 },717
4,865 4,525 9,390 4,619 4,520 9;139 4,666 4,429 9,095 4,446 4,252 8,698 42,393 40,188 82,58l
7,415 6,783 14,204 6,915 6,783 13,698 6,996 6,748 13,744 6,771 6,499 13,270 64,349 61,573 125,922
61 5¢ L 57 46 103 ' 44 54 98 56 41 97 472 430 902
8L - &4 145 92 88 180 79 76 155 97 76 173 729 880 - 1,409
0 8 24 52 48 300 76 58 14 6 57 113 629 560 1,189
212 178 390 201 182 393 199 188 387 209 1 383 1,330 1,670 3,500
7
141
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TARLE A-)
Bilsags of public Rosds 4n Morwos County by City, Town, and Villaged

ﬁi‘i&}; Troas, frake Comby Tewn Village Total

v;xrngu Highumys Feads Streests Streets Mileage
f;ixz ot msmf 17.00 : ...txz 529.00 0.00 546.00
10.44 25,68 150,65 0.00 186,77
15,25 46,23 56.39. 12.87 130.74
3.40 0,00 0.00 12,87 15.87
12,25 46,23 56,39 0.00 114,87
Pren 25,12 34,57 75.05 0.00 134.78
fgﬂ:’ ‘n’“‘m“““' 21,53 34.35 93,89 25,07 174.84
¥alrpect Village 1.0 0,00 g.00 16.20 17.21
*Pavt ¥ast Rooh, vmaqaf’ 198 1.00 0.00 8.87 11.85
mmwa {togs Villages) 5 18,54 33,35 93.89 0.00 145,78
*{Toral Fagt fooh, Village™  3.95 1,99 0.00 L4014 23,68
¥ Eeafird ‘ 26,45 27.98 £4.19 14.37 133.43
Frart st ficeh, Village? 1,97 .99 0.00 - 8.87 11,83
Phteatond Village! 2,75 0.60 0,00 5,50 8.85
I‘«euﬁmﬂ {tong Villages) 22,47 26,39 64.19 0.00 112,75
Mendon 21,41 39,25 26,70 3.95 91.31
"oy Falls Village 2,68 2.48 0.00 3.95 9.11
Headon {legs Village) 18.73 36,77 26.70 0.00 82.20
Prighton 17,56 22,62 86.50 0.00 126,68
Wiricita 24,39 41,63 81.47 0.00 147.49
sigh 16,09 2541 . 20.78 0.00 62.28
Grtrica : 21,36 61,69 157.52 0.00 240,57
faloa 16425 18,52 63.58 0.00 99.35
ChiTh ui 29.54 30,19 - 60,77 0,00 120,50
Pheatia 14,62 32,47 20.23 5.07 72,39
fmgmvikm Village 2.52 1.26 0.00 5.07 8.85
Whaatland (Leas V&llxxga) 12.10 31,2 20,23 0.00 63.54
Papmy 18.23 50,05 16,01 9,48 93,77
Hifton Yiliane .68 1,20 0.00 9.48 12.37
s {Lega Yillaga) 16.55 48,84 16,01 0.00 81.40
fxdon 16,42 38,43 31.08 7.94 93,87
Liencsrport Viliage 2.24 2,26 0,00 7.94 12.44
@gﬁm {tasa Vidlage) 1418 36,17 31.08 0.00 8L.43
?r 16,60 30,93 20,06 2,20 69,79
“ehirehwillo Vitlage 2.80 2430 0.00 2.20 7430
‘g (esg vumge) 13.80 28,63 20,06 0.00 62,49
fundin 21.02 35,35 22,794 0.00Q 78.41
%f}g"‘km 20.88 16,02 9.27 0.00 46.17
slo 13,69 30.81 22.64 14.40 81.54
ockport Villaga 2,48 .90 0.00 14.40 17.78
Shaxten (Loss Village) 11.2% 29,91 22,64 0.00 §3.76
WAL Tows 367.29 642,18 1,079,86 95.35 2,184.68
Toral Villages 25.11 13,00 . 0,00 95,35 133,46
Tutal ‘mmﬁ {Lxnn \
TIAL Foncon founty 34,29 642,18 1..608,86 95,35 2,730,68

lfkm*ﬁ% of atar  Touns - Sonvoe County Department of Public Works: city Rochester
Bepagtment. of Dublic Wwka: Villagas - Village Clerks.

%t toly informotion available from the Village of Webster sas the tota) milesge, In
1368 thaly heoakdos as shosy 30 the veport, Rghwayd and Bridges in Monroe County, (by
Toens By, Contey for Cuwsenontal Regeaveh, July, 1983, PP, 7-8), was Stato - 2,04y
Conzaby = 0,580 Yillage ~ 10,50 Total ~ 1305, In order to dexive curxent ﬂgm:es, the
AETrronce hotweon tha peanent total mileaga (15.87) and that for 1968 (13.05) was esti-
pated ab (B8 Stabs Highsays and 1,86 Village streats,

By ow pepase of astiration, the total mileage for the Village of East Rochester was
dividad Into e wpal bdens - one added to Perinton and one to Pittsfard.

Fress floures were eatirates made by the Pittaford Village Clexk’s Office; they had ro
artual figuves avallale,
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Censug Tract

01

02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09

10 -

12
13
14

16
7
18
19

20
21

22
23
24
25
26

27
28
29
30

3L

az
33
34
35

37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

47
48
49

50

TABLE A-3

Nama of School

Scheol Without Walls
Cpexation Young Adults

scheol, §3

School §20

East Main St. Annex
Interim Jo. High
School #31

Schools #6, #9
Edison Tech
Schocl #5
School. #40

Marshall J¢.~Sr.. High
School #41

schools 47, 434
School, #30
Madison Jx. High

West Main St. Annex
School #4

Monroe Jr,+Sr. High
School $15

Jefferson Jr.-Sr. High
School #23

Schools #12; #13
School §24

School, #35
School, #49

Whitpey St, Annex

School. #14

. School. #50

Scheol #22
School 48

143

Private

Qur School
Elimu Maisha Schule

 Beth Sholom

Rochester School |
for the Deaf
Baptiist Christian

Public, Private, and Parcchial Schools by Census Tracts

Parochial

Immaculate Conception

St. Michael

St. Anthony of Padua

Sacred Heavt
Nazaveth Hall
Nazareth High
Agquinas Institute
Holy Rosaxy

dur Iady of M, Carmel

Blessed Sacrament
St. Boniface

St. Anne
Holy Apogtlaes

Corpus Christi

Qur Lady of Perputual Help

i AR ] MR A
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TABLE A~3 CONTINUED

Publie, Private, and Parochial Scheols by Census Tracts

55
52
53
54
55

102
' 103
104

108

105,01
108,02
107
108

108,01
108,02
110

m

Total Irendoguodt 23

SELANG GO

Censun Tract

- e of School

Public Private

| Eebeol $26

heighborhoed Street
hcadem

« emy
school #27
Eehool, 25

Schools $11, £33
tehonl §52

sehools #16, #29, #58

salvol, #2
Echool 19
Wileon Jr. High

Soheol. #37
fchiool. 417
fehool, #21

Eant Jr.-5r. gk
£ehool, §26
school §46

Schoal 1
Dop Franklin High
School 436

school #39
Douglas Jr. figh

Charlotte Je -5z, High
School, §38

Scheol #42
fohoals #43, 444

63 6

Mddnson Scheol,

Trordequelt High
Tdstwood Blem,

Dako Middle

hipple Lana Flem.
Brookview Blem.
Darand Bastman Elest,
Eastridge Righ
Abicabiam Tdreoln Elem,
Ridggewosd Mlddie
Norwood Middle
Lawealton Elom.

Culver 7th Day Adv,

144 *

Parochial

Our Lady of Good Counsel
St. Monica

Holy Family
St. Mugustine

St., John Evangelist
Bishop Hogan Jr, High
St. Stanislaus

Holy Redecmer

St. Mxivew
Annunciation

St. Philip Neri

Holy Cross

Most. Precious Blood
28

st, T}WS

St, Margaret Mary
St, Josephat

Bishop Kearney High
Christ the King

St Salare

b AT SRS A e

TABLE A-3 CONTINUED

Public, Private‘, and Parochial Schools by Census Tracts

Census Tract

112.01

112,02
112,03
112.04

113
114

Total Webster

115,01

115.02
115.03
115.04

115.05
116.0L
116.02

116.04

11.6.05

Total Penfield
17

117,01
117.02

118

119
119.01
119.02

120

. Total Perinton

121

122
122,01
122,02

123
123,01

123,02

Total Pittsford
124

Total Mendon

Name of School

Puhlig Private
Bay Road Elem.

DeWitt Rd. Elem.

R. L. Thomas High :
Herbert W. Schroeder Jr.-Sr, High
Klem Road N. Elem,
Klem Road S. Elem.
Edward W. Spry Jr. High
Ridgecrest Elem.
State Road Blem.
9 0

Paxochial

St. Rita

Holy Trinity

Rochester Christian School

Scrilner RA. Elem,
Plank Road N. Elem.
Plank Road S, Elem,
Bay Trail Middle
Harris Hill Elem.

Penfield High
Baird Road Elem.
Denonville Middle
Oobblgs Elem.

Martha Brown Jr. High
Pairport High
Northside Middle

Dudley Elem,

Minerva Deland Jr, Righ
West. Avenue Middle
Johanna Perrin Middle

BOCES #1
Jefferson Avenue Elem.
Brooks Hill Elem.
East Rocliester Elem.
East Rochester Jr. High
12 Q

Fast Rochester High

Allendale-Columbia

Sutherland High
Jefferson Road Elem,
Merdon High
Pittsford Jr. High
Park Road Elem.
Barker Road Elem,
Tharnell Road Elem.
Barker Road Jr. High
9 1

Senior High
Middle
Manox Elem,

St. Joseph

sty John

1

St. Jerome

St. Iouis

S A



FANLE N3 CONTINUED
publie, Private, ard Parcchial Sclcols by Census Tracts

Conmua Track Nama of School
 Public Private Parochial

125 Indlan Tanding Elem, O Iady of Mercy High
126 Cowrell Bock Elem, Rarley School

, Allen Creek Blom, St, Thomas More
byl Our Xady of Iourdes
128 #1lel School
129 Brighton High MeQuaid Jesuit High

Twlve Corners Elem.
Tl Corners Middle

130
130,01 Brookside Elom. St. Agnes High
‘ Crittenden Elom.
- 30,02 Frereh Foad Elem, Cur Iady Queen of Peace
Totad Prighton § 2 6
131,01 Crane Flem. Talmadical Institute
Gillette Elem, ,
131,02 Guardian Angels
15500
132,03 Sperry Hgh
Winnlow Elen,
132,04 Poth Jr. High Geod Shepherd
Sherman Blaw,
132,02 Buggor Jr, High
Wobnter Jr. High
Vollmor Flem,
Aabal tenrlekta 10 1 2
in Leary Flem.
Total Rush 1 0 0
1y
135
135.0L Northwood Elom.
135,02 Autunn Land Elem. God and Counticy St. Lawrence
136,01 Frgylish Village Elem. Mother of Sorrows
138,02 Rixk Read Elem.
Parkland Elem,
Croove Necadia figh
Paddy HLIY Elem.
Greeco dthora dry High
.00 fireoce Athena Sr, High Lady of
had o Qo Lady of Mercy
137,02 Lakeghore Blem. ,
139,00 Barpard Elom, 5t. Joseph's Villa
- Yengridge Elent. 8t, Charles of Bromeo
140.0) Cardinal Mooney High
J40,.02 ‘ 4
140,03 Breoksida Elert
o West: Ridge Elenm. St. John the Evangelist
140,04 Mocknan Helghts Blem,
- Greece Olywpla High
14,01 Cralg HALL EBlem,
141,02 Holmes Rood Rlem,
Hoover Drive Jr. Righ
Total Greecs 20 1 7
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Census Tract

142
142,01
142.02

143

144
Total Gates

145.01
145.03
145.04

145.02

146

Total Chili

147
Total Wheatland

148,01
148,03
148.04

148.02
Total. Parna

149.01

149,02
149,03
149,04

Total Ogden

150

Total Riga
151

Total Hamlin

152

Total Clarkson

153

TABLE A-3 CONTTNUED

Public, Private, and Farochial Schools by Census Tracts

-

Rame of School
Puhlic  Private Parcchial

Reil Arxmstrong Elem.

Walt Disney Elewm. Holy Ghost
Gates~Chili High Rochester Christian  St. Theodoxe
Gates-Chili Middle Academy

Themas Edison Elem,

Warren Harding Elem.

Vashington Irving Elem. St, Helen
7 3

Florence Brasser Elem. St Pius X

Chestnut Ridge Elem.
Paul Road Elem. .
3 0 1

Junior High
Themas F, Connox
2 0 0

Village Elem. #1 . Paul's Lotheran
Village Elem, #2

Merton Williams High

West Avenue Elem,

Hilton Central High

5 1 = 0
Elementary School St. John the Bvangelist
Leo Bernabd Middle :
Trowhridge Elem,
Townline Elem.

Manitou Road Elem.
Ada Cosgrove dr, High
Ellsworth J. Wilson High

BOCES 42 .
8 0 1
Churclville~Chili Jr. High
Churchville-Chili High
Churchville Elem.
Fairbonks Elem.
4 0 0
st. John's Lutheran
0 1 o
0 0 0

153.01 (SUNY)Denonstration Elem.

153.02
154

Total Sweden

Middle School : Blegsed Virgin Mary
Sweden High
Ginther Elem.
Baxclay Elem.
Fifth Grade
6 0 1

lThese data wore taken from the academic year 1974~75 and dre subje

changes each

: t to
yrar. For additional information, refer to the footnotes cn Table 4 in the fext,
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B

Centralized Sources of Juvenile Data

1.) The Juvenile Central Registry (JCR)

The JCR began April 1, 1968 and was funded on an annual basis
by the city, the county, and the New York State Division for Youth (NYSDFY)
and operated by the local Rochester-Monroe County Youth Board. The program
had two components: 1.) police, and 2.) social caseworkers. There
were two purposes for the police components: 1.) "To encourage effective 4
interchanges of information among the police units in the County"; and
2.) "l'o encourage enlightened treatment of chronic juvenile offenders
in regard to judicial and police action by centrally campiling minor
juvenile offenses in the c:ounty“.l The functioning aspect of the police
component was located in the Rochester Police Department with one full-
time officer in charge, supported by clerical help.

The purpose of the social caseworker component, was "to provide
dixect services to problem-prone juveniles identified through police
ccntacts’. %2 This component was contracted to a private agency, the
Catholic Family Center, and did not begin until March, 1969,

The Rochester Police Department was the only police department
that reparﬁaﬂ all of its juvenilg contacts} other agencies reported éér-
tain ones or none., Although it was not known at the timé the JCR was
functioning whether scome police departments did riot report to the JCR
because of no incidence of juvenile delinquency or because of lack of

liintr:a*-()ﬁﬁix:a Canmmnique Regarding the Juvenile Central Registry, Carol,
K. Wagner, Rochester-Monroe County Youth Board, May 9, 1972, p. 1.

“police Juvenile Central Registry Project, Youth Bodrd Projec ¢ Review, |

Jone, 197L, p. 2.

148

cooperation, it can be seen in Chapter 2 where juvenile offense rates
are discussed, amd in Chapter 3 on petitions filed with family court,
that some, of the smaller police departments reported no incidence of

juvenile offenses for 1973.

In addition to reporﬁing to the JCR, the police departments
also had use of its information. The major users were the police depart~
ments in Rochester, Gates, Greece, Irordequoit, and the Sheriff. For
example, a field officer could radio the registry to ask if they had any
information on a particular youth. Only a yes or a no could be gilven over
the public police radio. If further information was needed, the officer
xbuldk have to call from a private telephone. The JCR was not utilized -
to its intended extent, perhaps because n;any field officers were not

aware of its existence.

Referrals of the problem-prone juveniles were made by the police
to the social caseworker in the hopes that such referrals at the precourt
stage would avoid petitioning the youth to family court. The advent of
the Youth Board's Youth Services Project, discussed in Chapter 2, replaced

the social caseworker cbmponent of the JCR. The police component no

‘ longer functions with a full-time staff although some police departments

are still both contributors and users of the partial system (Brighton, Gates

JIrondequoit, Webster, Greece, Rochester, Sheriff, State Police), and some

other departments indicated they would use it if it was reinstituted.
The Sheriff's Departn;ent has offered informally to undertake the super-
vision of the JCR, but nothing has been formalized on this issue,

Most police departments, as Well as the JCR report,l have sugges—

lwagner, op. cit.
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tiong for changes, should it Mecome totally functional again. Due to the
assuned mobility of juveniles today, they feel a JCR would need: 1.) the
full cooperation of all local and county-wide police departments; 2.)

full utilization by all of these departments in an effort to try to
divert more juveniles at the precourt level; 3.) utilization services
available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week (in the past, the JCR operated 9 to
5, five days a week; while many of the juvenile offenses are cammitted
evenings and weekends); 4.} to have all agencies including all field
officers aware of its existence and purposes; 5.) standardization of JCR
forms; 6.) computerization of records; 7.) the addition of census tract
data (e.g., residence where offense was camuitted) to be used on periodic

genera; statistical reports, and make these general statistical reports

‘more complete than they used to be (include breakdowns by sex, age, offense,

etc.); and 8.) to preserve the confidentiality of the records, i.e., impose

restrictions on the use of data, except for the periodic general statistical

reports,

In addition to the increased mobility of juveniles as a reason
for mintaihing the JCR, another reason might be the ability to verify
data about an individual. Some juveniles are inclined to lie about their

age and address. For those youths over 16, it means the difference between

being treated as a juvenile or as an adult. A juvenile brought to a police
station is not released unless the parents or guardians come. When an |
incorrect address is given and responsible adults cannot be located, the
Juvenile ia held mich longer than wo‘uia be‘ nécessary if the police had the
correction :in'formatioﬁ. If the juvenile continues to give' false information,
the only alternative for the police is to put the youth in the Children's
Center until the mtter‘ is Settled A central source of information to

c:lm:‘if},r such details would save the police a lot of time.

150

2.) County-Wide Reporting System

ow

As of Jamwary 1, 1975 a new uniform police reporting form for
both adults and juveniles was ready to be implemented by all of the local
police departments and the Sheriff's office. Not all of the departments
were able to start using the form promptly on January lst, but all are

now using it.

A copy of the completed form is sent to the central processing
office, which is the compute} system at the Rochester Police Department.
In return, the local departments will receive prepared copies of their
own department's reports for the FBI and the New York State Department

of Correctional Services.

While the new 1975 county-wide reporting system may be a source
for data for research in the future, it is very important to note that

NO JUVENILE DATA is in the on-line system; i.e., it is not available

“on an on-call basis to ,anzonek inclLﬁing police officers. Information

is stored for statistical purposes, and even agencies wishing to do re-~
search on juveniles will have to have appropriate authorizations befare

they can request any statistical reports on juveniles.

In summary then, data ;:ollection on juveﬁiles at the precourt
level was difficult to acquire. The problems encountered in writing
this report will, hopefully, bé alleviated in the future by either

the new county-wide system and/oi: the reorganization of the JCR.
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Geographde Juriedictions of the Police Departments in Monroe County §
_ when there is a change of shift, and certain records will be there,

Figure A-1 shows the loeal police department's and the however, a;t the present, these substations are not designed to handle

shoriff's juxisﬂif:tims {technically the sheriff's department has | walk-in complaints. All calls for service will still go through the

Jurdadiction over the entire county, buk gives parta.cula:c attention i main office. |

0 those arcas that do not have their own police departments). The '

pherd£€'s medn office is in the City of Rochester, and while they

have rocently formed three substations in the county (indicated in

Floare A~1 as A, B, and €}, these stations function only as terminals i ’

iz which the officers report at the change of shift. They are only ; ‘

opan about one hour at each shift change (6 a.m..,‘ 2 pm,, and 10 pom.), "

wd are open at other times only upon special request when éircmrstances

require. All calls for sexrvice go through the main office. ;

Figure A~2 shows the local police department's and the State
Molicae's jJurisdictions. The State Police has two ftmc:tional éubstations
in the county. Henrietta's eight primary posts cover:’ 1.) Wheatland
(o PD), 2.) Pitsford, 3.) Henrietta, 4.) Rush and Mendon, 5.)
Webster (own BD), 6.) Penfield, 7.) New York Interstate #90 East, and
8.) New York Interstate #90 West. The Clarkson posts are: 9.) Hamlin,
Clarkson, Paxna, and Greece {own PD), 10.) Sweden, Ogden {own PD), |
arxl Gatey (own PD), and 11.)  Riga and Chili.

. Figure A-3 is an enlargerent of the City of Rochester and
indicates tha borders of v;i.ts- seven new team 'pdlicing districts. There “
will b a police substation in five districts (same of which are now '1 ' | , | | | - ]
opon) that will have limited functions. They will be open for roll call ‘ | ! ‘
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FIGURE 23
Im!xzsmr Folice Department's Seven Proposed Substation Jurisdictions
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TABLE A4

T AT A e e

Residence of Juveniles Admitted to the Detention Center in 19731

'Residen:ev in City of Ro;:hester

Northeast Quadrant 168
Southeast Quadrant 82
Southwest Quadrant 113
Northwest Quandrant 113

487 (68.3%)

.

Residence in Monroe County

Brighton
Brockport
Chili
Clarkson

Fast Rochester
Fairport
Gates

Gates - Chili
Greece

Hamlin
Henrietta
Irondequoit
Penfield
Perinton
Pittsford
Rush
Spencerport
Webster

West Webstey

0 |
mlmmhwmwwmwwwwmmwrwmq

—
=
w

‘

gt}
oo
—

Residence in Other States and Canada

California
Florxida
Indiana
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Missouri,

New Jersey
Ohio
Pennsylvania
Virginia

West Virginia

Total Admissions =

706 (100.0%)

Residence in Other New York State Counties?

Albion
Aplachin
Baldwinsville
Batavia
Bolivar

Big Flats
Hlack Creek
Buffalo
Canandaigua
Corfu
Clayton
Clifton Springs
Clyde
Conesus
Corning
Elndra
Endwell
Finaview
Friendship
Geneva
Gorham
Goveneur
Holley
Hornell
Hudson Falls
Kermore
Knowlesville
Limy
Lyons
Macedon
Marion
Newark
Niagara Falls
Norfolk
Nortiwille
Noxrth Tonawanda
Norwich
Ontario

~ Owego

Painted Post
Palmyra

Penn Yan
Savona

Soxlus

Spencer
Syracuse
Tonawanda
Unioh Springs
Waterleoo
Watkins Glean
Waverly
Vayne
Wellsville
West Chazy
West Seneca

1

1
kY
1
1
1
1
1
0

1

3
2
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
2
1
1
3
1
1
1
3
5
i
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
3
2
1
1
1
4
3
5
1
1
1
L
1
1
2
i}
1
57

IMongin Gounty Children's Center - The Year 1973. Report by the Morroe County

Departwent of social Services, April 12, 1974,

2Residence in other New York State Counties inclwde the following counties: Alleghany 6;

Broome 1, Chemung 2, Chenango 1, Clinton 1, Erie 14, Jefferson 1, Fulton 1, Genesee 3,
‘Idvingston 4, Niagara 1, Orordaga 6, Ontario 8, Orleans 3, Schuler 1, St, Lawrence 4,

Seneza 2, Steubcn 10, Tioga 8, vashington 1, Wayne 15, Yates L. Total = 94,
94 juveniles, 63 were pre-arranged admigsions.
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totual for Actual for Actwal for Estimated for  Gounty Manager
1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 zstingm 19%5
51,287,280.18  $1,436,478,02  $1,516,614.75 $1,496,007.04 $1,666,064,00  $683,417.00
4,993,16 3,940,05 1,200,00 071,52 1,200,00
106,46 315,08 1,626,04 1,092.93 600,00
23Z,00 311,68 1,336.90 400,00 1,000,090
, 1,670,00 1,080,00
181,00 81,00 210,00 200,00 100,00
100,00 200,00 200,00
1,292,611,80 1,440,914,15 1,519,833,44  1,501,824.39 1,670,334,00 685,797.00
396,85
#08,00 918,00 £53.30 3,541,50 1,550,00
213,60 140,00
, 1,148,40 360,00
497,19 649,84 375,60 350,00
) 250,00
574,20 651,33 670.05 1.76 500.00 400,00
400,00 1,320.00 1,001,00
.62 1,204,400 250.00 500,00 375.00
) 5,054,40 ;
2,543.54 1,084,34 2,321,713 . 2,964,49 2,400.00 2,500.00
4,522.93 6,807.13 10,285,868 3,576.25 8,329,35 5,575.00
6,388,712 11,718,75 6,690,71 5,291.64 8,000,00 1,200,00
13,844,185 14,505,86 11,872,584 6,769.51 12,000,00
1,645,52 786.81 2,000,00 2,000,00
782,29 655,91 502,98 380,31 300,00 250.00
2,808,17 2,766,19 3,118,60 2,580,17 4,135.00 1,425.00
6,200,060 8,400,00 9,607,232 11,080,00 14,250,00 4,850,00
18,591,908 19,943, 52 19,702, 20 15,047,75 20,500,00 6,700.00
600,00
180,00 189,00 391,86 204.00 250,00 78.00
471,10 655,10 1,094,80 3,207.63 1,200,00 2, 600,00
359,09 416,40 460,80 590,50 573, 347,00
58,37 5,057.80 1,500.00
960,00 394,26 408,50 329,35 1,800.00
104,26 105,77 58,78 49,12 75.00 .
2,156,327 2,892,01
3,905,08 ,

§7,096,96 62,500.77 55,704,99 55,374,59 64,703.00 21,851.00
8,010,26 7,492,92 8,825,648 12,018.47 10, 600,00 1,550.00
4,751,817 5,415,804 5,889.28 §¢518.48 6,500,00 5,700,00

564,00 507,35 401,94 287.50 600,00
171,61 136,27 148,16 175.00 100,00
690,44 520,44 408,73 675,55 2,521,00 850,00
14,50 26,64
56,11 200.00
14,183 ,88 14,012,13 15,510,13 19,130,591 20,596.00 8,200.00
157,437,008 396,360.00 ©  222,011,00 328,405.00 377,496.00 373,392.,00

46,251.76 53,633,890 -89,130,62 67,690,93 86,616.,00 31, 925,00

237961.32 32,073.25 32924002 33,125,90 36,614,00 18,558,00
9.149‘35‘ 14,947.13 16,530, 91 16,862.68 17,830.00 8,503,00

o 40, 000,00 50,000.00
236,799 43 297,814,28 230, 584,65 446, 084,51 |560,586.00  482,378,00
21, 619,40 174,333,858 55,528.40 195,608.00 5,364.00
7i ogg .00
250,06
R . IR SO, PR pe N i'lr
mmauﬁ-—» 174,383,557 ~"*"“'""£""3""‘"‘“,m,a Lrs] ""'.195,;_5"9@,&»3?‘ e LTE 00
3605,505,00  1,B43,048.46  2,106,502,64  2,082,519.0% ,%28,206.35  1,293,977.00
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TABLE B~2

Sources of Federal and State Revenue in the Family Court Budgeks 1970-1975*

Revernue Applicable to This Account

1975

1974

1973

1972

1971

1970

$490,000.00 $460,000.00

$418,000.00

STATE AID

$ 50,800.00 $ 71,300.00
586,000.00

$ 47,300.00
502,500.00

State Aid Judical Salaries

State Aid Prokation Sexrvices
State Aid Special Education

25,000.00

2G,000.00
23,800.00

State Aid Drug Abuse Treatment

343,000.00

eS

.

FEDERAL AID
Federal Aid Probation

163

$680,600.00 $96,300.00

$490,000.00 $460,000.00 $549,800.00
343,000.00

$418,000.00

‘ederal Aid

-y
&

POTRY, State Aid

TOTAL

$460,000.00

$680,600.00 $96,300.00

$892,800.00

$490,000.00

$418,000.00

TOTAYL REVENUE

Lipnroe County Budgets, 1970-1975.
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PMATLY OOURT STASP, 1970-19785%

eanLe B3

Srdge Pamlly Courk

'fmgm;i.w Dizvebos of Family Count
Consnner), o Family Courk

1aw Aagistant, Grade 1

Dircstor of fobation Family Court
Paputy Director of Protaticn

Cort. Clorkefomily Count

Goaet Clork Grada 3

Bupervining Probation Officer
Conglliation Coungulor

Caps thrk Supavisor

Court, Brererapher

Courk Reporter Gradn X

husigrment Clork

fendor Pretation Cfficer .
Dupecvising Probation Officer’s hosistant
Poputy Court Clerk :
Court Cloxk Orade 3

Mindnigtracive Aasistant

Myninlakrator Crade )

frobation Officer ‘

Dojaity Preedff, Tranafer Sopervimo

Cang oy ‘
Fromatioy Of ficer Nasistant

¥
&;’n‘@%&srizf, Teanafeg-Fomle
pepoty Sherdf, Jvansfer
Confidentiol Clerk
Deputy fberiff Interpreter
Bosrotary 0 dudge
Supervising Dookkeopor
fopervisor of focoxds and Stepogeapher Pool
Clerk Gendo 1 o
Aasintank Sourt Cluck
Depaky Shogdff;, Clvil, 40 Yoars or Mexe
Hreroraphed, Grada
Clexk 2 o
Touet Asaistant Grade ),
Cighdar, 2
TookKeepxir
Esgt\}w' fmw;@m

LTt
Intake Clerk
Clack, 2
Coupt OFf et Assistant
Receptionint
Etarographar 3
Typist Clack
Poabation Officer Traince
Counsal. to Family Court Judge, Park Tine
Jaw Soovetary to Jalgo, Fach Time
Toms

Thoncon County Dwigets; 1570-1975,
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101
103
104

112

201
202
203
204

205

208
210

401
402
404
417
418
420
432
433
447
457
458
459

- 465

501
503
513
518

"~ 530

533
553

828
833
836
838

914
936
939
941

TAELE B-4

TTEMIZED BUDGET

Account Description

PERSCMAL SERVICES
Salaries

Temparary Help
Cvexrtime
Iongevity

“Bucation-Traindng =

TOTAL
PURCHASE-EQUIPMENT
Add. Machines and Calc,
Typewriters

Chairs

Desk Table Bookcase
Filing Cabinets

Books

Mise, Office Equip.
TOTAL

EXPENSES

Travel

Mileage Private Cars
Bus Fare

Maint. Autcmobiles
Maint, Office Equip.
Maint., Furn. Fixtures
Postage
Telephone-Telegraph
Rental of Equipment
Subscriptions
“Expert Services
Building Maint.
Misc. Expense

TOTAL

SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS
Office Printing

Office Supplies
Photo-Xray Supplies
Clothing

Automotive Parts

Gas 0il Anti-Freeéze
Volunteer Services
TOTAL

BENEFITS

Retirement

Social Security Contr.,
Hospital Benefits
Allecable Insurance
TOTAL

INTERFUND TRANSFERS
Intdpt Chg-Data Proc.

Initdpt Chg-Hall of Justice

© " _Probation Department Budgets, 1972-197sk

Intdpt Chg-Central Services

Intdpt Chg-Graphic Arts
TOTAL ~

——————

GRAND: TOTRL 11orye orosme s emmomnrin <0

ANNUAL BUDGET

¥pnroe County Budgets, 1972-1975.
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Actual, for ActualJor  Estimated County Managexr
1972 1973 for 1974 Estimate 1975
$613,553.76  $593,376.07  $665,834.00 - $1,852,870.,00
955,70 4,528.68
925,00 2,073.39 1,000.00 ;
L T47.000 e 3,072,000 e
200,00 £50.00 300,00
615,634.46  599,978.14  669,231.00 1,856,242.00
300.00
756.00 3,700.00
100.00
_ 700,00
1,098.00 400.00
477.51 369.00 500.00 600.00
7,800,00
477.51 369.00 2,354.00 '13,600.00
440.83 - 395.24 1,400.00 8,400.00
10,281.26 8,668.05 11,500.00 23,500.00
75.30 85,40 125.00 150.00
250.00
2,154,22 2,033.46 2,696.00 5,634.00
948,00 992,00 1,400.00 11,850.00
11,421,29 10,797.56 - 11,500.00 25,300.00
173.00
87.00 87.00 90.00 236.00
: 1,500.0C
140.25
78.00 . 200.00
25,626.15 23,058.71 28,711.00 77,193.00
1,893.80 2,307.57 2,150.00 5,450,00
1,791.38 1,763.06 2,300.00 7,300.00
200.00
123,00
100.00
850.00
200.00
3,685.18 4,193.63 4,450.00 14,100.00
94,588.30  134,149.00  150,448,00 141,028.00
24,062.69 27,176.66 35,347.00 100,285.00
14,897.86 13,631,70 16,926.00 51,000.00
,831.38 8,639,80 9,135,00 25,785.00
143,380.23  184,197.16  211,856.00 318,098.00
1,862.00° 1,719.64 1,566.00 91,872.00
‘ ‘ : 224,851.00
4'040100
3,150.00
1,862.00 1,719.64 1,566.00 323,913.00
$790,665.53  $813,516.28  $918,168.00 - $2,603,146,00




,,;,E%

fourcos of Foderal amd State Revenue in the Probation Buiget, 1972-19751

Revenue hpplicable to This Account

1972 1973 1974 1975
gtate Aid $310,000,00

State ndd-pdull Probation $328,250.00 $343,800.00 $1,132,298.00

Federal Add 208,400.00

TOIAL State Ald

ITAL Fovenue

$310,000,00 $328,250.00 $343,800.00 $1,132,298.00
$208,400.00

$310,000.00 $536,650.00 $343,800.00 $1,132,298.00

- ldonros Coanty Budgets, 1972-1975,
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~Probation Department ‘S"tiaff, 1972-1975%

" POSTTION TITIE

*

Directar of Probation Services.
Deputy Director of Probation Services
Assistant Director of A&mms{xamn
Assistant Director IV

" Principal Research Analyst

: Prmclpal Probation Officer
 supervising Probation Officer

Chief Probation Officer
Probation Supervisor
Supervising Accountant
Supervising Caseworker
%mwSﬁmmAmwx
“Senior Probation Officer

- .Court Probation Consultant
Conciliation Counsel
wwmﬂaSw&mmr
Supervising Probation Officer Assistant
Probation Officer

Systems Analyst
Administrative Assistant
Contxol Analyst

Tgﬁmmrm@mnkwﬂwﬁm
.Case Worker

Auditor, Grade 2
Probation Assistant
Clexrk I ‘
Junior Accountant
!mmuchﬁAam@m
Steno I

Support Investigator
Cashier

Bookkeeper

Steno IX

Intake Clerk

Clerk IIX

Finance Clerk
Receptionist

Steno IIT

Dictaghone Operator
Typist Clexk
Probation Trainee

,m®mﬂmmhﬂ&mmmm,mm'mm‘

TOTALS

s

IMonroe County Budgets, 1972-1975.

167

1872

-1
1

W

» B - =k

Frem we

o] .
qHNHH,H

_NUMBER CE'POSTTTICNS. .

4 1973
1
-1
3
1
1
-2 16
1
1
2 13
1
1
3
1
1
11
1
1
C1
-2
1
59

+ 1974
1 N
+1 b
3
1
1
-1 15
L

-1
+1, 14
1
1
3

-1
1
11
1
1
1
1
58

l

+1
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+1
+1

+29

R

[
S N WOy

| nd

i IEERE

=
I

(LR S S S -1

S AR ROREW

1975

(=8 ot

D

L




TREIE B-7
Diversion of Jurenile Petitions at the Family Couxt Intske Level from 1564 Throush 19731
YEER TOmL JD PETTTICNS TOTAL PINS PRETITIONS TOTAL JD AND PINS PETITIONS _
' ' Total :' Fercwit ]
Total Percent Total Percent . I , 2 L !
Unofficial® Officiz: Adjusted Adiusted  Unofficiai3 Offical Adjusted Adjusted Tnofficial’ Offical  Adjusted  Adjusted i
19622 169 414 33 58 :
i
: 1962 314 38L o . 236 188 | ’ | ?
1964 452 397 55 12.2 311 162 149 47.5 763 559 204 25{;
1965 538 445 93 17.3 484 195 289 59.7 1,022 64 . 382 374 i
1966 672 572 100 14.9 481 172 309 64.2 1,153 744 409 35.5 :
1957 778 489 289 37.2 553 205 348 62.9 1,331 634 637 47.9 |
9 1968 909 649 260 28.6 584 219 365 62.5 1,453 868 - 625 4L.8 j
| 1969 1,027 656 371 36.1 729 338 391 53.6 1,756 994 762 43.4
187 1,181 : Bl4 367 31.1 805 369 436 54.2 » 1,986 1?133 203 40_4 i
1971 1,430 722 708 49.5 752 272 480 63.8 o 2,82 994 1,188 54.5 _
1972 1,314 841 473 36.0 650 750 400 61.5 1,964 1,091 873 4.5
1973 - 1,080 750 331 30.6 592 256 336 56.8 . L6713 1,006 667 39.9 i
1source: Annual Reports of the Monroe County Family Court, 1962-1973. - i ‘
ZP,nor 6 the Family Court Act of 3062, 211 offenses of juveniles were classified as JD's. Therefore, the figures during the changeover period (1962-1963)
are not comparable to those from L4 = the present after the new classification system stabilized. : 1 ]
3Total unofficial petiticns is o8 @ of the official and adjusted petitions. !
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. _TABLE B-9

Say of the Juvenile ond Yomes there Living at the Time of the Offense
for the 1973 0D and PINS* Total OfFicial Unique Petitions

: 0 ap _PING TOIAL
e g TE 2 S T ¥ TE I
are 328 29 357 50 42 92 57 |
%@wﬁﬁ?ﬁ 2.%3 50 273 46 67 113 269 11; sgg
Fathor Only 33 6§ 41 4 1 15 gg N
Mothor and Stepfather 29 5 34 g g 2 gou 2
Foblex and Stoprother 2 ] 2 : 5 : "
TOIAL Tdving with _ . - b o8
Rela . 114 124 238 737 216 ;
Aakise § g?fs 93%9 gé‘fs 9.2 94,7 92,0 94.8 94.3  94.7
Py 8 o 8 4 4 8 12 4 16
g@:ﬁxg tene 16 6 22 7 3 1 23 9 3§
Unknown 5.8 5 0 0 0 T N
AL | 5 35 mn 7 18 0 13 53
TR ton Relakive § iii 6.1 4.7 8.8 53 7.0 5.2 5.7 5.3
52 98 750 125 131 256 777 229 1,006
GRAND 30 mgfg 100.0 100,0  100.0 100.0 100,0  100.0 100.0  100.0

lyms Whore Iiving was ot given on the poetition sheets for the Violation Status.
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TABLE B-10 |
Sowce of Referral for JD and PING

Official Petitions in 19731

Source of Referral

- - Tolice:

Brighton

Brockport:

East Rochester

Fairport

Gates

Greece

Henrietta

Irondequoit

New York State

Ogden ;
Private Detective Agency
Rochester ,
Shexiff of Monroe County
Hebstex

Wheatland

Arson Squad

Rept. Store, School Security Guard
Qutside Monroe County
TOTAL

Other:
Citizen-Witheas
Citizen-Victin
Probation Officer

TOAL .

Agency:
MoDss
Hillside
Berkshive
Other Court

QUTAL

School:
City of Rochester
Brockport
Churchiville~Chili
Gates-Chili
Hilton
Irondequoit
Mendo:

n

Penfield

Rush-Henrietta

Yheatland~Chili

Greece Central

Spencerport

Brighton

Fairport

Lester Forman Center
TOTAL

Parents:
Father
Mother
Both
Grandmother
Other Relative
TOTAL,

Grard Total

Status
o,
1l 0
0 [
0 0
0 0
35 0
26 Q
0 0
37 0
8 0
1 Q
1 0
457 0
34 0
9 0
8 0
5 -0
29 0
1 0
€65 KR
4 0
64 0
2 0
70 0
1 16
0 5
0 1
13 3
7 75
0 82
0 0
0 1
0 8
0 ]
0 11
0 0
] Q
0 3
0 0
i iuq'-' 3
] 6
0 6
0 1
0 1
0 127
0 4
h 63
0 40
0. 1
0 s
-T 109
750 256

CEMS

SR

ol yor
u:lm:—amq

N ! t: -]
HRoaowowooltomson

4

64

40

1

1
T
1,006

b

N

Isource of Referrsl was not given on the patition sheets for the Violation

Status.
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Irhe five regular family cowrt judges in 1973 included Judges Wagner, Selke, Pine, Pilato, and Branch.

3 M J
I
TamE B4l ‘
Prequency Distribution of the Official Petition Statws Sapdled by |
m&@ethBWﬁm’ﬂnS&cfﬂeJm@nﬂe o ‘
J&ﬂgel . " ;
' -7 - % N3 N kY
: 5 s y s+ x80B3 = 7 w2
Males s 7 95 2 o 32 9 g 25 st0
zﬁm‘ 1}{56 o1 156 623 & 747 I 653 765  63.0 ¥ 815 |
: ; 3 123
PINS: 37 35 0 '
13 b 3 131
Male - 29 . 28 46 2 , .
24 6 28 ~— 42,9 756 21.8
Fegela 32‘23: 27.9 37 2.8 14  19.7 55 21.9 8l 19.2 2 12,5 & \ ' |
wl ; o 87 N .
- Violations: : .3 20 33 0 , 7 ;
Yale 10 8 1 18 -5 17.8 T 0.0 9 0.0 & .2
Farale i—z* 12‘0 i?’ 15.9. T 5,6 w 12.8 . - - i
: : n 864 ! -
g e om o omoo @ Y 3 =
42 S . 100.0 172 100.!
Feales I%%’ 100.0 T9% 100.0 7o 100.0 257 100.0 321 100.0 ¢ 100.0 I§ .
lrha regular family court judges in 1973 included Judges Wagner, Selke, Pine, Pilato, and Branch.
.Wim KA I AR
TABLE B-12
Frequency Distribution by Age and Sex of the Unique Juveniles
Seen by Fach Judge in 1973
2ge Zuage’
1 2 . 3 4 5 . Other Unknown Total
MTF T MTF T MTF T M F % MTF T MTF 1 MoF T MTF T
7 Years ¢ 0 O 6 0 O o 0 © 0 0 o0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 O 0o 0 0 0 6 0
8 Years 10 1 0 0 O© 0 0 0 0 o0 o0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L 1
9 Years i 0 1 0 0 O© 2 0 2 2 1 3 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 8 1 9
10 Years 4 1 5 2 0 2 0 0 0 § 1 7 4 1 5 e 0 O e 0 o 16 19"
11 Years 5 1 6 3 0 3 4 0 4 7 3 10 8 0 8 0 0 © o 0 0 27 4 31
12 Years 6 3 9 5 2 7 6 0 0 3 5 8 18 4 22 6 0 © 0 0 0 32 14 46
13 Years 21 6 27 10 8 18 g8 1 9 22 7 29 36 18 54 3 1 4 3 1 4 103 42 145
14 Years 32 6 38 24 8 32 16 4 20 52 23 75 62 29 91 3 0 3 3 0 3 192 - 70 262 ‘
15 Years 3 17 53 37 16 53 17 6 23 62 27 89 86 31 117 4 1 5 3 2 5 245 100 345
16 Years § 3 7 2 0 2 6 0 0 4 3 7 4 6 10 0 0 0 1 0 1 15 12 27 -
17 Yeaxs LU B U LU s r 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 L 00 1.2 3
TOTAL @ 37 147 83 34117 47 11%8 158 71229 221 90 311 0 2 12 11 3 14, (40 248 8883
, e 9 - 0 Q_,_ )
R 97.1% 1.3% 1.6% 100.0%

'%&lthoughwearedealjngwimunique juveniles, the total N is greater that 800 becausewearetalkingaboutthetotalinﬁguejuve- !

niles seen

each judge,
another or

es 1n judges due to election.

-

Thesameiniiv@dmlcozﬂdlavebeen'seen’bynbreﬂnnonsjudgeduetoﬂ:esubstimtionofa'xejudgefor %
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e 2 TR ‘1 -
rrErm 513
Residerce of 53 and PDS OFFicdat Doririsn Joveniles hv Sudce for ,19{33
] § Pesilerce Judoe?
1 2 2 ’ z s Cther Unknown Total
City of Pochester N 119 103 54 212 273 3 786 .
% 73,9 72.7 20.5 . 819 73.9 93.8 64,3 781
2 i & 7 1 10 7 ] ° k3§
yebster 2 7 i 1 5 ¢ 1 17
Fenfield 1 1 0 3 o o 1 6 |
Perivten 4 1 1 S 2 1 i 15 :
; East Roch. Village 0 2 o 2 1 ) o 5 ‘
) Pittsford a 1 0 0 4 o 0 5 ;
Ferdon 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 o ;
Eighten 3 i 1 4 Py o 0 15
Yerxietta i o & § Kl o i is :
Rush 0 ] o 1 o 0 0 1 |
Greece 6 3 3 5 13 o 0 30 |
Gates 10 5 1 5 17* o o 38 ;
Chili 5 5 2 3 1 o 0 16 ‘
twatiand o 1 5 2 ¢ o 0 3
Parma © o o o 0 g 3 o
Ogden 0 2 1 0 4 .3
Riga 0 0 0 0 o o 0 0
Lt azlin ] 1 0 1 o o 0 2
N Clarkson 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0
) Sveden g -9 -0 -0 6 L ] &
TOTAL Towns N 40 37 11 43 67 b] 4 203
% 24.8 25.9 16.4 16.6 19.4 6.2 28.6 20.2
¢ NYS Outside Monroe Co. 2 2 2 4 5 0 16
Non New York State o 0 _Ge 0 1 o o 1
, TCTAL N 2 Z 2 r 3 0 1 17
: % 1.2 1.4 3.0 1.5 1.7 0.0 7.1 1.7
GRND TOWL W 1at 143 &7 259 346 16 T 1,006
— % 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Residence vas not: on the petition sheets far the Violation Status.

zme five regular family coxt judges in 1573 included Judges Wagner, Selke, Pine, Pilato, and Branch.
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: . TABLE B-14 o
Frequency mwmﬂwgﬂwon of the g&&mw Petition Status and Sex .o.m the Juveniles
, o : ~ ~ o . Seen by Private and Public Counsel in 1973
3 g2 smegrvcnnrgmEnc o Now g] ml_uL gd |
= ® . i O A
Lo ~ Status Counsel
; ~ . o ~Private Counsel Law Guardian Unknown Total
m 9% 01110000100000000000_ .n.nn o]~ Mm. Males 93 : 532 27 v 652
5 Females 10 82 6 98
TOTAL N 103 . 814 - 3% 750
: $ 79.2 . 61.8 ‘ 68.8 64.0
o ~ e o s : PINS: :
Mm Em.m 000100000000000.00000_ ~¢ ooloa MW - 9 3 Males 15 , V 105 5 125
5 , TOTAL N : : . 56
. m | g 18.5 21,9 29.1 21.8
W w ' i | :
mt it 3qn O o et ~ i cooow - e M 60. E Violations: ;
M ﬂ.% ~wn vowronnHdooo o 59 © Mm W..M Males , -3 83 1 87
ﬂ m. Females .0 : 79 0 79
sl a TOTAL N 3 , 162 T | 166
.m < , . 2.3 16.3 2.1 v 14,2
g g8 grireceovennannescreo) gy wolvd ag ; Males : - 720 33 864
71 4 o N7y w Females 19 274 15 308
& d 3§ . TOTAL V N 30 ; 554 i 5,172
m g : A . o o By o | 3 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 100.0
X s bowr 2 -t 5 5 5 . - . . .
‘m = 5% 110.0001003120010003- nwlb. 26_23 mm ..m M« X
el .
: g ]
i [l S - o ‘m .m, .
m eaf Mﬁ 7711.2101003551020100_ ﬂ& 20_21. mm .m M h
B 3 g ¢
Y4 1
g m i b
m § 4
-] E S
A m, oz o &. maw %o ..m m. R
s E | | ,
3 m e.m 8 5 5
ol '] *
, A% gf m m 37 m 2
| il 1 1
£y : 3. ’ " 2 o 4
i 9 M_‘,%mwm?mmm& mmmm,m r: ild




TABLE B-15

Frequency Distribution by Age and Sex of the

Unique Juvenile Offenders Handled by Private and Public Counsel in 1973

Counsel

- Private Counsel Law Guardian Unknown _ TOTAL
M F T ¥ F T M F T M E T
7 Years ; ; 0 o 0 0 0 o0 0 0 0 0
8 Years 0 0o 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1
9 Years 3 0 3 4 1 s 10 1 g8 1 9
{ 10 Years 3 1 4 12 2 14 o o 0 ~ 15 3 18
- 11 Years 2 0. 2 25 4 29 g. 0o 1 28 4 32
. 12 Years 4 1 5 27 11 38 1 3 4 ;2 15 .47
13 Years 12 4 16 87 33 120 7 5 12~ 106 42 148
14 Years 29 4 33 154 67 221 13 0 13 1% 71 267
15 Years 40 7 47 193 89 282 5‘ 7 13 239 103 342
16 Years 1 0 1 11 12 23 3.0 3 15 12 27
17 Years L 00 L2 3 o o o 1.2 3
m 94 17 111 515 221 7% 32 15 47  .641 253 894t

’ | ivi i than 800
Laier i j individuals, the total N is greatex
L R houdh 1 aretgealk]i'legga‘g;gz g‘h;qggtal wmigque ir'xdividuals seen hy each_counsel‘;r
S bl'%ga::reneweixgisidual could have seen more than one counsel due to substitution

" change. o

;///;
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TABLE B-16

.Residence of ID and PINS Petition Juveniles by

Private and Public Counsel for 1973

Residence Counsel
Private Attorney Taw Guardian Unknown - Total
City of Rochester N 56 699 31 786
% 44.4 83.8 67.4 78.1
Trondequoit 15 16 0 3N
Webster 6 9 2 17
bPenfield =3 1 2 6
Perinton 2 6 2 10
East Rochester -3 2 0 S5t
Pittsford 1 4. ¢ 5
¥endon ] 0 o 0
sArighton 4 <9 2 i5
“Henrietta 2 “1Y 2 15
Rush ] 1 0 1
Greece 10 19 1 30
Gates 15 23 0 38
Chili 6 9 1 16
Wheatland 2 1 0 3
Parma 0 0 0 0
Cgden 0 3 0 3
Riga 0 0 Q 0
Hamlin 0 2 0 2
Clarkson . - o 0 0 0
Swecen 1 5 0 _&
TOTAL Village and Towns N 70 121, 12 203
: : $ 55.6 14,57 26.1 20,2
TOTAL Monroe County 126 820 43 989
New York State Qutside
FMonroe County 0 13 3 16
Non-New York State 0 1 ey 1
N0 14 3 17
¥ 0.0 1.7 6.5 1.7
GRAND TOTAL N1126 834 Y46 1,006
B ‘ % 100.0 : 100.0 - 100.0 100.0

lRes:‘,dence was not on the petition sheets for the Violation Status.
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TABLE B-18
_TABLE B-17 SRR E
Sex, Mje, and Offense for the 3 iti
Sex, Age, and Offense for-1973 Violation Petitions 2 for the 1973 PINS Petitions
Age and Sex
Age and Sex Offense A u 3 Offense
. ' ngovernable X
. Detention Hearing . Warrant  Other  Unknown  Totals . Trvancy megogg“ Total,
- . Years:
7 Years; ‘ ' " ' Male 0 0 0 o
Male . 0 0 0 0 0 ¥ Female 0 0 0 0
Fenale 0 9 ° 0 0 TOTAL o 5 5 ’
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 C
8 Years:
8 Years: Male 0 0 0 0
Male 0 0 0 0 0 Female 0 0 o 5
Female 0 0 0 '} 0 TOTAL ) T 5 5
TOTAL ) 0 0 0 0
9:Years:
9 Years: Male 1 3 0 4
Male 0 0 0 0 0 by : Female 0 0 0 ‘o
 Female 0 0 o 0 0 i’ TOTAL, T T 3 2
" TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 '
C . 10 Years:
10 Years: - } Male 1 2 0 3
Male 0 0 0 0 Female 0 2 0 2
Female 0 0 0 0 TOTAL T T T g
TOTAL () T [ [ )
' 11 Years:
11 Years: , K Male 2 1 0 3
Male , 1 0 3 » 0 .4 ¥ Female 1 1 0 2
Female 8 9 9 9 9 % TOTAL k) z () g
TOTAL 1 0 3 0 4 ‘. ‘
: el 12 Years: : .
12 Years: i Male 3 3 0 6
. Male 2 0 2 0 4 Famle 5. 1 "o p
Female 0 0 0 0 0 ’ TOTAL T T 7 i
TOTAL 2 0 2 Q 4 : “'
: ; 13 Years: :
13 Years: ' ; Male 9 7 0 16
Male 4 1 1 0 6 g Female 16 8 0 24
Female 3 5 2 0 10 L TOIAL 7 T T T
TOTAL T [ 3 (i} 5
~ ‘ ; 14 Years:
14 Years: ‘ ; 1 Male 17 23 0 40
Male 8 2 7 3 20 : Femle 26 12 0 38
Female 10 8 1 0 19 4 TOTAL v 3 35 7 =
TOTAL i) 10 g 3 39 E : C
: 18 Years:
15 Years: . Male . 17 36 0 53 ;
© Male 10 7 17 1 35 : Female e 22 3 59 :
Female 13 9 8 2 32 TOTAL N 55 ¥ by
TOTAI 23 1€ 75 3 &7 1
' ‘ ' 16 Years:
16 Years: é : : Male ‘ 0 0 0 0
Mmale 1 10 4 17 Female 0 0 0 0
Female 1 7 1 1 16 g TOTAL, ) [} T T
TOTAL -3 T 5 k) 33 ; ,‘
£ 17 Years: B C i
17 Years: 21 Male = 0 1] 0 0 : 5
Male 1 0 0 0 i 2 Female 0 0 0 0 i :
Female 1 0 1 0 2 3 TOTAL [} ) T 5} Ty
TOTAL ) [} T a k) , 1o
= : © . Total: L
Total: : v . : ; o o Mles 50 75 125 RS
Male 27 20 3 6 87 Female ., 82 46 131 I
Ferale 34 28 13 3 79 , M TOTAL , oI oT 5 o
TOTAL 5% 49 a7 ) 166 ' , o o
. . e 51.6% 47.3% = S
36.8% 29.5% 28.3% 5.4% 100,08 ~ 100.0¢ _.
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TABLE B-18 CONTINUED

[N

TABLE B-18

Sex, Age, and Offense for the 1973 JD Petitions Sex, Mge, and Offense for the 1973 JD Petitions

S Possible 1 g ] 10 n 12 13 14 15 16 17 TomY,
Come Offense ; ‘ 2
FRENE Classifications  Offense M F T M E T M FET M EFE T M F I pnEL M EI MEZ MF I M F T M FE T M F T
F Homiride 1 12 2 L 1 4 4 2 2 10 18
F Rape : 9
F Buxglary 1 1 5 5 8 8 13 13 35 2 3: 83 2 85 52 4 73 711 8 21%
g gsonxarceny {non-auto) 2 1 3 1 1 4 1 5 18 18 28 1 29 33 33 82 3 ;
g ey > 1 3 1 1 1%, % 2_5 11 1 12 1 13 20 1 21 7 & 23
TOTAL T T 6 71z 12 1 308 268 I TIZ 6 513 B I 75
13
Conspira 4 4 1 1 2
e Assasgltcy , L L s g 5 5 28 M 72 1 6 19w AN S
MF Sexual Abuse 1 1 1 101 1 2 : 112 3 6 6 M 3
MP Unlawful
Tropris. 2 2 1 1 3 3 8 6
ME Criminal ,
Mischief 1 12 2 3 3 ? > 9 S 23 225 16 2 18 63 4 67
ME Receiving or
s, of Stol
‘;ggwg, e 2 2 10 2 12 12 1 13 2 3 27
MF Forgery 1 1 L2 3 2 2 4
MP Dangerous Drugs 2 2 10 212 12 2 14
MF Poss, of Danger—
ous Weapons,
Instruments or
1 1 6 6 3 3
Vi Ebsggiae = T IWm OB IT TOHD T ig 3 19
TOTAL T r 7z T 7 I3 T ¥ 11 82 75 19 94 215 43 7258
' conduct ‘ 13 = 1 1
M Petit Larc. A 11 2 8 8 7 1 8 : 4 4 8 35 540 51 55 4911 60 155 27 182
M Unauthorized
Useof Auto : 2 2 4 55 4 59 14 6 120
M Obstruction of
Gover, Prop. 7 4 6 7 6 13
M Injuring ard 3
Torturing 1 1
. Falsenlgige t i 1 4 2 6 5 3 8
an en . 3
TOTAL T T 7 & § 0 Tl 05 12 I9 13T B3 12 T
\'4 Disorderly
| ‘ Conduct 2 415 5 3 8
OTHER Transfer of
Probation from
Another Co. ' 1 1 % 4 4 2 2 10 10
Unkntem ‘ _ 2 2
TOTAL T T Z 7 r 7 z b E R S )
GRAND TOTALS T T 5 IF B IF BT IV W W 2 7 ¥ 107 978
, : i
- [
- . : !
. IO ]
1xee9 in mind that a separate data card was made out for eiach offense shown on the petition. N ,
gheets, and consequently, those juveniles who were charged with multiple offenses on the : :
same petition will appear more than once in these data, :
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TAELE C~1

Frecuency Distribution of Age, Sex, and the Number of Petitions Incurred in 1973 for Each Unique Juvenile

Number of Petitions

- dn 1873 Age

7 8 2 10 R iz 13 14 5 16 A7 Total

1 Male ) 1 7 9 19 18 67 . 114 149 10 1 395 (69.4%)

3 Fermale '] Q 1 3 4 1 kil 51 65 1 2 175 (75.8%)

- TOTAL 0 T 8 1z 23 29 38 165 714 17 3 570 71.3%
i 2 Male 0 0 0 1 3 4 15 28 46 1 0 98
1 Ferale [} g 0 2 0 2 5 12 18 A Q9 AL
! TOTAL 0 0 0 T 3 [3 20 Y3 64 5 ) 139
3 Male 0 0 0 2 3 3 8 B . 13 1 0 45
. Female 0 0 0 0 [} 1 3 2 1 ] 0 13
TOTAL 0 ) 0 2 3 Z IT It 20 T [") £
4 Male 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 11 5 ) 0 21
= Female o ] 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
@ TOTAL 0 0 [ T I T 3 I 5 0 () 2z
5 Male 0 0 ) 0 1 0 1 3 2 0 0 7
Ferale 0 o 9 9 9 0 9 g 9 g [ s
TOTAL 0 ) ) ) T ) T 3 2 i) o 7
6 Male 0 b 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
Female g 9 9 0 9 0 9 g 9 9 o 9
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I I 0 0 p3
7 Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0o - 1
Female 0 0 0 0 [] 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
TOTAL (1) [} i} (] 0 0 T 0 T 0 ) 3

Total  Male 0 0. 0 4 8 8 27 58 67 2 0 174 (30.6%)

32-47  TFemle 0 0’ 0 0 0 3 9 14 26 4 ] 56 (24.2%)

Total (] [ [} 3 8 IT 36 72 93 6 0 230 28.7%

Grand  Male 0 1 7 13 27 26 94 172 216 12 1 569 (100.0%)

Total  Female 0 9 1 3 4 14 40 65 g1 11 2 231 (100.0%)

Total ) T ) k3 31 10 133 237 307 23 I 800 100.0%

TABLE C-2

Frequency Distribution of the Mumber of Official Petiticns Incurred Prior to 1973 by Age of the Juveniles

n

Frequency of JD Petitions
Prior to 1973

Age
0 7 8 2 10 A Y 12 3 1 15 16 17 Total
. o . E —_
: 0.6 G0 1000  so0 a0 37 s i Ba Bs o oamo %,
1 0 1 0 2 3 0 1 20 31 7 0 75
' 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 4 15 2 0 26
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 14 1 0 19
. : 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 .1 5 0 0 8
@ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
If : ) 0 o 0 o 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o .. o 0 0 0
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 o 0 1
Total 1 or More N
e, P So e 2o e be bs Ba B 2, B G B
Grand Total N 0 : ' . . '
% 100.0 1035.0 103.0 1%3.0 133‘0 1%3.0 1(833.0 igg.m igg.o 15(21 0 mg 0 igglo
| _

SeeﬂﬁerarrativeforiahlesoinC.bapte.rllfo:theexp]anatimofthisN.
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;3 TABLE C-4
~ - [ ‘ )
W i | ad ho Recidivism Sumary by Unique Juveniles for the Subgroup of the Total Popula~
‘ tion That Had Multiple Official Petitlons of More Than One Status in 1973
3 < =] Nurber of Official Petitions Nurber of Official Potitions
‘.?J oo m ol mg mg E in 1973 by Status Prior to 1973 by Status
b= T
L u) [} (’4
. n o dD  PINS Violation | D PINS -
§ 8l v g - as F‘,% 2 Juveniles 10 years old
@ ; .
% E L, 1 1 0 0 Q
o P o ;
Y m \:go ‘«é =3 Hl e 5 § 5 2., 2 1 0 1 0
.g}: B 6 Juveniles 1l years old
B o = R ' 3. 04 1 0 0 0
) 3] 22 8 °| 8% gé ; .
A 4 4. 0 2 1 0
43 " . o 5, 1 0 1 2 0
8 M N M ol e wo
5 ﬂ Al 98 3 6. 2 0 1 0 0
m ﬁ e 7. 2 X 0 0 2
ol =g ~ °f 2w oag i 8. 3 0 1 1 Yo
H
6 Juveniles 12 years old
: i n e g .
. g dl v5 © Al Ay e § é 9. 1 1 0 0 0
or 8 , 0. 0 1 2 0 0
0 o @ (=} H !
é E a' mg’ o ¢ oo mg' § u A 1 1 1 0 0
g - i i 12, 2 0 1 0 0
{ 2 o 9 g. ] 3.3 0 1 0 0
Po) an O © o oo 9o
gy a 2 ﬁ U, 2 0 0 1
i e 5 20 Juveniles 13 years old
g wl oo o o oo oo 'ﬁ i
- .0 1 1 0 0
'*aj ° 2 < 16, 1 2 0 0 0
4 . r o © o no oo )
o 17. L 0 1 0 0
3 A 8. 0 1 1 0 0
: i
i 19, 0 i 1 0 ]
; 2 w w2 ‘ |
&) g K 20, 2 1 0 kA 0
4 ﬂ 4 2.1 1 1 ) 0
gt g 22, 2 0 1 0 0
A o g 23. 1 1 0 0 0
: | .
y 8 6 a4 'é‘ q P | 2.0 1 1 0 0
gg oo 5 B, 0 1 2’ 0 0 ﬁ
',a IS ﬁ ,~, : .. :
idd o ) ' i 26. 2 0 l 0 0
27 ) 1 2 Q 0 I
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TABLE C—4 _CONTINUED

TABLE C-4 CONTINUED

- Number of Official Petitions

Rurber of Official Petitions

g
3 .,
x B
5
3
g
1S
=Y
&
ER
3 g
&,
S|
~
5

Number of Official Petitions
Prior to 1973 by Status

Nurber of Official Petitions
in 1973 by Status

«
KN

31 Juveniles 14 years' oid

Al

PINS

Violation S

PINS

9D

20 Juveniles 13 years old

o o o

62.

63.

64.

65,

45 Juveniles 15 years old

© © o ©o o o o o 0o A o o o © d o &6 © A <4 o o o o o © o o N o

- M Mo O O O M N © O 6 O M M .0 O &N A A A o0 M <A ©o o 6 M~ MO

66.

67.

~N o © o o o o

28.

29,

30.

68.

o o o o

31.

32,

33.

34

69,

31 Juveniles 14 years old

70.

71.

72,

73.

4.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

8l.

82,

<3

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.

40.

s o n o o

41.

42.

43,

44.

45.

46.

47.

1.

84,

85.

86.

87.

o O o A o

© < A © o

48.

49.

50.

5.

52.

a8.

53.
54,

89.

90.

9l.

92.

93.

94.

o H ©o o o o o

a0 o H o o o

- 55,

56.

57'

58.

59.

60.

61.

189
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TABLE C~4 CQNTINUID

Nurber of Official Petitions
in 1973 by Status

JD PWS Violation , D
45 Juveniles 15 years old
%, 1 1 1 0
’ 97. 0 1 1 0
98. 2 1 0 0
9. 1 1 0 0
00,1 2 0 0
101, 0 1 1 0
102. 1 1 1 0
03,1 0 1 1
104, 0 1 1 0
105,10 1 0
106, 2 1 0 4
107. 1 0 2 0
108, 0 1 1 0
209, 0 1 1 0
10,1 0 2 0

Number of Official Petitions
Prior to 1973 by Status

PINS

c O O M

8}

= o © M o o H o M= o

e o o ST e 1t oh o 3 ST ot A SN AT

TABLE C~5

Disposition by Status of Each Unique Official Petition

for the

1973 Juvenile Offenders

Digm_ sition

Petition Status

JD PINS. Violations
Placed in Institution or Agency 67 59 50
Placed ~ Other 2 2 16
Coammitted to Institution 2 0 0
Probation with NYSDFY 16 1 ‘ , 12
TOTAL, RER 87 72 78
, $ 11.6 28.1 47.0
Probation N 134 79 17
% 17.8 30.8 10.2

Suspended Judgment - 53 13 2
Withdrawn or Dismissed 173 36 16
General Reserve 60+ Days 121 33 5
General Reserve to 59 Days 49 7 3
Contemplation of Dismissal _92 2. 0

| TOTAL N . 488 91 26

% 65.1 35.6 15.7
1
Other 35 9 42
Unknown 5 3 3
TOTAL N a U 45
, % 5.5 5.5 27.1 -
GRAND TOTAL ‘ N 750 256 166
: ' % 100.0 100.0 . 100.0
X

Includes Transfer; Vacated 'Diqusitims . etc,

191

TOTAL
176
20

39
237
20.2

230
19.6
68
225
" 159
59
.94
605
51.7
86
14
" 100
8.5

1,172
100.0




TABLE C=5

2ge of Juvenile by Disposition for Al 1973 3D, PINS, and Violation Petiticns

Bisositica 2ce
z L 3 e ER Y 2 z # R 16 EYA TOmAL
' Agency o 0 2 2 4 7 a7 61 S5 7 o 176
Placed ~ Other ) 0 o o 0 0 4 s 6 s a 20
Coomitted to Institution o 0 o o o ) 0 Q 2 o 2 2 P
Probation with NYSOFY [ ¢ g ) 2 1 2 B 22 Y 9 39
TOTAL N ] 0 2 3 & ] 41 79 85 13 o 237 -
3 2.0 0.0 2.2 12.0 14.6 143 2230 2.3 18.6 37.2 0.0 20.2
& -
_ Probation ¢ 1 2 1 1 B 3 oz 0w 4 ° 20
= TOTAL N 0 1 ) 1 7 13 33 72 99 4 e 230 -
o i L] 0.0 100.0 5.0 4.0 7.1 23,2 17.9 20.0 21.6 1.4 0.0 19.7
X!
Suspended Judgment: 'V 0 1 2. 3 5 6 19 31 o 1 68
Withdrawn or Disnissed 0 0 2 9 7 12 - 38 (1 83 6 2 225
General Reserve 60+ Days o 0 1 4 6 7" 22 62 56 1 0 159
General Reserve to 59 Days o 0 0 2 5 2 7 17 26 ] 0 59
Contenplaticn of Dismissal 0 1A 1 A 5 =3 17 30 33 9 2 24
“TOTAL N 0 0 6 21 27 29 90 193 - 229 7 3 605
; 3 6.0 0.0 66.7 84.0 §5.9 51.8 48.9 53.6 50.0 20.0 100.0 51.6
| Other 0 o 1 o 1 6 15 12 4 10 o 86
TOTAL X ] o 1 0 1 6 20 16 45 1 N 100
; Y 0.0 0.0... 13.1 0.0 2.4 0.7 10.9 4.5 5.8 31l.4 0.0 8.5
GRAND TOTAL N (0} 1 S 25 41 56 184 360 458 35 3 1,172
Y 0.0  100.0 102.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.6  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
- A NG RIR T L NN ,“ PN S S PO - J.’: IS Sz k! & e SR ey p;,:i.)ﬁzﬁa—"
TABLE C-7
‘Residence by Disposition for the 1973 Official and PINS Pei:itimsl
Dispositicn Residence
City of Monroe County NYS Outside
Rochester Outside Rochester Monroe Courty ‘ Non-NYS Unknown TOTAL
Placed in Instiution or Agency 97 24 5 0 0 126
“Plated ~ Other 1 3 o 0 0 4
Camitted to Institution -2 0 0 0 0 2
Probation with NYSDFY - .25 2 0 0 ] 27
it TOIAL - - N 125 29 5 ¢ 0 159
5 : % 15.9 ’ . 14.3 31.3 0.0 0.0 15.8
e Probation N 163 49 1 0 0 213
O % 20,7 24.1 6.2 0.0 0.0 21.2
3 , ,
Suspended Judgement ‘ 51 15 * 0 0 0 66
Withirawn or Dismissed 172 35 1 1 0 209
Genersl Reserve 60+ Days. 125 26 3 0 0 154
General Reserve to 59 Days 45 10 i 0 0 56
Contemplation of Dismisseal 65 28 1 0 0 94 : :
TOTAL : N 458 . 114 6 b 0 579 .
} . 0% 58.3 56.2 37.5 100.0 g.0 57.5
Other - 31 9 .4 0 0 44
Unkrown ' 9 2 0 .0 0 11
TOTAL N 0 1T T g -0 55
% 5.1 5.4° 25.0 0.0 0.0 5.5
GRAND TOTAL N 786 203 - 16 1 0 1,006
% 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0
1Re$idem:e was not given on the petition sheets for the Violation status.
r;‘
£ ,
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Hore Were ﬂzswﬁﬁﬁvﬁmtkafﬁawmmmmw‘m&ﬁmcf%ﬁtmm

1973 Official and PINS Petitions®

Homeg Yoere Living

Parents Mother Father Stepfathar Stemother - Home CGrandravents Cther Unknowr . TORAL
? Agen:;ﬁ THEER 46 4 g 1 8 4 § 0 n_g
T e 3 2§ A
Commitied to Institution 0 2 £t 0 g 2 e g 0 2
Probaticn with HYSDEY 8 12 i 2 1 Q g 3 % e
TOTAL ¥ 59 83 5 15 2 8 g 3 {
$ 13.1 16.3 10.9 18.2 25.0 50.0 33.3 28.1 0.0 159
- | 2 3 1 213
Probation N 100 85 8 10 1 3 |
' £ 22.3 22.0 17.4 19.3 12.5 18.8 16.7 9.4 26.0 212
. . "y o 0 1 1 0 66
Suspended Judgrent 35 23 1 5
Withdrawn or Dismissed - 101 74 12 n 2 2 L s 3 =
General. Raserve 60+ Days 66 63 6 9 2 p 1 3 5 6
General Reserve to 59 Days 22 24 g i g o 5 ot B 41
Contemplation of D;sm.ssal 54 . 221% = - ¥ 3 £ o T 55
| A 7 41.7 53.1 20.0 515
&  6L.9 54.9 65.2 55.8 50.0 18. . .1 .
o U S S S S S S
Urkngsa 1 5 0 1 A 2 FALY
TOTRL . N 1T 26 3 3 T z 1 3 ) 54
£ 2.7 6.8 6.5 5.8 12.5 12.5 8.3 9.4 60.0 g.ﬁi
2.7 6.8 6.5 5.8 12.5 12.5 8.3 9.4 60.0 .
GRAND TOTRL ‘ 46 52 8 16 12 2 1,00
3 fﬁ%.o igg.o 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 185.0 108.0 280
lResidence was not given on the petition sheets for the Violation Status.
e - e ? h;_};h,{,‘\Ankn;ﬁ'g.,,‘,,Mw,;.,é_;,, o b
TARYE C-9
) Placement for Each, 1973 Official Unigue Petition by Age of the Juvenile
" Placement "Eﬂek
7 8 3 10 i 12 13 “u B 16 17 TOTAL
Sectarian . N 0 0 1 1 1 2 10 16 10 2 0 . 43
E $ 0.0 0.0 11.1 4.0 2.4 3.6 5.4 4.4 2.2 5.7 0.0 3.7
Fon Sectarian N 0 0 1 1 3 3 12 1’ 22 1 1 55
A $ 0.0 0.0  11.1 4.0 7.3 5.4 6.5 3.1 4.8 2.9 33.3 4.7
New York State N 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 36 45 2 0 97
, 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 3.6 6.0  10.0 9.8 5.7 0.0 8.3
Monroe County N 0 0 0 1 1 0 8.: 24 6 . .5 0 55
% 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 2.4 0.0 4.4 6.7 3.5 14.3 0.0 4.7
Mental Health N 0 o . 0 0 2 2 2 2 3 2 0 13
‘ 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 3.6 1.1 0.6 0.7 5.7 0.0 1.1
Court N 0 0 0 2 2 0 7 16 24 3 0 54
% 0.0 ‘0.0 0.0 8.0 - 4.9 0.0 3.8 4.4 5.2 8.5 0.0 4.6
Parents or :
Relative N 0 1 6 20 30 46 124 246 317 15 2 807
$° 0.0 100.0 61.7 8020  73.2 82.1 67.4 68.2 69.2 42.9 66.7 68.8
Urdoown N 0 0 1 0 1 1 .10 9 2 5 0 48
. % 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 2.4 1.8 5.4 2.5 4.6 14.3 0.0 4.1
GRAND TOTALT N 0 1 9 25 41 56 184 360 458 35 3 1,172
% 0.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 $9.8 1600  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  1060.0 100.0

l?ercentzges may 1wt total 100 due to rounding errors.




Placement of 1973 0D and PINS Official Unicue Petitions by Residence’

TABLE C~1C

@gbw
Bactarian
Hon=fectarian
Yov York gtato

Fonrons County

- ¥antal Boalth

Conr ke

Pavents or

Raiativo

Unknown

GRABD TOUTAL

§ 100.0

ragidence
Moriroe Co. WYS Outside o .
City of Outeide Monroe n-
nbamwm«mu gn:mmnmh ‘ County NYS Unknown TOTAL
N 22 9 1 0 0 32
% 2,8 4.4 6.3 0.0 c.0 3.2
N 25 g ¢ 0 0 34
% 3.2 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4
H 62 4 4 (] 0 70
. 7.9 2.0 25.0 Q.0 0.0 7.0
N 27 7 0 Q 0 34
$ 3.4 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4
N 7 2 0 0 0 , 9
) 6.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9
N 39 4 2 0 0 45
3 5.0 2.0 125 0.0 0.0 4.5
¥ 576 160 8 1 ] 745
) 13.3 74.8 50.0 100,0 0.0 74.0
¥ 28 8 1 0 0 37
% 3.6 3.9 6.3 0.0 0.0 3.7
N 786 203 W 1 0 ,p.. 006
.-300,8 100.,0 100.0 0.0 , 100.0

Ipanidencae Eﬁéﬁ? wag not available on the Eﬂng gheets for the Vielation Status.
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TABLE C-11

Plac_ement of Each 1973 JD and PINS Official Unigue Petition Shown by

Hares Where

the Hame Where the Juvenile Lived

Livi

Parents or
- _Relative Uhmown  Tomart

Court

Mentai
Health

Placement.
Monxroe
County

New York
State

 Non—Sectarian

Sectarian

5
100.0

3
60.0

4.0
362

2 op

9

449

7
1.5

3 16
0.7 3.5 80.6

2.7

24
5.4

2.9

i

2.7

100.0

386
100.1

17
4.4

277
71.8

16
4.2

3
0.8

17
4.4

29
7.5

14
3.6

46
100.0

4.4

30
78.3

Mother and

Father Only
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Stepfathar

52
100.1

35
67.3

Father and

et

12.5

1
12.5
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Foster Hare
Grandparents

32
100.0
100.1

1,006

8.4
37

16
50.0

745
74.0

4.5

~{ =]
g .
M NhQ

0.0
3.4

34

5

18.7

70
7.0

6.3
34
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Percentages may ot total to 100 due +6 rounding errors,
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RESEARCH PROBLEMS

‘ : rve and
The question of the high percentage of geperal Teserv

itions on official Jn petitions could not

guspenglon, etG.. dispos

puxsved further in this peport becavse of the

4 = % 2 Bl o v ’ g %* > ' b
» y : AS A% i, ke 4',. ey Vet ARATAL WA T g

’ X 18 y 23 Lceradl ot A , IE A et wiot oLl

> e b i) DAL - .

offenders were alieged to have comuitted |
single petition: each offense was counted onpce

more than one offense on &

and a sepaxate data

. card was punched accordingly.

. 3 - 4 ! o v, :x 8 oy m&

‘ fansea.
ool bl ‘ «‘daaammﬁerwmhaf,
digposition was hande ‘ ®
. on one offiicial petition, there would be
petition numberi

1f a juvenile had

three offenses st -
data cards - one for each offense = for that single

Ra i : Ea o i J 3 d ﬂﬁwS ]

wrine which offense was being
g - was no  way to determine Wil
ba cnktted. There Was I

aisposition, i.@.p Woich, if anye of the

miltipie offenses on that single petition might ha

along the way dve to plea pargaining , e s
je into the maltiple offense and multiple PELE-

e - ' i i the general
tuation for each juvenile might help to deterrine why the ¢
situation ach Ju ;

used Jetexmine the

by counsels, for example.

reseyve category for the Jos was so high.
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There was another question that could not be asked because

of lack of data at the police department level. If one is really investi-

gating the juvenile offender population, then one nust consgider intensively
all of those juveniles who come into contact with the police departments
and not just the ones that get sent on to family gourt. Some of the
problems in this avea of data collection were mentioned in Chapter 2
under the sections on duvenile Offenses and Diversion by the Police.
These problems included a different use of temms and record keeping

T

systems awong the varlous police departments. Since most of the depart-

ments had no sunpary data on juvenile cfifenders, it would have required
moxe time than was available for this neport to go into each department

and search thelr records for the necessary information.

Tt would be essential for studies on the diversion methods

already in operation to know how many juveniles ave in the system at

each stage fram each town. For example, in 1973 the Brighton Police

Department sent 35 unofficial petitions to family court out of 330
uvenile interviews". That is a diversion rate of 89.4% (see Table 17).

Only 8 of these 35 (22.9%) reached the official petition stage; that is

another 77.1% diversion rate. Are the diversion rates the same for all

police departments? At what stage does most diversion ccour? What type
of diversion ocours at each stage? What type of diversion methods are
most successful? These are the types of questions that were beyond the
scope of this report to address, although they are vital to the real

assessment of the juvenile offender situation in Monroe County.

N

A thixd quesﬁln‘;on of interest which could not be followed up
in this report was a more in-depth look at the diversion of truvants at

the school district level, and a definition of just how the county scheool
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districts operate. What methods of diversion do they use? What are

the diversion rates for all PINS and how do they compare or differ

from those for JDs?

Recidivism by definition (recurrence of the same type of
_ behavior problem) signals a more serious trouble spot than a first-time
? and/or a one-time offender. Not only should more longitudinal studies

of recidivism be dene on family court data to see if the results for
1973 are representative of more than just that one year's situation,
but also a much éloser look should be taken at the chronic repeaters.
While there is a need tO reduce the ocourt workload by removing large
quantities of juveniles fram the system, e.g., attempting to divert all

PINS cases out of the court system, a study of what appears to be a

small group of chronic repeaters is important in order to try to pro-
4 mote studies that will lead to the development of programs to prevent
it "hard core" offenders from continuing on into the adult system.

Some interest has been directed recently by the Rochester

Health Association to the hypothesis that many chronic offenders might
have same degree of minimal brain damage which causes learning disabili-

tles. If these go undiagnosed and untreated, they can cause severe

behavior pattexns. If research were done on this issue and some:
rélationship were found, it would probably not be the solution to the
problem for all chronic offenders; but it might be the answer for scme. oo

Even one less juvenile offender in the system has its value.

These are just some of the qixestions that might be approached

in both short~ and long-range research projects in order to try to

understand and solve the juvenile offender situation in Monroe County.
- 200 :
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