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I. Introduction

In 1975 the PFund for Modern Courts, Inc. initiated
an 18-month project in the Criminal Courts of the State of
New York designed to recruit and train citizen volunteers from
four selected areas (Poughkeepsie, Rochester, Glen Falls and
New York City) to monitor the cperations of the state's
criminal courts. Following a period of observation these cit-
izen volunteers were to make recommendations concerning the
courts from the viewpoint of the informed layperson. The
project, financed by grants from the New York State Division
of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) and the Fund for the City
of New York, issued a report in June 1976 detailing the find-
ings of those serving as citizsn monitors in the courts.

The Fund, in response to the enthusiasm, commitment
and recommendations of the citizens who participated in the
Criminal Court Project as well as its own investment in court
reform through citizen education, extended the citizen moni-
toring project. Through grants from the DCJS and the New York
Community Trust the Fund then launched a study of the Family
Courts in New York State.

Approximately 500 citizen volunteers in twelve
New York counties participated in the Family Court Monitoring
Project. Their reports, issued in March 1977 and February
1978, found common deficiencies and needs throughout the
Family Court system and reiterated many of the concerns of
the original Criminal Court Monitoring Project. Among the
needs found by the citizen monitors were for clarification of
rights and charges to the parties; the posting of calendars;
the identification of courtrooms and offices; minimum physical
standards for courthouse facilities; and the need for general
information services in the courts.

Recognizing that it was incumbent upon the Fund
to help implement, where feasible, some of the recommendations
made by the citizens, it was decided that during 1978 the Court
Monitoring Project wculd expand. With grants from the DCJS
and the New York Foundation, the Fund established a pilot
project to establish information booths staffed by volunteers
in three Family Courts, and (in conjunction with the New York
State Office of Court Administration) to survey physical
facilities and specifically evaluate the condition, use and

overall available space in the court buildings in twelve of
the state's Family Courts.

v The following is a description of these latter
two facets of the Fund's work in involving citizens in the

improvement of their local courts. - The third major component

of citizen involvement, Family Court monitoring, is summarized
in Section IV.
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IT. Information Booth Project -

In July 1978 citizen volunteers began staffing
information booths in the Bronx, Erie (Buffalo) and Rensselaer
(Troy) Family Courts. These volunteers, ranging in age from
20 to 75 and coming from divergent backgrounds, were trained
to provide basic information and assistance to citizens
coming into the court such as the location of courtrooms and

f£fices, the nature of court procedures, the availability of

special agencies dealing not only with legal but with social
service matters, and general information pertaining to the
Family Court. Scme of the volunteers were bilingual (Spanish,
Italian and French) and thus were able to assist citizens not
conversant with English.

In addition to answering questions and providing
assistance, volunteers kept daily records of what questions
were asked and what responses were given; monthly reviews of
these records were conducted by local coordinators in order to
insure that information was accurate and consistent and to
provide a base for future recommendations of ways in which
court procedures could be made less confusing to the public, ; :
One important finding based on the experience of the volunteers,
for example, was the need for a printed information pamphlet ‘
explaining, in clear and simple 1anguage, the procedures,
terminology and types of cases handled in the Family Courtm,
as well #s the rights of citizens.

These projects, which emnded in December 1978,
demonstrated that volunteers can be utilized in a constructive.
manner within the courts and aid in the day to day administyra-
tion and operation of the courts. In addition to providing a
servite to citizens seeking information, the volunteers freed
court cfficers and deputy sheriffs from their informal infor-
matinn duties, alleviated, to some extent, the citizens' con-
fusjon about where to go, what will happen and who to see in .
the court (and therefore eliminated some unnecessary delays and J
adjournments of cases), and showed that. some needed services in '
th» courts can he provided without additional cost to the
taxpayer.

The main drawback in the project was the 619men+
of boredom for those staffing the information booths. 'In all
three areas there were peak activity periods (usually in the-

- morning when court opened) while the remainder of the day was

quiet. Volunteers, some of whom had participated in the

physical facilities survey and/or monitoring prgject, often
vequested new activities either within the parvameters of their.
responsibilities as information aides or in some other part of ™
the court structre. While the volunteers did feel they were
providing a valuable service,.they also felt that their energy
and time should not be limited to staffing the information
booth.. Future projects should probably rotate volunteers so

that part of their time would be spent monlturlng court
proceedings.
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All three information booths were located in the
lobby of the court buildings, although in the two upstate
areas the Family Court was located within the county court-
house itself and was not a separate facility as was the case
in Bronx County. The service was usually (and ideally)
available five days a week, from nine to five; local coor-
dinaters (Joan Photiadis in Buffalo, Robert Glaros in Troy
and Ann Cohen in the Bronx) supervised and scheduled the
volunteers,

‘ In Troy and the Bronx, community organizations
have expressed intereéest in continuing the information booth
service, It is greatly hoped that the information booths
will continue under the auspices of local communities -- and
that other groups around the state will initiate and implement
the service in their local courts.
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III. Physical Facilities Survey

Citizen volunteers conducted surveys of physical
facility adequacy in Family Courts in twelve New York
counties (New York, Onorndaga, Rensselaer, Suffolk, Tompkins,
Westchester, Broome, Dutchess, Erie, Kings, Nassau and Monroe),
resulting in recommendations for 1mpostant improvements.

The twelve facilities surveyed varied considerably
in age (from more than 150 to less than 3 years gld), size,
design and maintenance. The recommendations whick were made by
volunteers and court personnel alike in all areas were strik-
ingly similar. The need for separate and secure detention
areas for adults and juveniles; modernization of record room
facilities; improved security systems; better and more visible
directories and guide signs; improved information services;
and the need for separate attorney/client conference rooms
were mentioned in an overwhelming majority of reports.

Surveys conducted by more than twenty volunteers
in Dutchess, Nassau and New York Counties in the summer and
fall of 1978 formed the pilot phase,of the survey. After
the results of these pilot surveys were evaluated by the
facilities planner at the Office of Court Administration
and by the project staff, revisions and improvements in the
interview and survey forms were made and citizen volunteers
in the other nine areas of the state began their surveys.

The physical facilities study was conducted
on two levels: .interviews with court personnel, reflecting
the viewpoint of the professionals working in the field,
and evaluation of the facilities by trained citizen volunteers.
Court professionals were asked to evaluate general conditions
in the court and specifically within their own departments,
whereas volunteer participants (in addition to conducting
the interviews with court personnel) evaluated court facil-
ities from the viewpoint of thecitizens who are -the
consumers of the court system.

The volunteers reported and commented upon the
size and conditions of the facilities most often used by
citizens coming into Family Court. The primary areas included
were waiting rooms; public restrooms and childcare facilities;

‘detention areas; and courtrooms. Other factors evaluated

included conditions as diverse as the adequacy of secutrity
precautions, provision of information services {directories,
signs, etc,)}, lighting, ventilation and maintenance. The

_ avallablllty of public transportation and parking was noted,

as well as the accessibility of facilities to handicapped
persons.

Some of the volunteers were dlready familiar
with these Family Courts from previous involvement in other
Fund-sponsored projects and were thus able to note changes




which had taken place as a result of prior recommendations.
Their findings in the physical facilities survey take on

a special sjgnificance in that they may be utilized by the
Office of Court Administration in the near future to develop
minimum statewide standards and goals for Family Court
facilities.
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IV. Monitoring Project

This report marks the final phase of the Fund's
four year court monltoring project.

This report represents the viewpoint of the
layperson and how he or she perceives the system and there-
fore should be viewed as a citizen effort to initiate and
foster better understanding of the system and its problems,

A. TFocus and Goals

The major focus of the project was to educate
the public about and collect data on the processing, treat-
ment and placement of children involved in juvenile delin-
quency and Persons in Need of Supervision (PINS) cases.

In addition, the monitors, who were trained in
the use of the data collection form as well as in Family
Court structure and terminology, evaluated and commented
upon the organization and staffing of the court, quality of

representation, adjournment and delay factors and physical
facilities.

The specific goals of the project were to:

1. educate and involve citizens in their local
Family Court;

2. provide a presence of concerned citizens
in the court;

3. initiate, develop and maintain a dialogue
between citizens and their local judiciary;

4. gain and document the citizens' perception of
the court system.

B. Summary of Recommendations

1. The Deputy Administrative Judge of the New York
City Family Ceurt and the Chief Clerk of the Kings County
Family Court should re-evaluate the case scheduling procedure
presently utilized for the all-purpose parts and should
investigate implementing a split-calendaring procedure.

2. The judges should make additional efforts to
begin sessions on time. :

3. Sanctions should be applied to attorneys,
petitioners and court-related agencies' representatives who
consistently cause delay or adjournment of proceedings due to




tardiness, lack of preparation or non-appearance.

4, The appropriate Appellate Division in coopera-
tion with the Office of Court Administration should design,
develop and implement training seminars for all attorneys
who practice in the Family Court,

5. EBach judge and attorney should make additional
efforts to explain the precedures, rights and results of
hearings to all parties in simple, non-legal language.

6. Security procedures, staffing and needs should
be re-evaluated and investigated in order to insure the
safety of court personnel and citizens coming into court.

7. Information centers should be established in
a central area of the court buildings in order to assist
citizens seeking information about location of courtrooms,
court-related and social services agencies, other types of
ancillary services and to provide general information concern-
ing procedures within the court.

8. A pamphlet detailing court procedures,
structure, and terminology should be made available to
citizens coming into the Family Court.

9. Court directories and directional signs should
be updated or installed where appropriate,

10. Investigation should be made into the possibil-

ity of establishing residential county facilities for the
treatment and care of respondents in juvenile delinquency
cases.

11. The Division for Youth should investigate the
possibility of establishing or expanding present diversion
and alternative programs for PINS in the state.

12, Minimum physical facilities standards should
be developed and implemented by the Office of Court Admin-
istration and should include adequate space allocation for
attorney/client conference rooms, holding areas for juveniles
in detention, waiting areas, and information centers. In
addition, maintenance guidelines and procedures for court
facilities should be developed and implemented.

C. Summary of Statewide Data® 'on Cases Observed and

_ The four counties, Chemung, Kings, Rockland
and Tompkins, have very different socio-economic character-

® Statistical figures are rounded off to the nearest 10th.
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istics and the compesition of each county is represented, to
a degree, in both the court procedures and the treatment of

Persons in Need of Supervision (PINS) and juvenile delinquency
cases. ‘

Chemung County, located in the lower central -
section of upstate New York, covers an area of 415 square
miles around the city of Elmira, which includes approximately
50% of the County's 100,377 population. Chemung County may
be described as a stable, almost traditional community with
low rates of migration; the percentage of black and foreign
born populations are well below the state average, Birth rates,
death rates and the public school enrollement rates suggest
that both senior citizens and youth tend to remain within
the community. Chemung has a high marriage rate but an
equally high divorce rate (highest in New York State in
1970 and fifth in 1975).

From an economic standpoint.Chemung is the
oorest of the four counties with a per capita income of
4,003.00 in 1974. There are a greater number of public

assistance recipients per 1000 population than in either
Rockland or Tompkins County and a greater percentage of the
County budget goes for public welfare than in either of the
other two counties. Both general revenue and general expen-
ditures per capita are below Rockland and Tompkins Counties.
Crime statistics for Chemung County support the concept of
a stable community; the 1ates of serious crimes (robbery,
aggravated assault and motof vehicle theft) are well below
the average for New York State.

Kings County (Brooklyn) represents an area of
70 square miles with a total population of 2,408,234, an
average of 34,403 people per square mile. Its population is
composed of 11.5% senior citizens in 1975, 25.4% black in
1970 (highest in New York State) and 41.4% foreign born in 1970
(only Queens has a higher percentage). Kings County also has
the unique distinction of having the lowest marriage rate
in the state but the highest birth rate. In spite of the low
marriage rate, the divorce rates are greater than the state
average while death rates are in keeping with the size of the
senior citizen population.

Kings County is exceeded only by Bronx and
Franklin Counties in the percentage of families under the
poverty level in 1969, and only the Bronx has a higher number
of people per room. Finally, Kings County has the lowest
voter turn out of any county in the state (1972). Because
of its inclusion within New York City, many of the descrip-
tive statistics which are available for the other counties
of New York State.are not available for Kings County.

Rockland County, located to the northwest of :
New York City, offers many interesting contrasts to the other

-8-




three counties. It has a high population density (1,427

per square mile) as well as being over 96% urban. The per-
centage of black and foreign born populations is substantially
lower than the othet counties in the greater New York area., In
terms of migration, the data demonstrate a major increase in
population resulting from the suburban movement of the 1960's.
The population may be described as relatively young (second
lowest percentage of senior citizens in the State), upper-
middle class people who place an emphasis upon education,
health and home=ownership. As may be expected from a
relatively young suburban community struggling with home
mortgages, the per capita income is among the highest in

the state. This factor, combined with the relatively low
birth rate, suggests a high proportion of working wives.

The death rates (affected by the small number of senior
citizens), the marriage rates and the divorce rates are

among the lowest in the state,

Rockland is a wealthy community, with high per
capita revenues (supported in part by high property taxes)
and even higher per capita expenditures. The number of
public assistance recipients is low (only Nassau County
a lower percentage of families below the poverty level) and
very little of the general budget is spent on public welfare.
As expected, education is the major element within the
county budget. Of the four counties, Rockland has the lowest
Crime Index Rate,

Tompkins County, located in mid-central New
York State just north of Chemung County, encompasses the
area surrounding Ithaca (the home of Cornell University).
This is the most rural of the four counties, with over 58%
of the population living in the rural areas. Ithaca is a
"college town' and comprises less than 1/3 of the county
population. The percentage of black and foreign born
populations is quite low compared to the state average, as
is the percentage of senior citizens. Marriage and birth
rates are close to the state averages while death rates are
much lower (due in part to the smaller percentage of senior
citizens). Divorce rates, however, are in the top 10% of
the state. ‘

The public assistance rate is low. Tompkins
County has a higher Crime Index Rate than either Chemung or
Rockland (and is in the top 15% of the state); the rates
for robbery and aggravated assault are below and the
rates for burglary and motor vehicle theft are significantly
above those of either county.

It is within this framework that the 545
observations of court hearings for both PINS and juvenile
delinquency cases may be examined, for each county demonstrated
unique characteristics., Of the total sample, 378 of the
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respondents were males (83%) and 77 were females (17%).
This large ratio between males and females is primarily a
function of Kings County, where the ratio was about 8 males
per female while the other counties had a ratio of about 3
males per female. The ages of the respondents tended to
cluster in the 14 and 15 year-old range, with both Chemung
and Tompkins Counties having a higher percentage of respon-
dents under 14 and Chemung having the greatest percentage
over the age of 15. Whereas females wera typically involved
at the age of 14 and 15, their involvement in Kings County
was almost uniform throughout all age categories.

(See Table 3).

The distinction between PINS and juvenile
delinquency cases was readily divided into two very different
groupings: Kings and Rockland Counties (23% and 24% of
the cases were PINS) and Chemung and Tompkins Counties
with 42% PINS. Whether this distinction is primarily due
to selective sampling (and the small number of observations
from these counties), or to the mostly urban vs. rural
characteristics of the counties, differential treatment
within each court cannot be determined from the data as
currently exists.

In terms of the time required for a court
hearing, the overall figures indicate that 25% of the cases
were heard in less than five minutes (although many of these
cases may have been postponed, delayed or assigned for invest-
igation and report) For both PINS and Juvenlle dellnquency
cases observed, 39% were heard in five to ten wminutes with
37% of the PINS cases and 30% of the juvenile delinquency
cases observed taking over ten minutes. Indeed, 5% of the
juvenile delinquency cases observed took over an hour to
be heard. (See Table 12).

The aggregate data indicated that the police
were the most common petitioner in juvenile delinquency cases
and the parents in PINS cases. There were, however, some
major exceptions: in both Chemung and Rockland Counties, the
major petitioner in PINS cases observed was the school system
while in Tompkins County, it was the police. Within Kings
County, private citizens were the petitioner almost as
frequently as the police (36% to 37%). The respondent was
predominately represented by the law guardian (assigned
counsel) in Chemung, Rockland and Tompkins Counties, and
by Legal Aid in Kings County. (See Tables 5 and 7).

Non-secure detention was used in 64% of the
cases observed prior to the actual court hearing, with
Klngs and Rockland Counties having a greater emphasis upon

cure detention for juvenile delinquency cases.

Placement of respondents (both prior to and
after the court hearing) was primarily in custody of the




parents, guardian, relative, etc., with a greater emphasis
being placed upon supervision after the court hearimg than
before. Very few respondents were placed with private
agencies, (Rockland County being the major user of this
alternative). Tompkins County demonstrated a tendency to
place a greater percentage of the respondents with DFY
(both short and long-term) as opposed to DSS, while other
counties favored DSS and DFY for placement, (See Tables 9
and 11)

................

D. Statewide Findings ‘and Recommendations

1., Case Scheduling, Length of Hearings,

a. Case Scheduling

In Chemung, Rockland and Tompkins Counties cases
were scheduled for specific days and/or times. Participants
in the various types of proceedings were often told or
notified to appear on a specific day at a specific time. For

example, in Chemung County, participants who were told to appear

at 10:15 a.m. could be reasonably sure that their case would be
heard at that time. This type of case scheduling procedure
alleviated some of the problems of overcrowding in the

waiting areas, lessened the amount of time citizens had to
wait before their case was called and generally made for

a more efficient use of court time.

Kings County, which had the highest volume
of cases, scheduled all cases for the same time; every parti-
cipant was told to appear in court at 9:30 a.m. Therefare, -
participants in a case often arrived at the court at 9:30 a.m.
hut did not have their case called until late in the afternoon.
The system used in Kings County appeared to be rather
inefficientybut more importantly it was detrimental to those
citizens who were forced to wait hours in crowded waiting
rooms before their cases were heard.

b. Length of Hearings, Adjournments and Delays

The majority of the 545 juvenile delinquency
and Persons in Need of Supervision (PINS) cases that
monitors observed weve heard in 15 minutes or less. In
addition 1/4 of these hearings were 5 minutes or less and only
5% of the juvenile "delinquency ‘cases were over one hour,
(See Table 12) While the brevity of these cases may or may
not reflect upon the administration of justice, monitors
were generally surprised and sometimes dismayed at the
rapidity of these proceedings.

Monitors in all the areas were concerned about

the number of delays and adjournments in the court process.
Adjournments were often caused by the absence of
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attorneys, petitioners or representatives of the various
court-related or social service agencies, or were due to the
fact that reports from probation and social services agencies
were not ready. Delays in the beginning of court sessions

were attributed to the absence or tardiness of attorneys, court
personnel and, on occasion, judges. Also, pre-hearing confer-
ences and proceedings and meetings in judges' chambers were
often mentioned as factors in session delays,

Recommendations

1. The Deputy Administrative Judge of the New
York City Family Court and the Chief Clerk of the Kings County
Family Court should re-evaluate the case scheduling procedure
presently utilized for the all-purpose parts and should
investigate implementing a split-calendaring procedure.

2. The judges should make additional efforts to
begin sessions on time.

3. Sanctions should be applied to attorneys,
petitioners and court-related agencies' representatives who
consistently cause delay or adjournment of proceedings due
to tardiness, lack of preparation or non-appearance.

2. Representation

In all of the counties the most common petitioner
in the juvenile delinquency cases observed were the police;
parents were the petitioners in the majority of PINS cases
observed. However, in Tompkins County the petitioners in
many of the PINS cases observed were the police; in Kings
County the petitioner in almost 1/3 of juvenile delinquency
cases observed was a private citizen. (See Table 5).

‘ Representation for petitioners in the juvenile
delinquency cases and PINS cases observed was generally
provided by the County Attorney's office (Chemung, Rockland
and Tompkins Counties) or the Office of Corporation Counsel
(Kings County). ‘

Respondents in both types of cases were represented
by the Legal Aid Society (Xings County) or assigned counsel
(Chemung, Rockland, Tompkins Counties). Respondents in all
of the counteis observed always appeared with counsel.

Monitors felt that the quality of representation
in the four counties was generally adequate, However, mon-
itors found that a proportion of attorneys were often un-
prepared or seemingly unfamiliar with their cases. While
it was recognized that many of these attorneys have numerous
cases to handle, efforts should be made to alleviate this




problem by providing additicnal staffing and training seminars
for attorneys who practlce in Family Court and eliminating
pr1vate~pract1C° provisions for County Attorneys. Monitors
in all the areas felt that attorneys acting as either counsel

.for the petitioner or respondent should be carefully screened

and be knowledgeable in Family Court law and procedures
prior to assignment.

Recommendation

4, The appropriate Appellate Division in coop-
‘eration with the Office of Court Administration should design,
develop and implement training seminars for all attorneys
who practice in the Family Court,

3. Explanation of Rights

It was generally found that most judges in all
four counties were meticulous in explaining the rights,
procedures and law to the participants in a case, Respondents
were told of their rights and many times were asked if they
understood what was being said. Concern was expressed,
however, about the language sometimes used and the rapidity
of the explanation given. Monitors often commented about
the lack of explanation to a parent concerning the placement
of a child. Little or no detail was given to the parent
by either the judge or counsel about the type of placement
and/or treatment which was being ordered for the respondent.

Recommendation

5. Each judge and attorney should make
additional efforts to explain the procedures, rights and
results of hearings to all parties in simple, non-legal
language.

4, Securitz

Among the major concerns expressed by monitors
statewide was the lack of adequate security in the court,

Uniformed court officers (Kings County) and
Deputy Sheriffs (Chemung, Rockland and Tompkins) are re-
sponsible for security in the courts. Monitors often com-
mented, especially in Kings County, that security measures
(such as screening persons entering the court) are not
carried out. In addition, securlty personnel are not ¢on-
sistently assigned to the waiting areas (in all counties)
and in the upstate areas are available only by request of the
judge. Monitors felt that since the potential for outbursts
and physical confrontation is high due to the emotional
nature of many of the cases heard in Family Court adequate
security measures should be a high priority.

-13-
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Recommendation

6. Security procedures, staffing and needs should
be investigated and re-evaluated in order to insure the
safety of court personnel and citizens coming into the court.

5. 'Infdrmatioﬁ‘SerViCes

Monitors were acutely aware of the lack of
information available to citizens coming into the Family
Court. Court directories and directional signs were found
to be either non-existent or inadequate; information services
concerning Family Court procedures, structure,and ancillary
and community services were generally unavailable. In addition,
court calendars were not generally posted and courtrooms :
were often not properly identified. Monitors felt that citizens
were often confused and perplexed about where they should be,
~whom they should speak to and what services were available.

s
‘ "

The monitors felt that efforts had to be made
to initiate, develop and implement information services on
an cn-going basis. These services should include updated
and clear directories of the offices, courtrooms and services
available in the court building, a pamphlet which would ‘
explain Family Court procedures, terminology and structure, and
a listing of community services. :

Recommendations

7. Information centers should be established in
a central area of the court building im order to assist
citizens seeking information about location of courtrooms,
court-related and social services agencies, other types of
ancillary services and to provide general information concern-
ing procedures within the court. :

8. A pamphlet detailing court procedures,
structure, and terminology should be made available to
citizens coming into the Family Court,

9. Court directories and directional signs
should be updated or installed where appropriate.

6. Placement of Respondents in Juvenile
Delinquency and PINS cases ‘

In the four counties monitors noted that the -
placement of juvenile respondents was most often with the ;i
‘parents, relative or guarddian., . (See Tables 9 and 11). While, .
in some cases, this type of pizuement may be appropriate, i
: it was observed that'ihe lack of state facilities and treat-
l ment programs for troubled youth often left the judge with nec:

i
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other alternative. In addition, it was found that some
of the respondents were placed in out-of-state facilities
due to the lack of facilities in thie county.

- Alternative community-based programs for
juveniles were often utilized by the courts in Chemung,
Rockland and Tompkins counties as a condition for place-
ment with the parent, relative or guardian. These alter-
native programs, funded either by private or government
grants, were often seen by monitors.as a realistic and
practicable approach to t e problems of the respondents,

Recommendations

10. Investigation should be made into the possibility

of establlsking residential facilities in or around the
counties for the treatment and care of respondents in
juvenile delinquency cases.

11. The Division for Youth should investigate
the possibility of establishing or expanding present diver-
sion and alternative programs for PINS in the state.

7. Physical Facilities

The major comment made by monitors state-
wide concerning the thSJca1 facilities of the courts cen-
tered on the lack of space in the waiting areas, which re-
sulted in crowding and congestion in the corridors.

Adequate space for attorney/cllen+ con-
ferences, holding areas for juveniles in detention and child-
care fac111t1e were also lacking.

Maintenance was generally considered ade-
quate in all the counties except Kings. Monitors in Kings
County noted that the restrooms and waiting areas were often
littered with papers and cigarette butts, poorly lighted and
generally dingy.

Monitors expressed concern about this and
felt that physical conditions, especially where 1nadequate
and/or poorly maintained, contributed to a negative image
and undermined the impact of court proceedings.

Recommendation

| 12, Minimum physical facilities standards should be
developed and implemented by the Office of Court Administra-

tion and should include adequate space allocation for attorney/

tlient conference rooms, holding areas for juveniles in
detention, waiting areas, and information centers. In

-15-
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addition, maintenanc# guidelines and procedures for court
facilities should be developed and implemented. ’

E. Conclusion

The concept of ¢itizens monitoring their local
courts and developing recommendations for improvements
within that system was reilatively new when the Pund initia-
ted the project four years ago. Since that time, however,
citizen participation within the courts has become broadly
based and accepted not only on a state but national level,

In New York State citizen groups have formed and maintained
court monitoring projects in their areas (e.g., Poughkeepsie,
Westchester, Buffalo) -and have issued reports which describe
their observations and make recommendations for improvements;
court monitoring groups are also active in Illinois, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio and Pennsylvania.

~ While a citizen study cannot evaluate or
address management practices, policies, legal aid and due
process issues it can evaluate and comment upon the
inadequacies which have direct impact upon the consumer.
Adjournment and delay problems, inadequate court services,
disparate physical conditions, poor judicial demeanor and
uneven quality of representation (or lack of representation
altogether) are just some of the conditions which most
directly affect citizens and which, unless noted and
changed, will promote negativity, disrespect and cynicism
toward the courts and justice. As Robert McKay, former
dean of New York University Law School, has said, "If
war is too important to leave to generals, then justice is
too important to be left to lawyers."

F. Methodology

1. Project Structure

Four counties, Kings, Rockland, Tompkins and
Chemung, were chosen on the basis of demographic and sacio-
graphic composition; Chemung and Tompkins are rural upstate
areas with a smaller, less metropolitan population than
Kings and Rockland counties. (See Table 1).

In each of these areas, a local advisory
board was established and a local coordinator was hired.

-16-




The local adyisory boards assisted the local
coordinators in:

-~recruiting and coordinating the training
of the citizen volunteers;

--~evaluating the progress of the project;
-~editing and analyzing the data and reports;

--developing, formulating and editing the
local area report.

The local coordinator in each area was respon-
sible for the overall operation of the project. Their primary
duties included but were not limited to:

--recruiting and interviewing project volunteers;

--scheduling and supervising the volunteers
in court; ,

--developing and writing the local Teport;

--meeting with members of the local judiciary,
bar association and citizen groups to inform
them about the project and insure their
cooperation.

The local coordinators as well as the members
of the local advisory boards are acknowledged in the individ-
ual reports. The Kings County project, however, was super-
vised by the project director and assistant director,

In addition to the local advisory boards a
Statewide Advisory Board was established by the Board of
Directors of the Fund for Modern Courts, Inc. This Board
set all policy for the project and assisted in the prep-
aration and design of the data collection form. The
Board also reviewed all reports and training materials.

The Statewide Advisory Board was composed of
these members of the Board of Directors of the Fund or
Committee for Modern Courts:

Richard Coyne

Vice President and Chairman of the Task Force on
Courts, Economic Development Council of New York
City, Inc.

Pauline Feingold
Assistant Commissioner of Correctlon New York
City.

-17-
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in service..

" Frances Frieduan
Chairwoman, Subcommittee on Juveniles, Special
Committee on Penology, Association of the Bar,

Donald‘GréjaTes
Director, Region IT, Legal Services Corp.

" 'Robert MacCrate
Former President, New York State Bar
Association, currently in private practice.

" Archibald R. Murray
Executive Director, Attorney-in-Chief, Legal
Aid Society.

" 'Flora Rothman
Chalrwoman, Task Force on Juvenile Justice,
National Council of Jewish Women.

Former Judge, Court of Claims, currently in
private practice.

-

.......

2, Volunteer Recruitment and Training

For this phase of the project, 74 citizen
volunteers were recruited and trained. Requirements for
participation in the project were that each individual:

-- participate in a two week training session;

-- monitor proceedings at least ome half day
a week;

-- commit themselves for at least a two
month period;

-- respect énd maintain the confidentiality
of the proceedings observed,

Training was done in two parts--in class and

The in-class training consisted of discussions
and lectures concerning Family Court law, procedures, and
jurisdiction. Menmbers of the judiciary, attorneys, court
personnel, probation officers and representatives of the
various court related agencies partidgipated in this part of
the training. In addition, explanation and use of the data
collection form was conducted and reviewed,

During the course of the project additional
training sessions and monthly meetings with the monitors

.
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TABLE 2. FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS
BY TYPE OF CASE FOR ALL COUNTIES

Description Fregquency Percentage

CE L X E R N - N ¥ ¥ 1 - AR WD T G B A G TR M M R A G

P.InNoso 128 [} 23.5
PDelinguency 360 6640
Non=response 57 10.5

Total 545 100.0

TABLE 3., AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION FOR ALL COUNTIES

m-—-a—--w--M‘o——---w--u-n—dn-u----'p---—--—.aa---'--c----—

S5eX o0f Respondent

W W ) T SR G GD GR PR P N KR G D YR W W SR OB S SR W S W e W en

Age of Respondent Male Female Total
Frequency 38 5 43
12 and Under
Percentage 10.8 7.4 10,3
Frequency 36 7 43
13
Percentage 10.3 10.3 10.3
Frequency 78 ‘ 19 97
14
Percentage 22,2 27.9 23.1
’ Frequency lo0 24 184
15
Percentage 45,6 35.3 43.9
Frequency 39 13 52
16 and Over ;
Percentage 11.1 19,1 12.4
Frequency 351 68 419
TOTAL
Percentage 100.0 100.0 100.0

i .
et l—-----—qnﬁh--ﬂ-----h--—---n----n-‘.----\-nuunqnn-u-ﬂ

-,
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TABLE 4. DETENTION AT START OF HEARING BY DETENTION
AT END OF HEARING FOR ALL COUNTIES

WD U WD 0GR T AT KS WS W G0 T S 6N T AN WD G W R SRR RS 0 WS 6 O &0 RO T S M BD W NS m U N WD N5 G0 G S We N w0 S5 83 B W W WL A8 89

Detention at End ot Hearing

Detention at —------\-u---—-_---------uw-u---a

Start of Hearing Secured Nonh=Secured Total

TN R T R D e NS MY R TR S AR ER W ES O WD A ED G0 S0 S S AN G O R D SR N G G N VN D D B T WD WR S e e R A B A A TR N e e

Frequency ] 5 i3
Secured Detention '

Percentage 57.1 11.6 22.8

Frequency 6 38 44
Non=secured Detention

Percentage 42.9 88.4 T77.2

----n-------n--nnu---u-—-q'—--—-u--—ﬁ—-n—mn-n--m--—nu-wv-

Freguency 14 ' 43 57
TATAL :

Percentage 100.0 100,0 100.0
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TABLE 5. PETITIONER BY TYPE OF CASE FOR ALL COUNTIES
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TYPE cF CASE

G5 e OB S U 4 WP e TS 6 WD U0 W0 MR MU T G NS R SN0 G N AR WY N NN W ONR OO BN

Petitioner P.I.N.S. Delinquency Total

Frequency 49 35 84
Parent, Relative, Guardian ‘

Percentage 46,6 11.5 20.6

L L L L L T Y L L T T - Y Y P ey Y N o Tt

Frequency 21 176 197
Police

Percentage 20,0 58.1 48.3

Frequency 25 10 35
School

Percentage 23.8 3.3 8.6

W TR TS WY A e W N W U A G TS5 MR G UED W ONE ROY WD UIF OV RO S U R S P G W U W A B G G M W K A S S e T WO M W O S TS D e W A W S e

Frequency 5 72 77
Citizen

Percentage 4.8 23.8 i8.8

Frequency 5 10 15
Public/Private Agency '
Percentage 4.8 3.3 3.7

L 3 X - R E-X JN_R N ¥ N ¥ B'R_E_ K W N ¥ 3 2 - % 1 X A R K- X L X X XN R § R 2 R K X & R -X B B 3 R 2 F L % X R ¥ ¥ "X F F ¥ '3

Frequency 105 303 > 408
TOTAL

Percentage 100,0 100.,0 100.0
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TABLE 6, LEGAL REPRESENTATION FOR PETITIONER BY TYPE UF CASE
FOR ALL COUNTIES

Uuq-wuwuu--u--hn--:---nq-n--nuu---—nnu-u-----un-qn-—_-----l--q-rvn_---l----

TYPE OF CASE

S O B M N W W G P A T T A W R B I BN G W R WD AR B

Legal Representation: Petitioner P.I.N.S. Delinquency Total
Fregquency 71 267 3438
Assistant Corporation Counsel
Percentage 73.2 85.6 B2.7
| Frequency 5 9 14
Private Counsel
Percentage 5,1 2.9 - 3.4
' Frequency 12 10 22
No Counsel Assigned
Percentage 12.4 3.2 5.4
======a=%==a—mw--u-q===,-_5.‘,.—,!'!!-.----l!n!n%u-nm-w-nn-—w-n-----m—nl-- " we ey
Frequency 3 13 16
Court Appointed Counsel
Percentage 3.1 4.2 3.9
Frequency 4 8 12
Assistant District Attorney
Percentage 4.1 2.5 2.9
| l Freguency 2 5 7
Counsel Absent
Percentage 2,1 1.6 1.7
--nﬁ--m--—---w--—mu-n----O-u-----u-n---n---n—-n--u.nb-—---q----u---.,--
Freguency 97 312 409
TOTAL
Percentage 1G0.0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE 7. LEGAL REPRESENTATION FOR RESPONDENT BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR ALL COUNTIES

| TYPE OF -CASE
Legal I‘EPresentation ORF £ T D Y B O G W I A R e O e G5 20 D B W0 W0 00 ) @) i
for Respondent P.I.N.S. Delinquency Tatal
Frequency 107 269 376
Law Guard/Legal Aild
Percentage 89.9 80.3 82.8
Frequency 6 30 1)
Asslgned Counsel ‘ » ;
Percentage 5.1 9.0 7.9
Freguency 3 31 34
Private Counsel
Percentage 2,5 9,2 7.5
| Freguency 3 2 5
No Counsel Assigned »
Percentage 2,5 0.6 i.1
Frequency. Q o3 3
Counsel Absent ’ -
Percentage 0.0 0.9 0.7

WX Y N W U UM G0 S GE M G S SN N G0 R W W O T TR R WV S GO O W SD S SN R O MRS R e W R AP WD W O 6 G B e N G S e T 0 OU G S R G O e M

Frequency 119 335 454
TOTAL

Percentage 100,0 100.0 100,.0
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TABLE 8, DETENTION AT START OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR ALL COUNTIES

TYPE OF CRASGE
Start of Hearing P.l.N.S. Delinguency Total

Freguency 6 22 28
Secured Detention ‘

Percentage 22,2 '44.0 36.4

.m-------‘IN---‘--‘*-----"--ﬂ------ﬂﬂﬁ-'u--‘----q-”‘--*--

Frequency 21 28 49
Non=secured Detention
Percentage 77.8 56,0 6346

--m-p--u----n-——-—m--l—unwuuu----ll-n--‘dwu-n—---’u--u-ﬁ;—-munu

Frequency 21 50 7.3
TOTAL .

Percentage  100.0 100.0 100,0
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TABLE 9. PLACEMENT AT START OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE FOR
ALL COUNTIES

TYPE 0O F CASE

LT R L L Y X R 2 Xy ¥ Y N L Y N N N %

Placement: Start of Hearing "~ P.I.N.S. Delinquency Total
Frequency 7 7 14
short«term DFY ,
Percentage 7.0 2.5 3,7
Freguency 4 7 V 11
Long=term DFY
Percentage 4,0 .25 2,9
| ; ' | Frequency i1 , 14 25
Sheort=term DSS
Percentage 11.0 4.9 6,5
Frequency 3 6 9
Long=term DSS
Percentage 3.0 2.1 2.3
Frequency 3 3 ()
short=term Private Agency
Percentage 3.0 1.1 1.6
Frequency . 3 6 9
Long=term Private Agency .
Percentage 3.0 2.1 2.3
Frequency 37 87 124

Wwith Supervision = Custody
Percentage 37.0 30.7 32.4

Frequency 32 153 185
Without Supervision = Custody ‘
' Percentage 32,0 54.1 4$8.3

TR W P NN W N U W A D SO NP D D GRS WD G D YD wre R SO W THD B IS MR GAL D B KR WM T NG s B00 W CHD AR NS SN IR B G S TR GO0 SR G U A T 36 W GNE W D OE G 3 OF 6e W

Frequency 100 283 383
TOTAL '
‘ Percentage 100,0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE 10, DETENTION AT END OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR ALL COUNTIES

D R W G R D W G R SR S W0 W IR W B A P S Y A e LY G W B W e R B 0B T ST B A AT N TR RO W T SN D O W N O W B e %

TYPE GgF CASE

Detentign at B TS G W G S T OR W DY S e G T W T T W e 4 e S e
End of Hearing PeleN.S. Delinguency Total
Freguendy 2 18 20
Secured Detention :
pPercentage 6,7 35.3 24.17
Frequency 28 33 b1
Non=se¢ured Detention
Percentage 93.3 64,7 . 75.3
Freguency 30 51 81
TOTAL
Parcentage 100.0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE 11, PLACEMENT AT END OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE FOR
ALL COUNTIES

T T D N R T T W R T WS N G S S T VRS €30 R TS TR B AT U G R TOR G0 SN N NGNS W 0 B NS WO SR I B OB K0 AR U WIS WIS WD AR G M UEY ORF M0 WD D WR B 000 TR A O S

TYPE 0OF CASE

Placement: End of Hearing P.I.N.S. Delinquency Total
Frequency 5 11 16
Short=term DFY o .

Percentage 5,3 _ 4.3 4,5

Frequency 6 6 12
Long~term DFY

Percentage 6.3 2.3 ' 3.4

Frequency 13 11 24
Short=term DSS

Percentage 13,7 4.3 6.8

Frequency 6 14 20
Long-term DSS

Percentage 6.3 5.4 5.7

Frequency i 0 1
Short=term Private Agency

- Percentage 1.0 0.0 0.3

Frequency 5 8 13
Long~term Private Agency

. Percentage 5.3 3.1 3.7
Frequency 44 132 176
- With Supervision = Custody

Percentage 46,3 51,2 49.8

Frequency 15 76 91
Without Supervision - Custody :

Percentage 15.8 29.4 25.8

Frequency 95 258 353
TOTAL
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TABLE 12, DURATION OF CASE BY TYPE OF CASE FOR ALL COUNTIES

BN T G W GE TD G0 N N S R WD 5 G WO W I DGR TR W e B S KR MR IR W D G R G0 TGN R e R RS W KR O WG S e S T A M e S 08 VR YR R e

TYPE 0F CASE

D R R A0 U G W AT B O O B W I G R GRS G B e SR R N D

Duration of Case Pel«N.S. Delinguency Total
Frequency 27 87 114
Less Than 5 Minutes
Percentage 23.5 26,0 25,3
Fregquency 45 131 176
5 to 190 Minutes
Percentage 39,1 39,1 39,1
A Frequency 29 52 81
11 to 15 Minutes
Percentage 25.2 15.5 18.0
Frequency 13 35 48
16 to 30 Minutes
Percentage 11.3 10.4 10.7
‘ Frequency ‘ '0 14 14
31 to 60 Minutes
Percentage 0,0 4,2 3.1
: Frequency i 16 17
Over 60 Minutes
Percentage 0.9 4,8 3,8
Frequency 115 335 450
TOTAL
Percentage 100.0 100,0 100.0
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I. Introduction

Observation of Family Court proceedings in
Chemung County began in late November 1978 and continued
through the second week of January 1979 under the auspices
of the Fund for Modern Courts, Inc. The two month monitoring
project was sponsored by the State Office of Court Adminis-~-
tration and was funded by a grant from the Division of
Criminal Justice Services.

The goals of the Chemung County project were to
educate the community about the Family Court, provide a
presence of concerned citizens in the courtroom, initiate
a dialogue between citizens and various agencies and
personnel concerned with the operation of the court, and
formulate recommendations for improvements in the Family
Court system.

Citizen volunteers observed proceedings in all
areas of Family Court jurisdiction; however, as the primary
focus of the project was juvenile delinquency and Persons in .
Need of Supervision (PINS) cases, quantitative and qualitative
data refers only to these types of cases. Monitors also
noted the overall functioning of the court and reported on
case pr0ce551ng, court procedures, treatment and placement of
children, condition of the court facilities and conduct of
the judge and court personnel.




IT. Summary of Recommendations

1. The Office of Court Administration should
negotiate a new contract as soon as possible with the Family

Court staff to clarify and reclassify job descriptions where
necessary.

2, Persons acting as court reporters should be
classified as such and should be relieved of extraneous duties
which prevent them from transcribing court proceedings within
a reasonable length of time.

3. The Office of Court Administration should pro-

vide a part-time judge in order to alleviate the heavy case-
load in Family Court.

4., A security guard should be present at all
times when court is in session.

5. An information center staffed by volunteers
to provide general assistance to those persons seeking ser-
vices in the building should be established. Chairs should
be provided in the hallways and a toll-free telephone for
calling taxis should be installed. A room adequately equipped-
for the care of small children should be established,

6. A non-secure juvenile detention facility should
be established in the county.

7. Family Court should be moved to more adequats
facilities. The relocation of the Family Court to the Steele
Memorial Library, which is in close proximity to the present
Family Court and other local and county buildings, is suggest-
ed, '
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III. Summary of Statistical Data* on Caszes Observed

Monitors observed a total of 42 juvenile delin~-
quency and PINS cases during the two month period from late
November 1978 through the second week of January 1979. Of
these cases, determination of the actual type of case could
only be made for 26 cases. For these 26 cases, 42% (11)
were PINS and 58% (15) were juvenile delinquency cases.

In the 42 cases observed, the majority of the
respondents were male. In terms of age 26% were under 14
years old, 55% were 14 or 15 years old and 19% were 16 or
over. As may be observed from Table 3 in the appendix, males
appear to become involved in the court system at an earlier
age than females, but also have a lower involvement in the
later years.

Almost two-thirds of the cases observed wevre
processed in under 10 minutes. There were, however, substan-
tial differences between the length of hearings for juvenile
delinquency and PINS cases. It is clear from Table 12 that
less time was spent on juwvenile delinquency cases (87% were
heard in less than 10 minutes) than the PINS cases (36% were
heard in less than 10 minutes).

The police were the petitioner in all of the
juvenile delinquency cases observed; in the PINS cases ob-
served the school was the petitioner in half of the cases,
followed by parents and the police (See Table 5).

The Assistant County Attorney represented the
petitioner (police) in all of the juvenile delinquency cases
observed, but represented the petitioner in only 57% of the
PINS cases observed (See Table 6). Respondents were repre-
sented by law guardians (assigned counsel) in all of the PINS
and juvenile delinquency cases observed.

In the cases observed, few respondents were

placed with a private agency or short-term Division for Youth
(DFY) facility. Some respondents were placed in long-term DFY
or Department of Social Services (DSS) facilities. The most
common placement was with the parents, relative or guardian.
This type of placement was utilized to a much greater extent
for juvenile delinquency cases than for PINS cases (See Tables
9 and 11).

* Statistical figures are rounded. off to the nearest 10th.
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IV. Findings and Recommendations

A. Organization and Staffing

1, Judicial Staffing

Chemung County has one full-time Family Court
judge and had, untill recently, one part-time Family Court
judge to help relieve the heavy caseload. This part-time
judge was transferred from Chemung County to another county.
Additional help has been requested from the Office of Court
Administration in order to alleviate the heavy caseload.

The support staff consists of six persons--four
secretaries, one petition-clerk and one receptionist. The
judge does not have a personal secretary but uses one of the
four court secretaries when necessary. The four secretaries,
on a rotating basis, act as the court reporter, recording all
testimony and then transcribing the testimony into reports.
The judge requires that all testimony be transcribed. - All
but one of the secretaries, who uses the stenograph machine,
take short-hand notes of the testimony. In addition to their
duties as court reporters, each secretary has one other major
responsibility. Since the personnel were incorporated into the
state system in 1977 the secretaries have been working without
a contract, Their county contract was not renewed and a new
one with the state has not yet been negotiated. The secre-
taries feel this has left them in an unfair position in regard
to their job classifications..

The petition clerk also acts as a court asSistant,
processing papers for sérvice and handling all statistical
reports for the court.

The monitors questioned the efficiency of the
court reporters taking testimony by shorthand rather than
with a stenograph machine; the monitors noted that some dia-
-logue seemed to be missed during a court proceeding. Monitors
also indicated that secretaries, because of their other duties,
were unable to transcribe notes into typed reports within a
reasonable length of time. :

2. Legal Services

The Assistant County Attorney represented the
petitioner (police) in all juvenile delinquency cases observed
and represented the petitioner (school, parents and police)

)

in PINS cases.

Monitors noted that respondents were always repre-
sented by a law guardian. These law guardians are attorneys
in private practice who are assigned by the court. Although
the judge showed one monitor a list of more than twenty law-
yers available to serve as law guardians, monitors only saw
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the same three attorneys appear in court. Monitors did feel
that the quality of representation provided by these law

guardians as well as by the assistant county attorneys appear-
ed to be good; also monitors felt that both were well prepared

for their cases.
5. Security

Monitors observed that there is little or uc secu-
Tity at the court. A buzzer on the waiting room door alerts
the staff when someone is entering, but there is nothing to
prevent someonne from entering the courtroom from the waiting
room. There séems to be no officer responsible for maintain-
ing security in the courtroom, Monitors were told that the
judge requests someone from the Deputy Sheriff's Office next:
door if he feels a case may be potentially threatening. The
monitors felt that because of the emotional excitement and
intensity of many of the cases witnessed any case could be-
come a potentially dangerous one. The monitors felt that a
uniformed security officer should be stationed either in the
courtroom or the waiting area.

Recommendations

1. The Office of Court Administration should
negotiate a new contact as soon as possible with the Family
Court staff to clarify and reclassify job descriptions where
necessary.

2. Persons acting as court reporters should be

classified as such and should be relieved of extraneous duties

which prevent them from transcribing court proceedings within
a reasonable length of time.

3. The Office of Court Administration should pro-
vide a part-time judge in order to alleviate the heavy case-
load in Family Court.

4, A security guard should be present at all times

when court is in session.

B. Ancillary Services

Interpreters

Monitors observed no cases in which the partici-
5 did not speak or understend English. The moniteors were
]

13 ai &
to however, that interpreters were available if needed.

1d
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C. Court Procedures and Case Processing

1. General

a. Calendars and Procedures

Monitors observed that the court calendaring
procedures seemed quite efficient. Cases were scheduled
every fifteen minutes. On the days juvenile delinquency
and PINS case$ were heard, the secretary altermated fact-
finding and dispositional hearings when possible for in-
creased efficiency. Also, while the judge was hearing one

case, the law guardian met with his client for the next case,"”

eliminating unnecessary delays between cases. This manner
of scheduling eliminated congestion in the small waiting
room and no one waited any extensive length of time. The
law guardian or probation officer indicated when the parties
were to enter the courtroom and announced the probable
length and reason for delays when they occurred,

b. Sessions

Family Court sessions begin at 9:00 a.m. and
1:30 p.m. and usually break about noon and 5:00 p.m. respec-
tively. The judge has a heavy caseload but monitors cbserved
that he did not attempt to rush through cases in order to
clear the docket. -

c. Adjournments and Delays

Monitors Qbser#ed very few adjournments and
delays,

2. Status of Respondents--Beginning and End of
Hearing '

In the cases observed no respondent was placed
with a private agency or short term Division for Youth (DFY)
facility. Some respondents were placed in long term DFY or
Department of Social Services (DSS) facilities. The most
common placement was with the parent, relative, etc. This
type of placement was utilized to a much greater extent for
juvenile delinquency cases than for PINS cases.

3. Hearings--Juvenile Delinquency and PINS
Cases T

Monitors observed a total of 42 cases during the
two and a half month period from November 1978 through
January 1979, Of the 42 cases observed, determination of
the actual type of case could only be made for 26 cases. For
these 26 cases, 42% (11) were PINS and 58% (15) were juvenile
delinquency.
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In the 42 cases ohserved, 76% (32) of the
respondents were male; 24% (10) were female. In terms of
age, 26% were under 14 years old, 55% were 14 or 15 years old
and 18% were 16 or over, As may be observed from Table 3
in the appendix, males appear to hecome involved in the court
system at an earlier age than females, but also have a lower
involvement in the later years.

Also two-thirds of the cases observed (65.3%)
were processed in under 10 minutes. There were substantial
differences between the length of hearings for PINS and
juvenile delinquency cases. It is clear from Table 12 that
less time is spent on juvenile delinquency cases (87% were
heard in less than 10 minutes) than PINS cases (36% were
heard in less than 10 minutes). :

4, Explanation of Rights

Monitors observed that the judge always read the
respondent's rights at the start of a fact-finding hearing.
However, in many cases monitors questioned whether the re-
spondent understood the serious nature of the allegations
and whether the respondent and relatives understood the
nature of the court proceedings. One case was observed in
which the mother of the respondent became quite upset after
her daughter's fact-finding hearing. She did not understand
that her daughter would be coming back for another hearing
at which the judge would decide the outcome of the case.

The monitors observed the law guardian trying to explain
to the mother the difference between fact-finding and
dispositional hearings.

The monitors were impressed with the concern the
judge conveyed to each respondent. While not diminishing the
seriousness of the act, he let each child know that he cared
about what happened to him or her and would do what he felt
was best for the child's welfare. The monitors noted that
the judge often spoke to the parents, showing an interest in
their situation as well, His language and explanations were
generally understandable. ‘

D. Local Issues:

, Monitors felt it would be helpful to have a cen-
tral information booth staffed by volunteers to provide gen-

eral assistance for everyone seeking services in the building.

It was felt that the information booth should have someone
available for '"one-to-one'" contact with citizens. As moni-
tors also felt that many citizens seemed to be confused by
court proceedings, they suggested that a simple booklet be
‘made available for distribution.

Moniters felt that chairs should be provided for
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people waiting in the building and that establishing a room
for the care of yocung children be considered.

The need for a non-secure detention facility in
the county was repeatedly expressed. Monitors observed one
case where two boys awaiting appearance in Family Court were
involved in another incident which could have been avoided
had the youths been placed in a non-secure detentlon fac111ty
The monitors recognize that such a facility is needed in
Chemung County and urged that the present efforts to obtain
funding for a non-secure detention facility be continued.

Recommendations

5. An information booth staffed by volunteers to
provide general assistance to those persons seeking services
in the building should be established. Chairs should be pro-
vided in the hallways and a toll-free telephone for calling
taxis should be installed. A room adequately equipped for
the care of small children should be established.

6., A non-secure juvenile detention facility
should be established in the county,

E. Physical Facilities

The building which houses the Family Court also
houses the Department of Social Services and the juvenile
services of the Probation Department.

Monitors felt that the Family Court suffered
from a lack of space. The waiting room is very small and
can only seat about six persons. The entrance and hallways
of the building are always filled with people who cannot be
accommodated in other offices. There is one small room off
of the waiting room for conferences between a law guardian
and his/her client. One monitor reported having to leave
the courtroom so that a law guardian could meet with a client

when the other room was occupied. Monitors felt that the

court offices are crowded and too small. They also indicated
that storage space in the offices is inadequate.

Parking facilities in the immediate area of the
bulldlng present a major problem. ’

Recommendation

7. Family Court should be moved to adequate
facilities. The relocation of Family Court in the Steele
Memorial Library, which is in close proximity to the present
Family Court and other local and county buildings, is
suggested.
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V. Methodology

1, Recruitment and Training of Volunteers

Volunteers were recruited and trained during
October and November 1978, Volunteers came from different
backgrounds, were a variety of ages, and were of both sexes.

" The League of Women Voters and Retired Senior Volunteer Pro-

gram helped tremendously in the effort to recruit volunteers.
Local newspaper and television stations were utilized for
recruitment of volunteers as well. The local Volunteer
Recruitment Center also assisted in the effort.

Volunteers were asked for a commitment of one-
half day per week, and many gave much more of their time.

2. Training

The first training session between the local
coordinator and the volunteers consisted of a review of the
goals of the project and provided information about the Fund

for Modern Courts, Inc. The project director also met with

the local coordinator and advisory board, some of whom were
also monitors.

A second training session included talks by the
Family Court judge, a representative from the Probation

Department, the Assistant County Attorney, and representatives

from a local group home.

A third session was held to explain the termi-
nology and to discuss the collection of data and the method
or recording it on the monitoring forms, _

In addition, monitors and adyisory board members
met throughout the course of the project to discuss findings
and problems.

Members of the local advisory board were:

Gordon Hills Youth Director, Elmira Neighborhood
House

Janna Keser Former co-president, League of Women
Voters

Ed Marosek Executive Director, Elmira Glove House

Shirley Rand - Criminal justice instructor, Elmira

. College
Tom Santulli Probation Officer
Lauren Schweizer Task Force on Domestic Violence;

League of Women Voters
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The local coordinator would like to express her
appreciation to the monitors and members of the local advisory
board for their time and support throughout the course of the

- project. The coordinator, monitors and advisory board would~-

like to acknowledge the cooperation of Family Court Judge
Daniel Donahoe.

Although monitors were few in number, they were
extremely dedicated and interested in the project. Monitors
found the experience and knowledge they gained throughout
the project to be well worth their time and efforts. Because
of their limited knowledge of court procedures and terminology
the monitors are especially grateful to those members of the
advisory board, and to court personnel, who took the time
to further explain cases and procedures.

4

The monitors commented frequently on the fairness
and compassion of the judge, and appreciated the time hp of-
ten took to talk with them and answer their questions after
a hearing.

The following is a list of the citizen monitors
who made the project possible: :

Marion Gibson
Janna Keser
Rosemary McGuier
Marty Naunas
Ralph Paltrowitz
The Chemung coordinator, Marion Gibson, may be

reached at 1147 West Water Street, Elmira, New York 14905,
(607) 733- 1635.
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TABLE 1. DEMOGRAPHIC, ECONOUMIC AND SOCIAL STATISTICS FOR

DESCRIPTION

CHEMUNG COUNTY

STATISTIC

Land Area (Total of 47,831 Square Miles)
Population of 18,075,487 (July 1, 1975)
Papulation Per Square Mile
Percent of Population Over 65
population Change, 1960 to 1970
Populatlion Change, 1970 to 1975
Percent Urban Population, 1970
Percent Black Population
Percent Foreign Stock Population, 1970
Birth Rate: 1970 %

1975
Death Rate: 1970
1978
Marriage Rate: 1970
1875
Divorce Rate: 1970
1975
Public School Enrollment Rate, 1270

1975
Number of Physiclans (Rate), 1978
Number of Hospital Beds (Rate), 1975
Per Capita, 1974
Public Assistance Recipients: Total (Rate), 1976

Children (Rate), 1976

Mean § Per Family,1976
Per Capita Dollars iIn Bank Deposits, 1976
Housing: Percent One Unit Structures, 1970
Percent Owner Occupled, 1970
Percent 1,01+ People Per Room, 1970
General Revenue Per Capita, 1972 X
From Federal Govt. (Percent), 1972
‘ Property Takes (Per Capita), 1972
General fxpenditures (Total) Per Capita, 1972
(Less Capital Exp.) Per Capita, 1972
'~ Education (Percent), 1972 ‘
Public Welfare (Percent), 1972
Health and Hpspitals (Percent), 1972
General Debt Qutstanding Per Capita, 1972
Crime Index Rate, 1978
Robbery (Per 100,100 Popuiation), 1975
Adgregated Assault (per 100,000 Population), 1975
Burglary=Breaking or Entering (Per 100,000), 1975
Motor Venicle Theft, 1975
Police Officers (Per 100,000 Population), 1975

9
«b
242
11.2
2.9
“1.2
74.3
3.3
12.1

*¥*ALL RATES ARE PER 1,000 POPULATION UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED
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TABLE 2, FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS
BY TYPE OF CASE FUR CHEMUNG COUNTY

Description Freguency Percentage

REneeERtetan wenEoemE. o e
P.I,N.5, i1 26.2
Delinquency 15 35.7
Non=response 16 38.1

Total 42 100,0

TABLE '3. AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION FOR CHEMYNG COUNTY

L £ X 2 R B B L R B R L L 2 X R E X 1 0 T 2 L J T X732 %+ X K X X % EAS R -0/ L 2 L F ¥ _T 7 % ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ -3

Sex of Respondent

W N D e G0 [ AP W KD ON W) G T4 60 K 00 4D W0 02 TP T 03 TN G5 I AR TR W W W

Age of Respondent Male Female Total
Frequency 5 1 7

i2 and Under .
Percentage i8,.8 10.0 16,7
R W O X I D ST TS P N W W W S e R D W G A D e W A SR G T H e O ) O 10 D AR 0 W FR O KR 90 O W ee 0B
Frequency 4 0 4
13 :
Percantage 12,5 0.0 9.5
D A0 G O W W TN R 2 BN O SR D W G W WD B S U O 0 SR W OB G OB 37 W I U i B 0 W 60 U W2 BID BN G B3 B9 W G
Frequency 12 . 4 16
14 : .
Percentage 37.5 40,0 38.1
Frequency 5 2 : 7
15 .
Percentage 15.6 : 20.0 16,7
Frequency 5 ' 3 8
16 and Oveyx
Percentage 15,6 30.0 $2.0
L B 2 L 2 L L Y 8 B X ¥ L X T -3 L X E J 3 F X % E L ¥ R % R A" R R ¥ 3 -T R ¥ T i-Y o0 P A X 1-r"Y )
Frequency 32 i 42
TOTAL
Percentage 100,0 100.0 100,0

WVADI MR A FA T NS IR TR SR S R I I DN N DD AN R G N D M N A RO M AN MR RS RERS Re.
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TABLE 4, DETENTION AT START OF HEARING BY DETENTIUN
AT END OF HEARING FOR CHEMUNG COUNTY

betention at End of Hearing
Detentian at L R LY S RS Ry AN Sy Mg
sStart of Hearing Secured NoneSecured Total
Frequency 0 i 1
Secured Detention /
Percentage 0.0 33.3 33.3

Frequency 0 2 | 2‘
Non=gsecured Detention
' Percentage 0.0 66.7 66.7
Frequency 0 3 3
TOTAL

Percentage 0.0 100.0 100.0

3 6D E9 N W SR WP M GA WG CH B UU U OO0 RS W IE BN A WP B N SR G BB MR G e ¥ U6 WD TN O wm V t O R BN O R W B O IS W W O W

TABLE 5. PETITIONER BY TYPE OF CASE FOR CHEMUNG COUNTY

TYPE 0F CASE

LA - L 2 - L. L 2 2 0 X 3 T XX X ¥y Y Yy X ¥ ¥3

Petitioner P.I.N.S« Delinquehcy Total
Frequency z 0 2
Parent, Relative, Guardizan .
Percentage 20.0 0.0 8.0
frequency 2 i5 17
Police v
Percentage 20.0 200,90 68.0
Freguency 5 0 5
School
Percentage 50,0 0.0 20.0
| Frequency i Y ) i
Citizen
Percentage 10.0 0.0 4.0
G O P P D W R T B e M T O A R M 00 B 07 S0 O B GO I Gy B W 0 R GO A O e W 5 WD 40 40 4D ) 4B 1B b 105 33 4B 4 KD e At @B T ) 7D e W
Freguency 0 0 0
Public/Private Agency '
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
P L LT /Y Y Y LY TR L AR R Y -l L A L L L R o X L 2 X R-g Xy
Frequency 10 5 25
TOTAL «
‘ Percentage 100,0 100,0 100.0

«.-nu-.-u-pn--a-—----e---i"b-wu-—--n--nwtﬂu--pnnﬂbﬂa.dn--num_mn---
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TABLE 6, LEGAL REPRESENTATION FOR PETITIONER BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR CHEMUNG COUNTY

nn,----‘.--m‘fp-u--nmn---—-un-—n---—nm---p--n-u-u-u-q-n---nm--u----u--qs'-

TYPE OF CASE/

P T P YT TR I P P XYY R T

Legal Representation: Petitioner P.l.N.S. Delinquency Total
: | Frequency 4 ; 13 17
Assistant County Attorney .
Percentage 5741 100.,0 85.0
Fregquency 2 0 2
Private Counsel
Percentage 28.6 0.0 10.0
Frequency 1 0 1
No Counsel Asslgned
~ Percentage 14.3 0.0 5.0
W O R S YIS TNV WG BN U6 UYR CIE GO K KN AU e R g G WIS MO0 WSS BUP SN EAN WID UUR TS 0 W R W BB 00 e A0S ue TS CAR AEY GO T O BB U SN0 VN OGNV M MR O B W B} W CW e G0 o e
: Frequency 0 0 0
Court Appointed Counsel :
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
Frequency 0 0 0
Asslstant District Attorney
- Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
| Frequency 0 0 0

Counsel Absent ,
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
Frequency 7 13 20
TOTAL
Percentage 100,0 100,0 100.0

O WG Ve NS N D N W R G0 UW G) IR 0 S TN WG AR R g W W RN A R SR SR R G KR KD AR R W R R TR S I R S G G T AR W 0 W B SR D B U A e TR ae G e e
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TABLE 7. LEGAL REPRESENTATION FOR RESPGNDENT BY TYRE OF CASE
FOR CHEMUNG COUNTY

-i-----—.n#n--ﬂnn--a‘.'un.’uﬁ--nn-nuu--u!—.dh—ﬂn-ﬁqn-.‘n-nﬁ-niﬂhuﬁ
TYPE or CASE
Legal representation 0 0 0 o IR R A T VoD R e 7 o
for Respondent P.I.N.S. Deiinguency Total
Freguencoy 11 1y 26
Law . Guardian

Percentage 100,0 100.0 100.0
.-----uc—n.nna-‘ac--‘-‘-wn-—-un-nu--u-ﬂn-u--ﬁw\vnnnaﬂn-w-—nvﬁ-.'wn
Fregquency 0 0 0
Assigned Counsel '
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0

Frequency 4] k4] “ 0
Private founsel ,
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
D WD U G G XY TR R D B P S A0 M 0 GF CIF Gy BN I W R W G DU W S SN0 TN U OO e Gt SR T G (SN G W A 0 ) WS e S e 60 06 IW W AN B W PV W G
Frequency 0 V] 0

No Counsel Assigned
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
.----‘-KFﬂ-a-ﬁ--n-h.““.-ﬂ-"ﬁ--ﬂ-ﬂ"‘ﬁﬂ"-.“‘i“"-ﬂ"-&“-ﬂ‘-ﬁ-‘
Frequency 0 0 0
Counsel Absent

Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0

- WD P AR S WD R U e R B KR N D D U5 A0 S A G R WP FS) A GEe M W W T SN TN W B WY Y R e QD G Y N0 R AR W GO GO R N S g @R u AR S W

Frequency 11 15 . 286
TOTAL

Percentage 100,0 ioo0.0 100.0

O S IR SR GO G ORI S0 SN G GD A D W e O SIS VR R B O W TR o R I AR A B e Y OB U B S R N D T M VSR iy SN e SR R WG e S GED ) T NRE G e 0

TABLE 8, DETENTION AT START OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE
) FOR CHEMUNG COUNTY '

L R R R R R o N L L T L
TYPE 0OF CASE
Detention at 0 G e T G R RS D WY W P Y R (D W R0 WD S G VS R A B D e
Start of Hearing P.I.N.S. Delinqguency Total
Y GG D T Iy S S MY S O Ry S R U T G A e G N BB S 1) G S OO TN G O D D W N WY I WA G G 0 A W T A KR e D
Frequency 0 2 2
Secured Detention
Percentage 0,0 50.0 50.0
Frequency 0 .2 2
Non=secured Detention '
Percentage 0.0 50.0 20.0
L L L T LYY P LT LA L L L L L Pl LY L Py vy yy
Frequency 0 4 4
TOTAL
Percentage 0.0 100.0 100.0

A O W T IS e 300 R W W A A D A R O 0 8 S N T e R W O T3 S U D B S W el D W W B K Y R D SN e Ay B e
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TABLE %, PLACEMENT AT START OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE FOR
CHEMUNG COUNTY

W N WY O N O (e G W N M W G I W A SN N S S D A G e T N D S D R I TP GNY OR SRS G S SR B W L Y G T D T T R T S G G Sy TR S Y T AR O B0 BP V0 B R W

TYPE 0F CASE

L L L L X L F L L L 2 X L2 XX 3 . LY X 2 X 23 ]

Placement: Start of Hearling P.I.N.S. Delinguency Total
D B LTS SN AY W D T BB AL G I U WD M S A M WG LW DN OO D W S Sup S e O G N SUY GND S GIN KGR 5D TP WD BN B au B A M0 WOR W GRN P W S by SN gy OO0 B0 S O 0 O W A0 W G G G
Frequency 0 0 0
Short=term DFY
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
Frequency 1 1 2
Long-term DFY
Percentage 9.1 7.1 B,0
Frequency 1 0 1
Shorte=term DSS
. Percentage 9.1 0.0 4.0
WS A W G Wk W Y G U s TN D G TIR SIS U A DN YR R0 QN e AR OIS G D Gae S T TR (RO B SN OFR S ek UUU S0 G0 A0 W W) SR OAF 6B SEs N 7 BTD W AND SO0 e W e N9 Gov AR Mg B OVH TR AR aae ey
Frequency 1 2 3
Long=term DSS
Percentage 9.1 14.3 12.0
-M-*--‘---'-h-‘-ﬂ-ﬂ--—--‘-"h-h-ﬁmn-—------‘-h—*-“—--—ﬂ---lu-,-”ﬂ-“--
Frequency 0 0 0
Short=term Private Agency
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
LA o L L L2 - T L L N X Y R "L L X ¥ F 3 /0 N R R X 2 X B ¥ ¥ X F E & Z X X "R X X E X R ¥ N X ¥ ¥ LW RSN "y J ¥ ¥ )
Frequency 0 0 o
Long«=term Private Agency
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
L L TR LT LT LYY LYY Yy Y T X Py I X Y Yy PN ¥ F T ¥ Yy T F Ty Y Pey Yy Py ROy R ¥ ey Sy
Frequency 8 i1 19
With Supervision = Custody
Percentage 72.7 .78.6 - 7640
Frequency 0 0 0
Without Supervision = Custody
Percentage 0.0 0.0 : 0.0
' Frequency i1 14 25
TOTAL .
Percentage 100,.0 100.0 100,0

T e S i) K WP Y e O i T O D N R VR e e a2 D 9D G G0 D ) B0 O an e i e o e 60 0 B0 @ D 0 U V0 D B0 O 0 U e B e 0 e €8 D U B W W W) e O A ) e
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TABLE 10. DETENTION AT END OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR CHEMUNG COUNTY

| TYPE OF CASE
Detention at U A U B G S W TR W O U O M O G U W WD W T S e U S e
End of Hearing P,1.N.S. Delinquency Total
Frequency 0 » 0 . 0
Secured Detention
; Percentayge 0.0 0.0 0.0
Freguency 1 3 4
Non-secured Detention ~
Percentage 100.0 106.0 100.0
Freguency i 3 4
TOTAL
Percentage 100.0 100.0 100,0

Ly rrryr e e Y Y T LY L L L L R R ]

~49-




TABLE 1i. PLACEMENT AT END OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE FOR
CHEMUNG COUNTY

T PE OF CASE

LS U e S W S G I IR W O G B G S e S G e Oy WS e B

Placement: End of Hearing P.I.N.S. Delinquency =~ Total
S N O T U BN e O UG G I G G W W N T Y O D R O e SO T T e 0 WS SR DK TR S0 0N I OO WR B9 S W Gh U A5 S0 B N0 o 03 GB 90 53T G W e W BT tY e (e .
Frequency 0 0 0
Short=term DFY
Percentage 0,0 0.0 0.0
Freguency 2 1 3
Long~term DFY
Percentage 20,0 B.3 13.6
Wl G S W WG WWS S N VST e R I ST OE) TS GO e M ) R G S R S R D R R OO0 W AN SR I S0 BEE G G T PT0 ey OKr M A O UDR T AW GN U e N GRD B0 G BEN SIS TR NN M0 MY SV BN B
Frequency 3 2 5
Short=term DSS
Percentage 30,0 16.7 22.7
—ﬂ"-\-hﬂ-_-pﬂ—ﬁﬂﬂhﬂ-ﬂhﬂ‘uﬂ-ﬂﬂ.ahﬂﬁ-‘l'-ﬂﬂ-bﬂ--'l---‘-“‘--ﬁ-ﬁﬁ---ﬂnhli--n
Frequency 1 i 2
Long=term DSS
Percentage 10.0 8.3 9.1
W Y B WA RN A O R ) SR 10 W P Wl (0 AN e e 0 o P TSP O G N D W D P T R R R TR O W) A R U e G O S O M0 R B W6 a0 K6 B OIS G USRS W O
Freguency 0 ] -0
Short-term Private Agency
Percentage U,0 0.0 0.0
LA A L LYY T Y Y L F LY L LY T T 2 X 2 ¥ 3 L X B $ ¥ J 2 S8 ¥ 3 L ¥ N ¥ 3 J 3 ¥ B ¥ ¥ F 3 3 ¥ Fy ¥ ¥ ¥y
Frequency 0 U U
Long=term Private Agency
Percentage . 0.0 0.0 0.0
Y9 N e N 0 WIS W B 000 5 OO W B G I R B0) N TN A G WD N W O e R O Y S VB i\ W O e B s S D AL 00 NI 560 T i U B NP S G GO WD R G813 Nip D @B W e
Frequency . 4 B8 12
With Supervision = Custody
Pzrcentage 40.9 6647 54,6
-nb-u-uunu--n-mhup.-n-nu-qnd-----—n—-n-u-u-—u---n—-u—-n-—u-wum——nw—n—-nm-
Frequency 0 0 0
Without Supervision = Custody
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TABLE 12. DURATION OF CASE BY TYPE OF CASE FOR CHEMUNG COUNTY

TYPE urF CASE

L L L R e e 2 L o Py

Duration of Case P.I.NsS. Delinguency Total
Fregquency 2 | 1 | 3
Less Than 5 Minutes
: Percentage 18,2 6e7 11.5
-------n---n-ﬂ---:-n---m.un--n-m--unwunﬁ\---q--n-tnmnnwn---mu--n
Frequency 2 12 14
5 to 10 Minutes
’ Percentage 18,2 80.0 53.8
Frequency 4 2 | (5]
11 to 15 Minutes
Percentage 36,3 13,3 23.1
e S R WD e RS OW G OND RS GER WA Wek DN WB CEA S ot SO0 AKD ICY U GIF W v UNr A S0V T OU W WA 4 VDU CR A T GO0 000 GNP GO0 1) B O R O e W W GRG A BN 0N 56 G dMe S K TR B W
Frequency 2 0o . 2
16 to 30 Minutes
Percentage ig, 2 0.0 77
Frequency 0 0 0
31 to 60 Minutes
Percentage 0,0 0,0 0.0

. ‘i“—--'---,"-'—--‘U“—--‘l-'ﬁ---*—l‘nﬂ-.-----‘ﬂ--------h'---’ﬂu-‘ﬂ‘ﬂ

Frequency 1 0 1
Over 60 Minutes
Percentage 9.1 ‘ 0.0 3.9
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Frequency 11 15 26
TOTAL '
Percentage 100.0 100.0 100.0
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I. Introduction

In November 1978 citizen volunteers, under the
auspices and guidance of the Fund for Modern Courts,Inc.,
began a two month monitoring effort in Kings County Family
Court. The project was sponsored by the State Office of
Court Administration and funded by a grant from the Division
of Criminal Justice Services.

The goals of the project were to educate citizens
about the Family Court, provide a presence of concerned
citizens in the courtroom, initiate a dialogue between
citizens and the judiciary and court personnel, and formulate
recommendations to improve the Family Court system.

Citizens observed juvenile delinquency and

Persons in Need of Supervision (PINS) proceedings and col-
lected quantitative and qualitative data pertaining to the
processing and disposition of these cases. In addition,
monitors observed and commented on the overall operation of
the court, including case pretessing, court procedures,
treatment and placement of children, condition of the court
facilities, and the conduct of judges and court personnel.
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. II. Summary of Recommendations

1. The Deputy Administrative Judge of the Family
Court should make additional efforts to assign sufficient
judges for each court part so that one judge is not required
to cover two court parts.

2. All judges should be aware of decorum and
organization in their courtrooms and should make every effort
to maintain a dignified and orderly atmosphere.

3. Judges should impose sanctions upon attor-
neys who are consistently late or unprepared for hearings.

4. Efforts should be made by all attorneys to
meet with their clients prior to all hearings in order to
adequately prepare their cases.

5. The Office of Court Administration should
investigate the security problems in the Brooklyn Family
Court and provide additional personnel in a11 areas of the
building.

6. Security measures, such as carefully screen-
ing all persons entering the building, should be implemented
and strictly adhered to by court officers.

7. A study should be made investigating possible
methods by which police appearances in Family Court could be
made more efficient in terms of time and cost.

8. In order to assure better security in the
Brooklyn Family Court, a security desk should be located
near the elevators on the first floor.

9. 1In order to insure high quality and perform-
ance, interpreters should be carefully screened for ability,
language arts and knowledge of legal terminology and should
be closely supervised.

10. The present method of case scheduling for the
all-purpase parts should be re-evaluated and consideration -
should be. given to implementing a split-calendaring procedure.
11. Judges should impose sanctions upon all par-
ncluding court personnel, who, through tardiness,

~
-

par i
5 € ays

F" n

icipants
aus de

ﬂr'i-

: 12. The Assistant Administrative Judge of the
beoklyn Family Court should make efforts to insure that
sessions convene on time.

13. When it is known in advance that a case will
be adjourned, all participants should be notified prior to
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the next hearing date. The use of a telephomne alert system
should be explored for this purpose so as to alleviate some
of the delays and adjournments.

14. Investigation should be made into the
possibility of establishing a facility in the metropolitan
area for respondents in both juvenile delinquency and PINS
cases, who need close supervision and counseling.

15. Judges should make every effort to read and
explain charges to respondents at the beginning of each
hearing and consistently explain the rights of all partici-
pants throughout each hearing. Also, judges should make
additional efforts to explain the ramifications of their
decisions and to insure that the peoplerinvolved fully under-
stand the type and purpose of placement ordered for the
juvenile respondent.

) 16, Existing facilities in the Brooklyn Family
Court should be remodeled to provide separate detention
areas for violent and non-violent, male and female adults
and juveniles and separate waiting areas for petitioners
and respondents.

17. The court building should be painted, and
ceilings and walls should be re-plastered. In addition,
exterminator services should be used on a regular basis.

18. Restroom facilities should be repaired and
more adequately maintained. Adequate lighting should also
be installed in these areas.

19. Bilingual court directories and directional
signs should be posted throughout the court building.
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III. Summary of Statistical Data*on Cases Observed

In Kings County a total of 260 cases were
observed during the months of November and December 1978.
Of these cases, the majority of the respondents were males
(89%). However, only 18% of these respondents were undexr
the age of 14, while 72% were either 14 or 15 years old as
may be seen in Table 3. Females appear to be uniformly
involved throughout the various age categories (between 13
and 16 years old) while males involved were clustered in the
age category between 14 and 15 (See Table 3).

Of the 260 cases observed, a clear-cut delinea-
tion between PINS and juvenile delinquency cases could only
be made for 230 cases (with 30 cases having to be excluded
from the sample). Of these 230 cases, 23% were PINS and
the remaining 77% juvenile delinquency (See Table Z). In
74% of the PINS cases observed the parents were the petition-
ers, with the remainder of these cases being brought by the
police, the school system, individual citizéns and public
and/or private agencies. (See Table 5). For juvenile
delinquency cases, the petiticner was generally either the
police or private citizens. Parents were the petitioners
in about 20% of the juvenile delinquency cases observed
(See Table 5).

Petitioners were represented by Assistant .
Corporation Counsel in 74% of the juvenile delinquency and
in almost half of the PINS cases observed. However, in
over 1/3 of the PINS cases observed, the petitioner was not
represented by counsel (See Table 6).

Respondents were primarily represented by Legal
Aid (83% for PINS and 74% for juvenile delinquency cases
observed) .

Only 7% of the PINS and 6% of the juvenile de-
linquency hearings observed were 15 minutes or more; all of
the PINS cases were heard in less than 30 minutes and only
3% of the juvenile delinquency cases were more than 30
minutes. ;

In the majority of both PINS and juvenile delin-
quency cases, placement of the respondent in the custody of
the parent, relative, guardian, etc. was the most frequent
placement, both at the beginning and end of hearings,

At the beginning of hearings, respondents in the
PINS cases observed were almost equally placéd. either in short-
term Department of Social Services fDSS) facilities or in
the custody of the parent, relative, guardian, etc. without
supervision. Respondents in the juvenile delinquency cases
observed were primarily placed with the parent, relative,
guardian, etc. (89%) with an insignificant number (6%) being

% Statistical figures are rounded off to the nearest 10th.
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placed in short-term Department of Social Services (DSS),
short-term Division for Youth (DFY) (3%) or other facilities
(See Table 9). Pew respondents were placed with private
agencies and only about 3% of the respondents in both

PINS and juvenile delinquency cases were placed in long-term
facilities.

In the majority of both types of cases, placement
of the respondent at the end of hearings in the custody of
the parent, relative, etc. with supervision was the most
prevalent, accounting for 62% of the PINS and 85% of the
juvenile delinquency cases observed. In juvenile delinquency
cases, other placements were primarily in a short-term DFY
facility--a placement which was never used for PINS cases.
Respondents in the PINS cases observed were often placed in
short-term DSS facilities (21% of the observations) or sent
to long-term DSS facilities {10%). No utilization was made
of short-term private agencies in these cases. For several

PINS cases, respondents were placed in long-term DFY and long-

term private agencies (although this involved less than
7% of all PINS cases), ' »
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IV. PFindings and Recommendations

A. Organization and Staffing
1. Judicial |

There are seven hearing parts and two intake
parts in the Brooklyn Family Court. Nine judges were
assigned to the court for the month of November. However,
during the month of December there were only seven judges
sitting. This necessitated having two court parts covered
by one judge. Monitors felt that this was an additional
burden upon the judges as well as the citizens who were
forced to spend time waiting for a court part to open.
Monitors suggested that when there is a shortage of judicial
personnel, judges from the other counties should be assigned
to the Family Court.

Judges in the Brooklyn Family Court generally
hear all parts of cases assigned to them. Monitors commended
this practice as it provides continuity for both the court
and the case participants.

In addition, monitors felt that the judges in
the Brooklyn Family Court seemed to be familiar with the
cases before them, well-versed in Family Law and procedures
and genuinely concerned with the problems of the responddnts
and petitioners.

Several judges were praised by monitors for their
ability to minimize delays and distractions during hearings.
These judges actively insisted that case participants appear
promptly and be prepared for the hearing, and that decorum
be maintained at all times. However, monitors commented that
some judges appeared to be unconcerned and lax about the
decorum and organization in their courtrooms.

Recommendations

1. The Deputy Administrative Judge of the Family
Court should make additional efforts to assign sufficient
judges for each court part so that one judge is not required
to cover two court parts.

2. All judges should be aware of decorum and
organization in their ccurtrooms and should make every effort
to maintain a dignified and orderly atmosphere.

2. Legal Services

The Legal Aid Society represents most children
in JUV“Hlle delinquency, PINS (83% for PINS cases and 74%
for Juvenlle delinquency cases observed) and abuse and neglect
cases in the Brooklyn Family Court; the office of Corporation
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Counsel, City cf New York, represents petitioners in the
majority of juvenile delinquency cases (except the more
serious Designated Felony cases) and occasionally in PINS
cases (74% for juvenile delinquency and 48% for PINS cases
observed) when assigned by the court. In addition to these
cases, Corporation Counsel handles Uniform Support of Depen-
dents Law (USDL), paternity cases, foster care reviews and
voluntary placement petitions. The 18-B attorneys (private
practitioners assigned by the court) represent respondents
in juvenile delinquency and PINS cases when Legal Aid cannot
do so. These 18-B attorneys are also assigned to represent
indigent petitioners or respondents in support, paternity,
and abuse and neglect cases.

Monitors were distressed by frequent delays
caused by Legal Aid, Corporation Counsel, and 18-B attorneys
who appeared late for hearings. Many times attorneys were
delayed because of scheduling conflicts. Several monitors

observed a judge who was so exasperated by one 18-B attorney's

failure to appear on time that he had the attorney dismissed
and assigned another lawyer to the case on the spot. When
the original 18-B attorney appeared one hour after the hear-
ing had begun, the judge reprimanded him on the rececrd.
Monitors felt that judges should take such strong action
more frequently.

Monitors were also dismayed by the frequent
instances where counsel, particularly 18-B attorneys, had
apparently either not had previous contact with clients or
had only brief contact. Monitors felt that this seeming
lack of preparation was unfair to clients and in addition
was the cause of unnecessary delays and adjournments. It
appeared that many 18-B attorneys were unconcerned about the
cases in which they were involved and that insufficient time
and effort were put into preparation of these cases. It was
felt that many of the discussions which take place during
hearings and are quite disruptive could be eliminated if
attorneys had more previous communication with clients.

Monitors felt that the representation provided
by Corporation Counsel was generally adequate. Corporation

Counsel attorneys seemed to be well-organized and efficient, -

contrary to findings of the court monitoring report issued
in February 1978. This improvement may be in part due to an
increase in the number of Corporation Counsel attorneys
assigned to the Brooklyn Family Court.

Monitors were often distressed by the apparent
lack of preparation and familiarity with cases handled by
some of the Legal Aid attorneys and observed that the Legal
Aid attorneys often appeared to be meeting with clients for
the first time on the day of the hearing.
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Recommendations

3. Judges should impose sanctions upon attorneys
who are consistently late or unprepared for hearings.

4. Efforts should be made by all attorneys to
meet with their clients prior to all hearings in crder to
adequately prepare their cases.

3. Securitz

Great concern was often expressed by monitors
concerning the lack of adequate security in the Braoklyn
Family Court

Court officers stationed at the main entrance of
the court were rarely seen inspecting parcels or handbags
and gemerally did not stop or question anyone entering the
building.

Several monitors observed a case during which
the judge asked a woman if she was carrying any weapons.

She opened her bag and showed a knife and a sharp can opener
to the judge. Other monitors saw a young woman on whose
behalf a petition was filed attacked by the young woman who
was the respondent--five feet beyond the courtroom docor, and
in full view of court officers. This occurred just minutes
after the case was completed.

. Other violent incidents were observed by monitors
both in the courtrooms and in the waiting areas, which were
described by monitors as being "tension-filled" most of the
time. There is no attempt made to keep petitioners and
respondents separated from one another in the waiting areas
and security coverage depends on the availability of court
officers assigned to adjoining courtrooms. Monitors felt
that this haphazard coverage was inadequate.

Some monitors commented that the lack of suffi-
cient security personnel was sometimes offset by the presence
of police officers who frequently wait in the Family Court.
However, while there is a positive aspect to having police
officers in visible attendance, several monitors were dis-
turbed by the waste of time and money involved in these
police officers waiting for lengthy periods of time. It was
suggested that a study be conducted of possible methods by
which pollue appearances in court could be made more efficient.

Another recommendation made by the monitoring
group was that the security desk, now located at the main
entrance to the building, be moved to the back of the first
floor and positioned in front of the elevators. Monitors
felt that security would be tighter if people had to pass
the officers at closer range than is“now necessary.
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Recommendations

5, The Office of Court Administration should
investigate the security problems in the Brooklyn Family
Gourt and provide additional personnel in all areas of the
building.

6. Security measures, such as carefully screen-
ing all persons entering the building, should be implemented
and strictly adhered to by court officers.

7. A study should be made investigating possible
methods by which police appearances in Family Court could be
made more efficient in terms of time and cost.

8. In order to assure better security in the

Brooklyn Family Court, a security desk should be located
near the elevators on the first floor.

B. Ancillary Services

The bilingual monitors were particularly con-
cerned ahout the quality of the interpreter services in the
court. Interpreters were often observed giving inadequate
translations or neglecting entirely to translate what was
being discussed during the hearing.

In one instance, monitors observed a case in
which the interpreter was so involved in the proceedings that
all translation stopped entirely. After several minutes,
the judge stopped the hearing and had everyone repeat what
had already been stated so that everything could be properly
translated to the non-English speaking participant. In
another instance, it was apparent that one interpreter cared
more about leaving at exactly five o'clock than about pro-
viding accurate and complete translations.

The monitors felt that this court service needs
to be upgraded, and they urged more careful selection and
supervision of interpreters.

Recommendations

9. In order to insure high guality and perform-
ance, interpreters should be carefully screened for ability,
language arts and knowledge of legal terminology and should
be closely supervised.
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C. Court Procedures and Case Processing

1. General

a. Sessions, Adjournments and Delays

In the Brooklyn Family Court all cases are
scheduled for 9:30 a.m., that is, part¢c1pants in the various
types of proceedings are told to be in court at 9:30 a.m.
This means that participants may wait all day for their case
to be called. This method seemed to be inefficient in light
of the number of cases scheduled for each part per day and
monitors felt that an alternative scheduling procedure should be
investigated and implemented, such as split-calendaring.

Session delays were sometimes caused by the late
appearance of judges, who at times were delayed by adoption
hearings (held privately in judge's chambers) or "paperwork't,
Several judges, however, were always prompt and prepared to
begin at the scheduled time.

Monitors noted that cases were often adjourned
because reports from the probation department or social
services agencies were not ready. It was felt that when it
was known in advance that an adjournment would be requested
and granted, hearings should be rescheduled and participants
notified.

Other reasons for adjournments and delays were
the non-appearance or tardiness of participants in a case.
The non-appearance or unavailability of witnesses was also
a causal factor in adjournments. Monitors stressed that
some type of system should be established which would provide
for better coordination between the court and the appearance
of participants, witnesses, and attorneys,

Also, monitors felt that delays should be
announced and reasons and approximate length should be given.

While monitors were impressed by the efforts of
several judges who were quite strict about personnel appear-
ing on time, they felt strongly that all judges should im-
pose sanctions for consistent non-appearance and tardiness.

Recommendations

*

10. The present method of case scheduling for the
all-purpose parts should be re-evaluated and consideration
should be given to implementing a split-calendaring procedure.

11. Judges should impose sanctions upon all
participants including court personnel, who, through tardi-
ness, cause delays.
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12. The Assistant Administrative Judge of the
Brooklyn Family Court should make efforts to insure that
sessioiis convene on time.

13. When it is known in advance that a case will
be adjourned, all participants should be notified prior to
the next hearing date. The use of a telephone zlert system
should be explored for thils purpose so as to alleviate some
of the delays and adjournments,

2. Status of Respondents--Beginning and End of Hearing

At the beginning of the juvenile delinquency and
PINS hearings observed, respondents were usually in the
custody of the parent, relative, guardian, etc. In the PINS
cases observed, respondents at the beginning of hearings were
almost equally placed either in short-term Department of
Social Services (DSS) facilities (20%) or in the custody of
the parent, relative, guardian, etc. without supervision;
placement in the juvenile delinquency cases at the beginning of
hearings was primarily with the parent, relativ&, guardian, etc.
(involving 89% of the cases), with an insignificant number
being placed with short-term DSS (6%), short-term Division for
Youth (DFY) (3%) and other facilities (less than 1%). (See
Table 9). Few respondents were placed with private agencies
and only about 3% of the respondents in both PINS and juvenile
delinquency cases observed were placed in long-term facilities.

In the majority of both types of cases,. placement
of the respondent at the end of hearing in the custody of the
parent, relative, etc. with supervision was the most prevalent,

accounting for 62% of the PINS and 85% of the juvenile delinquency

cases observed. In juvenile delinquency cases, other placements
were primarily in a short-term DFY facility--a placement which
was never used for PINS cases. Respondents in the PINS cases
observed were often placed in short-term DSS facilities (21%

of the observatiens) or sent to long-term DSS facilities (10%).
No utilization was made of short-term private agencies in these
cases, For several PINS cases, respondents were placed in long-
term DFY and long-term private agencies (although this involved
less than 7% of all PINS cases).

Monitors expressed serious concern about the
apparent lack of adequate facilities for placement and treat-
ment of juveniles and PINS children in New York State. In
particular, volunteers noted that there seemed to be great
need for a long-term psychiatric care facility in the metro-
politan area. Cases were observed where juveniles were either
sent home or were placed in an apparently inappropriate
institution because proper facilities were noct available.
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Recommendation

14. Investigation should be made into the
possibility of establishing a facility in the metropolitan
area for respondents, in both juvenile delinquency and PINS
cases, who need clese supervision and counseling.

3. Hearings--Juvenile Delinquency and PINS Cases

Monitors observed a totsal of 260 cases during
the months of November and December :1978, Of these cases,
89% of the respondents were males and 11% were females. Only
18% of these respondents were under the age of 14, while
72% were either 14 or 15 years old. As may be seen in Table
3 of the appendix, about 10% of the observations involved
juveniles over the age of 15. Females appear to be relatively
uniformly involved throughout these age categories while the
males involved were clustered in the age categories of 14
or 15.

0f the total number of cases observed only 7%
of the PINS and 6% of the juvenile delinquency hearings took
more than 15 minutes. The majority of juvenile delinquency
hearings were under 15 minutes, while all of the PINS cases
were heard in less than 30 minutes,

4. Explanation of Rights

Monitors observed numerous cases where it was
apparent that the respondents were uncertain about specific
charges against them. While several judges consistently
read and explained charges at the beginning of each hearing,
the majority did not. ‘

Monitors were, however, generally satisfied with
the extent to which the rights of petitioners and respondents
in Family Court cases were explained at the beginning of
hearings. It was felt that explanations were clear and in
easy to understand language.' Monitors were impressed by
several judges who repeatedly asked case participants if
they clearly understood what had just been said and would
rephrase explanations if necessary.

Monitors, however, feel that not enough effort
wits made to insure that participants in the case understood
the ramifications of decisions at the close of a case. While
some judges questioned parties about whether or not they
understocd what was meant by certain types of treatment,
placement, etc., others did not take the time to insure that
the participants fully understood what had been decided.




Monitows felt that many hearings ended abruptly, with
participants told to go outside of the courtroom to get
details about what was to occur next. Monitors felt that
this was discourteous and unfair to the participants. They
suggested that judges should make every effort to explain
the ramifications of each decision.

Recommenuation

15. Judges should make every effort to read and
explain charges to respondents at the beginning of each
hearing and consistently explain the rights of all partici-
pants throughout each hearing. Also, judges should make
additional efforts to explain the ramifications of their
decisions and to insure that the people involved fully under-
stand the type and purpose of placement ordered for the
juvenile respondent.

D. Physical Facilities

The Brooklyn Family Court is located at 283 Adams
Street in downtown Brooklyn. The six story structure, com-
pleted in the early 1950's, was designed as two separate
sections. One section housed the Juvenile Division; the
other the Family Division. When the Family Court Act of
1962 unified jurisdiction over these two divisions, an
attempt was made in the Brooklyn Family Court to combine the
facilities.

The original layout provided for only six court-
rooms., There are now ten courtrooms of varying size and one
additional hearing room.

Monitors felt that the Family Court facilities
were rundown and generally inadequate. The monitors observed
signs of fallen plaster, peeling paint and roaches through-
out the building. It was £felt that immediate consideration
should be given to restructuring and refurbishing the
present facilities.

There are no rooms set aside for attorney/client
conferences. As a result, monitors were aware of confiden-
tial discussions between attorneys and tlieir clients taking
place in the hallways and waiting rooms. Monitors were
concerned that respondents and petitioners must wait together
in the same waiting area. Several monitors observed violent
incidents taking place in the waiting rooms while waiting
for court to convene. They felt that the lack of separate
wailting areas presented serious security problems.

Monitors also felt that detention facilities were

inadequate in the Brooklyn Family Court as non-violent and
violent, male and female adults and juveniles were detained
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in the same area, The monitors indicated that the lack of
separate detention facilities might also present potential
security problems. :

Several monitors noted that restribomg were in
need of general repair, i.e. broken toilets, lack of soap and
running water and inadequate. lighting. The lighting and
acoustics in most of the courtrooms were considered adequate,
although some of the monitors had difficulty hearing
names being called by the court officers in the waiting rooms.
at peak periods in the day.

Also, monitors stressed the need for bilingual
signs and directories in the building as they were aware
that many people experienced difficulty locating specific
rooms in the building.

Recommendations

16. Existing facilities in the Brooklyn Family
Court should be remodeled to provide separate detention
areas for violent and non-violent, male and female adults
and juveniles and separate waiting areas for petitioners
and respondents. :

17. The court building should be painted, and
ceilings and walls should be re-plastered. In addition,
exterminator services should be used on a rezular basis.

18. Restroom facilities should be repaired and
more adequately maintained. Adequate lighting should also
be installed in these areas.

19. Bilingual court directories and directional
signs should be posted throughout the court building.

V. Methodology

Twenty volunteer monitors were recruited and
trained for the Brooklyn project. Some of these volunteers
were students from the John Jay College of Criminal Justice
Thematic Studies Department. Ms. Billie Kotlowitz and
Mr. Pat O'Brien frow Jihn Jay College attended training
sessions and helped tvgyrdinate student participation. Other
volunteers were recruxted through contact with the Brooklyn
Mayor's Voluntary Action Office and the Department for the
Aging in Brooklyn. Bilingual volunteers were among this group.

o Volunteers were interviewed and screened by
.memp2rs of the Project staff. The Brooklyn monitoring effort
was coordinated by the Assistant Director. A training session
was held in October for approximately twenty volunteers.
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Copies of the Fund for Modern Courts, Inc. Family Court
Monitoring Handbook, as well as other materials, were dis-

tributed and reviewed at this session, Family Court terms
and procedures as well as monitoring survey sheets were
expiained and discussed.

‘ A tour of the Brooklyn Family Court building
was conducted later in October by Mr. Robert Berliner, a
Family Court Law Assistant who answered volunteers' questions
about court operations. An orientation period for monitors
began at the end of October. Volunteers spent one week
observing cases and becoming familiar with the data sheet.
Comprehensive monitoring of Brooklyn Family Court juvenile
delinquency and PINS cases was underway by the beginning of
November. A second training session was held in early November
to review and discuss the various aspects of the Brooklyn
project.

Monitors were required to attend at least one
morning or afternoon court session each week for the two-
month duration of the project. Many volunteers attended
more than one session each week.
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TABLE 1., DEMOGRAPHIC, ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL STATISTICS FOR KINGS COUNTY

DESCRIPTION

STATISTIC

P L E L F L Y L N P LN 2 X L X R L 2 X N R N X X R R E N 2 X N N L N 2 F I X S L X L XX X X1

Land Area (Total of 47,831 Square Miles)
Population of 18,075,487 (Juiy 1, 197%)
Population Per Square Mile
Percent of Population Over 65
Population Change, 1960 to 1970
Population Change, 1970 to 1975
percent Urban Population, 1970
Percent Black Population
Percent Foreign Stock Population, 1970
Bilrth Rate: 1970 %

1975
Neath Rate: 1970
1975
Marriage Rate: 1970
1975
Divorce Rate: 18970
1975
Public School Enrollment Rate, 1970

1975
Number of Physicians (Rate), 197%
Number of Hospital Beds (Rate), 1975
Per Capita, 1974
public Assistance Recipients: Total (Rate), 1976
: Children (Rate), 1976
Mean § Per Family,1976
Per Capita Pollars in Bank Deposits, 1976 :
Houslng: Percent One Unit Structures, 1270
Percent Owner Occupled, 1970
Percent 1.01+ People Per Room, 1970
General Revenue Per Capita, 1972
‘ From Federal Govt. (Percent), 1972
Property Taxes (Per (apita), 1972
General Expenditures (Total) Per Capita, 1972
(Less Capiltal Exp.) per Capita, 1972
Education (Percent), 1972
Publlc Welfare (Percent), 1972
Health and Hospitals (Percent), 1972
General Debt Outstanding Per Capita, 1972
Crime Index Rate, 1975
Robbery (Per 100,100 Population), 1975
Aggregated Assault (Per 100,000 Population), 1975
Burglary=-Breaking or Entering (Per 100,000),; 1975
Motor Vehicle Theft, 1975
Police Officers (Per i00,000 Population), 1275

.2
13.3
34403
11.5
-1.0
-6-4
100.0
25.2

41.4
20.5
16.4
11.2

®

W= O OV
[ SIS, RTVR Vi«

431.7
454.6
223.3
633.9
4275
NeA.
N.A.
NiAo
5693
8.8
24.0
11i.3
Ne.Ao
N.A.
N-Ao
N.A-
NeAo
NoAa
N.A,
N.A.
N.A,
N.Ao
NcAo
N.A.
N.A.
N.A,
NQA.

¥ALL RATES ARE PER 1,000 POPULATION UNLESS OTHERWEISE SPECIFIED
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TABLE 2, FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBULIONS
BY TYPE OUF CASE FOR KINGS COUNTY

Description Freguency Percentage

C X E T F 2 8 X E T R X ¥ J CE X X R R R ¥ ¥ J CE E X N R N X X X _J

P,I.N.S. 54 20,8
Delingquency 176 67.7
Non~response 30 11.5

Total 260 100.0

TABLE 3. AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION FOR KINGS COUNTY

R 10 W 6 el W e R W s BN N AR T SR O W) B R Mes RGN Wy S oy N D W W B A e R S L W G NS W WE ok R S W G S NS D G e

sSex of Respondent

WO O e W G T W T WD WS P ¥ON G O W oW G D D ) R W R Wa e W

Age 0f ReSspondent Male Female Total

e T B e e wm e R g SRR AN S G SRR TED Y B OV G 90 W e e S A s AR TP WR CI U G0 W S e O I M RGN W W A W R S S W

Frequency 13 4 ' 17
12 and Under

Percentage 6.4 16.0 7.4

Frequency 20 5 25
13
Percentage 9.8 20.0 10,9

0 WS T W W G GO R NI W e (T G D ORI WOE (S U Y G e T A i S W A0 T W G 9% W R R TR ST A G TR e s T BB S R AR

Freguency 47 5 52
14

Percentage 23.0 20.0 22.7

- VN RS T W W e S U D S WP M WA W O 0 VIR G Gy e R O O DI OG0 WY 4 O3 0 I gm G WS O B Gm ONF TS e D W

Frequency 107 6 113
15

Percentage 52.5 24.0 49,4

TR e R B e G S0 N e S0 R NP S P Bar A e S S W I NN N vy e N O S W U W W U N e T e G RO S8 G A W R e 0 o

Frequency 17 5 22
16 and Qver ~

Percentage B.3 20.0 9.6

Frequency 204 25 229
TOTAL
Percentage 100,0 100.0 100,0

T 0D 00 T 0N G e R B S T N K G S G T 0 A W R T O W T T W Bt 0 G0 W Y B D) (i D e () e D WER G 4w a5 oW 0 Wy a0 R
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TABLE 4. DETENTION AT START OF HEARING BY DETENTION
AT END OF HEARING FOR KINGS COUNTY

Detention at End of Hearing
Detention at €8 D0 D BRI WO W W W A N N G R W WA S W T e D W U W N e o,
Start of hearing Secured Non=Secured Total
Frequency 0 1 i
Secured Detention
R Percentage 0,0 10.0 8.3
Fregquency 2 9 11
Non=gsecured Detention
Percentage 100,.0 90,0 891.7
‘s—»'-l“:'!'.—'%!’ﬁ.‘gs@aganﬂﬁﬁzﬁ====;uﬁ=ﬁu‘-i‘|=ﬁi—n--iiﬁi--uwﬂﬂuﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁi
Frequency 2 10 12
TOTAL
Percentage 100,0 100.90 100.0

M Y M N € S R T M S D W N G NS SR DD SN SR D BN W A G0 W G O WS I D R M TR T WU W TR e O N R g R G W S WS IR WD YR e 0

TABLE S. PETITICNER BY TYPE OF CASE FOR KINGS COUNTY

T Y¥PE o F CASE

OO e B D O i ) W R G N WER TR VIS WD T W B0 BB I5h O R 0B B WM S TG N BB

Petitioner ‘ P.I.N,S. Delinguency Total
. Freguency 28 26 LY
Parent, Relative, Guardian
Percentage 73,6 19,7 31.8
Frequency 2 44 51
Police .
Percentage 5.3 37.1 30.0
Frequency 2 2 4
School
percentage 5.3 1.5 2.3
Frequency 3 417 50
Citizen
Parcentage T.9 35.6 29.4
Frequency 3 8 11
Public/Private Agehcy .
Percentage 7.9 6.1 6,5
| Frequency 38 132 170
TAOTAL ;
Percentage 100,0 100.0 100.0

n--------n---u—-npdi-aumun-----nﬁa-muu,m’sgn-i--e-n-nn-——a—u—-p—-ﬁ\\
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TABLE 6. LEGAL REPRESENTATION FOR PETITIONER BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR KINGS COUNTY

T G P W A N R M W O A 09 Y UE Y TN W KR W KW S e S K0 ol PN G PR e Gl FRS TS WIS SRR g B B0 W W AP 46D GIP WO D NN MV 52 TR OB U ©0 W S 0GB G5 G S0 A SN O D) O8 m W

TYPE OF CASE
Legal RepreSentstion: Petitioner P.I.N.,S. Delinquency Total
‘ Freguency 15 99 114
Assistant Corporation Counsel
Percentage 48.4 73.8 : 69.0
“ Freguency i 8 9
Private Counsel
Percentage 3.2. 6.0 5.5
Frequency i1 7 14
No Counsel Assigned A
Percentage 35,5 5.2 10,9
Frequency 3 12 15
Court Appointed Counsel
‘ Percentage 9.7 9.0 9,1

W o T e G e SR S e e T B IR W e WY aial NG I W N G W% OV WA ORGP R U SN R M T WP 5 i ¢ S AR W W SO WP WO A b T M G B KSR W T e e I e A O O

Frequency i 8 9
Assistant District Attorney

Percentage 3.2 6.0 5.5

Frequency 0 0 0
Counsel Absent

Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
. Frequency 31 134 165
TOTAL

_ Percentage 100.0 100.0 100,0

U s GO S W e O B R R R T N R MY W O O T o Y D0 D VR R 5 RN SR W O G S s SR N D TR R e ) B A e B e T SE N b W e U3 DS S5 D S ux AR U G e S
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TABLE 7. LEGAL REPRESENTATIGN FOR RESPCNDENT BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR KINGS COUNTY '

TYPE QF CASE
Legal representation nnmn(&u--------n—n--‘--—u---quw-
tor Respondent P.I.N.S5. Delinguency Total

D W GO G WD KR T W W W DD WD AR W L B U e S S TR T M R S R AN G VIR G S5 D W N D G B D W R I W N S m S W WD W ER e N R WP SRR T YW R D

Fregquency 39 114 153
Legal Aid

Percentage 83,0 73.5 78.7

NS e T WR SR T R OB GO WA B0 D G A R o) M G G B W YEP WD W M G 0 G Gy 454 TR OO M WD N0 G N U MR NSE D W (0 MR 40 DR NG VIR W B O R WS W WG B N e e

Frequency ) 30 35
Assigned CounseliB8\B
Percentage 10.6 19.4 17.3

X X N ¥ X X X L E R ¥ R F F ¥ FR R K LN N X RE_ ¥ B _Z N 2 B X % &£ X _JX-¥X-R_ X N R K N _E_R_X K _NE_JN N X R ¥ R X N 3 X X )

Frequency 0 10 10
Private Counsel :
Percentage 0.0 6.5 5.0

Frequency 3 b 4

No Counsel Assigned

Percentage 6.4 0.6 2.0

Frequency 0 0 0

Counsel Absent

Percentage 0.9 0.0 0.0

Frequency 47 1558 202
TOTAL

Percentage 100,.0 100.0 100,90

TABLE 8. DETENTION AT START OF HEARING bY TYPE OF CASE
FOR KINGS COUNTY

RS TR M RS 4GP NS TNR OHe RN WIS A G Gmg G0 GIF WO O G0 W G0 WY S EDR EN VIR (O RO SWR W O G U IR G SN XD) GGF BD R G VR MR GN WA K WS ED OF R wE W G SR AN A

TYPE CF CASE

Detention at [raper gt T L L L L L L L Y T Y Y

Start of Hearing P.I.N.S. Delinquency Total
Frequency 3 10 13
Secured Detention
Percentage 37,5 56,6 50.0
Freguency 5 8 13
Non=secured Detention
Percentage 62:.5 44.4 50.0
Frequency 8 18 26
TOTAL ' )
Percentage 100,0 100.0 100,0
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TABLE 9. PLACEMENT AT START OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE FOR
KINGS COUNTY

Ty, UG S A B e W e CNY WA s W G SN W BN RN WD S R O TN G AO% S N B T GRS IR G0 A A OO SR TGS e e M S ) M B R G DN G BV On WS G MR M 6D mp W 00 W NS e

TYPE 0OF CASE

oA A A g Ll R R R 2 B N 8 B K R K X N L X 2 K X N 2 K K_¥ 3

Placement: Start of Hearing P.I.N.S. Delinguency Total
Frequency 1 3 4
Short«term DFY
Percentage 3.3 2.9 3.0
Freguency 0 1 1
Long~term DFY ,
Percentage 0.0 0.9 0.7
Frequency b 6 12
Short~term DSS

Percentage 20,0 7~4‘5.77 8.8

-

Frequency 1 0 1
Long~term DSS
Percentage 3.3 0.0 0.7
Frequency 1 i ’ 2
Short-term Private Agency
Percentage 3,3 0.9 1.5
Frequency 0 1 1
Long=term Private Agency
Percentage 0.0 0.9 0,7
ﬂ'ﬂﬁ*-lﬂﬂ--lhﬁhﬁﬂ-a-—-ﬂﬂ----------'—-------"----NN-_-I’-“--l.\‘ﬂ--ﬂ--'--
Frequency 14 53 07
With Supervision = Custody
Percentage 46 .7 56.0 49,3
Frequency 7 41 48
Without Supervision = Custody
Percentage 23.4 38.7 35,3
Freqguency 30 1086 136
TOTAL

Percentage 1060.0 100.0 100,0

W N B O N R T U AT S GN T  e WS N By TR e TR I s OB W I M R G V0 BOR W GU) R e BN I G B0 GI0 e OB Dy G0 TR W0 W TS 4l P G B0 AR B IS N A @) OB O S O e
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TABLE 10, DETENTION AT END OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR KINGS COUNTY

L L L . ¥ - T % a3 B F R R X R R R L L L A T A X L X L L L AL L L LR ¥ Y
TYPE 0F CASE
DetentiQn at LR X LT P LY L LR LT VY Yy y L)

End of Hearing P.I.N.S. Delinquency Total

R G S W0 B WD My NI G AR B IR0 NNR G TR M R D T WID U N0 oI U0 B U OB W Sm VIR A AU B TR W OO A G IR TEA T AR o M Wiy 305 oy D SR Bt AR SN OB G0 SO

Frequency i 7 8
Secured Detention

Percentage 11,1 70.0 42,1

A R SR S N TGN R G T D me O 0 Y O P NGY M S AP BN T K R M G W VIR e R O 0 M N e R VI e o G0 e B b UR & Up e W W 82 90

Freguency 8 3 11
Non=secured Detention
Percentage 88.9 30,0 57.9

WS T DAY TR DR WK W W) T T O T Y U W I W WU A T VIR W T WE W T B WS W e W A W T IO VI I W N W Y T T e WO o 1 A G R W

Freguency ‘ 9 10 19
TOTAL

Percentage 100.0 100.0 100,0
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TABLE 11. PLACEMENT AT END OF HEARING BY T"PE OF CASE FOR
: KINGS COUNTY

TYPE QF CASBSE

¥ . . L2 D R T Y Y A L R L Y R Xy

Placement: End of Hearing P.I.N.S. Delinguency Total
Frequency 0 6 6
Short=term DFY
pPercentage 0.0 , 6.3 4,8
Frequency 1 1 2
Long=term DFY - >
Percentage 3.4 1.1 1.6
Frequency 6 3 9
Short=-term DSS '
Percentage 20,7 : 3.1 7.3
nuumu-nnumm—nmmw-uu—wﬁnn—uw--u-ul--u---------q----un--u—-u--n-q—n-l——-
Frequency 3 1 4
Long=term DSS
Percentage 10.4 1.1 3.2
Frequency 0 0 0
short=term Private Agency
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
Frequency 1 3 4
Long=term Private Agency
Percentage 3.4 3,1 3.2
Fregquency 18 81 99
with Supervision - Custody
Percentage 62.1 85.3 79.9
fFrequency 0 0 0
without Supervision = Custody
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
W e U W Wy I Gan A WOS p WD E ORY WS US A ) WL U M W G T G A R O TR N P U ORGSO ne TUD TN W WA W e OO Ren W WOV L G SN W U GNe R GOV IR um TIE WU DUV VR G U WS BB NW WY
Frequency 29 95 1324
TOTAL _ ,
Percentage 100,.0 100.,0 100,90

WA WD usr W B e S GV o N S W SO WS T A U TR S O e LW WD Ve W e TR I RO UER ) BEN O e UUR G G Skt TV B D Yeh W T ARG GEB TR e TS N W B TR G R O B B Oix OF WS WS TS B9
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TABLE 12 . DURATION COF CASE BY TYPE OF CASE FOR KINGS COUNTY

Y G N B W G0 G NS GRS WM WS G0 WDV IR WP SNR o UEW RS WKL BT Gk G0 T R B AN R U WS N e B W G W S WD N W 0 i B G MR G W e B e TN DR TR NE SN BB A0 DR

TYPE OF CASE

2 e M G UM AW W B WS SR T R 0N W6 0 el TR B W3 M T NCE R WL W O WS W8 e Ul

Duration of Case ' P.I.N.S. Delinguency Total

0 A D RS B W e TN UM Y U W S T W0 O BN om B TI T0 G r M UR O GI TR e SN V)0 R S PN S YN U0 R G SR N D TR S G AU ) R Y B e e U TR Y S e e O

Frequency 16 53 69
Less Than 5 Minutes
Percentage 36,4 34.7 35.0

T N TR Mes W e P N A AN W W IR BTN Gl G i TR TAD W JCU N SN W OB W GUR 353 G N0 NP U0 SOR BN) SRR UT A0 W TR G TV G ©F B wm SR G NN Wl G e MO S0 Si e e 64 S W

Frequency 18 66 84
5 to 10 Minutes

Percentage 40,9 43,1 42.6

S W R A S S W T e S TS I IR AN G emr U D I S03 N WD R EAP GN) S A GOV S0 W UIY B e KX BOF O SO0 AN (6 WS GRG GEU Run WS g KER GN IOV tae BN Sop YNE SUR S Sae G WU Oy W

Frequency 7 25 32
11 to 15 Minutes

Percentage 15.9 16.3 16.3

D M e S iy T AR U D A KIS DA MY S0 i MY D O SR G AP TR G D Y N TN GNS WR G O @ T Gu W W 0 e B TS WG D 0 g T O B SR 0 M G0 O S e e O 00 e

Freguency 3 4. 7
16 to 30 Minutes

Percentage 6.8 2.6 3.6

S D G W R et SR G D R e W WD T G W O T GO S v AN N IR A U M TR A MRS S 400 0 W GNP BRP B R0 Y TR SN0 AN e R e DR OP) D me G ans S35 MR we OR W B0 e o

- Freguency 0 3 3
31 to 60 Minutes

Percentage 0.C 2.0 1.5

S AR D M W R WS R P AN MR W S B G e IS R T GO R GOR WD R G T e TS W TN D AN S Y e WS G WD W B S BN W S e U W D G 0 e TS BNO W B S RS 0 9W

Frequency 0 2 2
Over 60 Minutes

Percentage 0.0 1.3 1.0

R S N W M ST W e P UP W WA I o Ch I W O W N SEY D W R e B R (D M W W Y A W N R s S G A e T Mo T e S s DR Zh B W RS W R S e

Frequency 44 153 197
TOTAL ’

Percentage 100,0 100.0 100.0

D VS A G B TN D e G O WD B e S0 e M SR O SN e N N W M TV OV M B BN B G Gy SO0 By RIY OW W G W D SOV M Y W W GNP BIE e B WD SR O O T WG B W 0

-78~




JIT. ROCKLAND COUNTY REPORT

!




- o

I1.
IIT.
IV-

VI.
VII.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction. i s iseeereinerrensnassressssananrssnnsesoBl
Summary of Recommendatlons N L R L R L T A ¥
Summary of Statistical Data on Cases Observed.........84
Findings and RecommendationS.ceuvvesesearessencennneesan8B
A. Organization and Staffing...evevnrnvereneersosneesBb
1. Judicial Staffing '
2. Legal Services
B. Ancillary ServiceS...ceveeaee I . 1
1. Interpreters

2 Family Court Advisory Committee
3. PINS Diversion Program
4. Youth Counsel Bureau .
C. Court Procedures and Case Processing....e.eevav..,91
1 General
2. Status of Respondents--Beginning and End of
Hearing
3 Hearings--Juvenile Delinquency and Persons in
Need of Supervision (PINS)
4. Explanation of Rights
D, Local ISSUES.iiveerunesnronennnsos B 1
1 Placements
2 Disposition of Cases
3. Dress and Conduct of Court Personnel
E. Physical Facilities,..... serasessracior s 1
Methodology.vevereeescanenens chsserereases ceesenseninead?
AcknowledgementsS...cviviiroreccresrnnncnnans B 1
TableS.uvervesnns Ceeeeieae ceredenreartasanaa b e ..,100

-80 -




I. Introduction

The Rockland County Family Court Monitoring
Project began at the end of June 1978 under the auspices
of the Fund for Modern Courts, Inc. It was sponsored by
the State Office of Court Administration and was funded by
a grant from the Division of Criminal Justice Services,

The major goals of the Rockland County Project
were to educate the community about the Family Court,
provide the presence of concerned citizens in the court-
room, initiate a dialogue between citizens and the various
agencies and personnel concerned with the operation of the
juvenile justice system, identify areas where problems exist
and make recommendations for improvements in the system.

Since the inception of the project, citizen
volunteers have been involved in observing and collecting
quantitative and qualitative data on juvenile delinquency
and Persons in Need of Supervision (PINS) cases in the
Rockland County Family Court. They gave special note to
the processing of cases, court procedures, placement of
children and overall functioning of the court. They comment-
ed on the physical conditions and other aspects of the court
and made recommendaticns to improve the existing conditions.
Monitors observed all types of casés in the Family Court,
but since the primary emphasis of this stuydy was in the
area of juvenile delinquency and PINS, the data
collected refers to these types of cases.
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II. Summary of Recommendations

1. Attorneys who request assignment as law
guardians should be carefully screened as to competence
and conscientiousness and should be required to attend
training seminars on Family Court law and procedures prior
to being appointed.

2. An investigation should be made into the
possibility of having a court advocate for juveniles and
their parents in order to apprise them fully of the impli-
cations of the charges against them, of the necessity of
having legal representation, and to explain legal terminology
to them in lay terms.

3. All Assistant County Attorneys, even those
who are on the staff part-time, should be required to pass
a civil service exam. Consideration should be given to
replacing part-time positions with full-time personnel.

4, In order to increase the effectiveness
of the Assistant County Attormney the following suggestions
should be investigated:

a.  barring full-time Assistant County
Attorneys from private practice;

b. hiring additional full-time legal staff
so as to lessen the caseload of attorneys;

c. researching the availability of federal
and state funding for the purpose of expanding and upgrading
the County Attorney's office.

5. Sanctions should be imposed when attorneys
are habitually unprepared and/or late for their appearance
in Family Court.

6. Methods should be developed to determine
the need for a law guardian in advance of appearance date
and to assign one so as to save the court's time during
an intake proceeding.

7. A formal selection process for interpreters
should be instituted. This process should include an
extensive oral and written examination in Family Court
procedures and terminology in both languages.

8. There should be supervision of the
interpreters as well as "spot checks'" on their performance.

9. The split calendaring procedure should be

adhered to by the court and the parties involved in a case.
If the parties toc an action do not appear at their appointed
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time the case should be immediately adjourned or dismissed
at the discretion of the judge.

10. The court should make every effort to
curtail the number of delays and recesses.

11. Session delays should be kept at a
minimum and efforts should be made to begin sessions on
time. If the start of a session is going to be delayed
a vepresentative of the court should notify those people
in the waiting room as to probable length and reason.

' 12. When there is an intra-case delay and/or
recess the court should notify the parties as to the approx-
imate length and reascn.

13. The 0ffice of Probation as well as other
agencies associated with the Court should be required to
be ready and prepared with their reports prior to a
hearing date.

14, Probation officers should conference their
cases in advance of the day they are due to appear in court.

15. Judges should explain the charges in simple
and clear language and be assured that the respondent

.understands them before proceeding with the case.

16. The New York State Division for Youth
should be urged to open new residential facilities for
juveniles and PINS children. These facilities should
include vocational training.

17. The Department of Social Services should
provide facilities and services for '"acting out'" children
with learning disabilities.

18. Court employeeés should be aware'of the
image that they project to the public and therefors should
be properly attired and maintain professional decorum.

19. Provisions should be made for a child
care center within the court for litigants and witnesses
who bring their children to court.
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III. Summary of Statistical Data*‘on Cases Observed

Monitors observed a total of 200 juvenile
delinquency and Persons in Need of Supervision (PINS) cases
in Rockland County during the two month period from November
to December 1978. Of the 190 cases (95%) where the type
of hearing was recorded, 24% were Persons in Need of
Supervision (PINS) cases and 76% were juvenile delinquency
cases. Of these cases observed, the sex of the respondent
was not recorded for 87 of the cases (43.5%). TFor those
observations where sex was recorded, males represented over
half of the respondents in both types of cases (See Tables
2 and 3). The age of the respondents was recorded in only
103 cases observed; of these, 21% were under the age of 14,
63% were 14 or 15, and 16% were 16 and older. Table 3 in
the appendix also shows that males become involved in the
court system at an earlier age than females.

: There were distinct differences in the length
of the hearing between Persons in Need of Supervision (PINS)
and juvenile delinquency cases observed. For :the PINS cases
observed 56% were heard in ten minutes or less and 81% in
less than fifteen minutes. For the juvenile delinquency
cases observed 49% were heard in ten minutes or less and

62% were heard in fifteen minutes or less. However, in the
cases observed, more time was given to juvenile delinquency
cases than PINS cases {See Table 12).

In 40% of the PINS cases observed, the petitioner
was the local school. Parents were the petitioner in over
1/3 of these cases and the police in less than 1/4 of these
cases. In the juvenile delinquency cases observed the
police were the petitioner in 72% and private citizens in 19%.
Unlike the PINS cases, parents and the school system were
seldom the petitioner in the juvenile delinquency cases.
Public or private agencies were the petitioner for only one
PINS and two juvenile delinquency cases (See Table 5).

The Assistant County Attorney represented the
petitioner in 90% of the PINS cases and $3% of the juvenile
delingquency cases observed. Law guardians represented
respondents in 93% of the PINS and in 83% of the juvenile
delinquency cases. Private counsel represented the remaining
7% of the respondents in the PINS cases and represented only
14% of the juvenile respondents in the delinquency cases
observed.

. Placement of respondents at the beginning
of hearings was largely with their parents, relatives, or
guardians (80%) and the majority were without supervision.
Other respondents were placed with the Division for Youth
{DFY), the Department of Social Services (D$S) or privat
agencies. At the beginning of hearings 382z of the o ‘
respondents were placed in secdure facilities in the juvenile

#Statistical figures are rounded off to the nearest 10th.
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delinquency cases observed. At the end of hearings, most
respondents were placed with their parents, relatives,

or guardians (75%). Placement with the Department of

Social Services was utilized much more at the end of hearings
than at the beginning.
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IV. Pindings and Recommendations

A. Organization and Staffing

1, Judicial Staffing

Rockland County has two full-time Family Court
Judges who are elected for ten year terms. EKach judge
has an all purpose calendar and presmdes over his own
courtroom following cases from intake to disposition.

The staff of the Family Court consists of
twenty~four people including the Chief Clerk of the Court
and the Deputy Chief Clerk,

The Chief Clerk and Deputy Clerk manage the
office staff, and are responsible for reports to the Office
of Court Administration, the court budget, appeals, and
money taken in and refunded. Each judge has a clerical
secretary, a law secretary, a court clerk, a court
stenographer and a unlformnd court attendant. The court
officers are responsible for keeping track of who is waiting
to see the judge, notifying the judge when a case is ready,
calling the participants in a case into the courtroom and
maintaining security in the courtroom. Additional sscurity
in the waiting room is provided by an armed Deputy Sheriff
who patrols the courtroom and waiting areas. The remaining
court personnel are clerical staff, '

2. Legal Services

The County Attorney's office in Rockland is
responsible for representing the petitioner in juvenile
delinquency, Persons in Need of Supervision {(PINS) and
support matters. The Assistant County Attorney represented
the petitioner in 90% of the Persons in Need of Supervision
(PINS) and in 93% of the juvenile delinquency cases observed.

There are three full-time and one part-time
Assistant County Attorneys in the Family Court Unit. The
three full-time County Attorneys attempt to divide the cases
as follows: one attorney is responsible for support
matters; one attorney is responsible for child protective
cases; and the third is responsible for juvenile delinquency
and PINS cases. The part-time attorney may be assigned to
any of these cases.

The full-time Assistant County Attorneys are
appointed from a civil service list based on an examination.
The part-time County Attorneys are appointed by the County
Legislature. Monitors noted that although the present
part-time County Attorney appears quallPled this method of
appointment may not be the best method of insuring well-
qualified personnel,
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In addition to their County positions, Assistant
County Attorneys are permitted to have a private law practice.
Tt was felt that it would be better to prohibit private
practice so as to insure greater dedication and time to the
cases handled for the County,

It was apparent that each Assistant County
Attorney has a large caseload, sometimes exceeding 1,000
cates a year, The monitors noted on a number of occasions
that an Assistant County Attorney was not fully prepared.
Monitors felt that perhaps additional staff in the County
Attorney's office might allow for more time to prepare ‘the
large number of cases that come up. The County Attorney's
office should investigate grants for funding these additional
positions,

- In Rockland County the law guardian represented
the respondent in 93% of the PINS cases and 83% of the
juvenile delinquency cases. Private counsel represented
the remaining 7% PINS and 14% juvenile delinquency cases
observed. Law guardians are court-appointed counsel.

These attorneys submit their names to the Appellate Division
for approval and appointment to Family Court assignment.
There is no formal screening of these attorneys, nor any
requirement or testing of Family Court law and procedures
prior to appointment. Law guardians are paid by the County,
The vouchers, which are submitted by the law guardians,
include court appearance and case preparation time.

Two days a week are set aside for juvenile
delinquency and PINS hearings. On these days the calendar

“clerks assign law guardians from the approved list to be

present at the court. Usually the clerks assign one
attorney for approximately every five cases scheduled on
the calendar. When a law guardian is assigned to a case,
at the intake proceedings, the case is recalled so as to
allow the law guardian to meet with his/her new client

and decide whether to enter a guilty plea, continue the
hearing, or ask for a further adjournment. Law guardians
carry cases through all stages of procedure, from intake to
disposition, appearing with the respondent at all hearings.

Monitors noted that some law guardians were
excellent and well prepared; however, others were noticeably
inadequate and ill-prepared. While some attorneys seemed
genuinely interested in their clients as individuals,
others treated the respondents coldly and seemed not to
care about their client or the case. Some did such a poor
job of questioning that the judge had to rephrase the
questions. While this range of abilities might be expected,
it was nevertheless felt that specialized training should be
required for attorneys who are appointed counsel in the Family

- Court, Better knowledge of Family Court law and procedures

might foster better preparation and representation on the
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part of appointed counsel. The monitors suggested that the
local Bar Association or preferably the Appellate Division
might offer a seminar oa Family Court practice.

In addition, cases were often postponed or
adjourned begause either the Assistant County Attorney or
the law guardian was absent. It was felt that strict
guidelines or sanctions should be investigated as a means
of curtailing this unnecessary cause for delay.

In most juvenile delinquency and PINS cases the
respondent and his parents come into court unaware of the
fact that the child must be represented by counsel; therefore,
cases are either recessed for a conference with a law
guardian or adjourned while the respondent obtains private
courisel. Some method should be developed to determine
the need for a law guardian in advance of appearance day and
to assign one so as to save the court's time during an
intake proceeding. Other delays might be prevented if a
court advocate were available for juveniles to apprise
them and their parents of the implications of the charges
against them, of the necessity of having legal representation
and to explain legal terminology to them in lay terms.

Recommendations:

1. Attorneys who request assignment as law
guardians should be carefully screened as to competence
and conscientiousness and should be required to attend
training seminars on Family Court law and procedures prior
to being appointed.

2. An investigation should be made into the
possibility of having a court advocate for juveniles and
their parents in order to apprise them fully of the

implications of the charges against them, of the nece551tv ,,»9"

of having legal representation, and to explain *ag¢l
terminology to them in lay terms,

3. All Assistant County Attorneys, even those
who are on the staff part-time, should be requnred to pass
a civil service exam. Consideration should be given to
replacing part-time positions with full-time personnel.

4, In order to increase the effectiveness
of the Assistant County Attorney the following suggestions
should be investigated:

a. barring full-time Assistant County
Attorneys from private practice;

b.  hiring additionél full-time legal
staff, so as to lessen the caseload of the attorneys;
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c¢. researching the availability of federal

and state funding for the purpose of expanding and upgrading

the County Attorney's office,

5. Sanctions should be imposed when attorneys
are habitually unprepared and/or late for their appearance
in Family Court.

6. Methods should be developed to determine the
need for a law guardian in advance of appearance date and to

assign one so as to save the court's time during an intake
proceeding.

3. Security

As was previously mentioned, the security in
the courtroom is generally maintained by the uniformed
conrt officer, who is unarmed. In addition, one Deputy
Sheriff, who is armed, is usually present either in ong of

the two hearing rooms or in the waiting room, If additional

security enforcement is required, it can be summoned

within minutes. During the study, no security problems arose.

B. Ancillary Services s T e e

o -
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"~ —aouriang vounty has many ancillary services

_
‘which are frequently utilized by the judges.

1. Interpreters

Monitors observed cases in which one or more
of the participants did not speak English. In these cases
an interpreter was usually present. However, the monitors,
not being conversant with foreign language, could not
determine if the translations were adequate.

The court has a list of interpreters who have
volunteered their services. There is no formal selection
process in order to qualify for this position. One monitor
observed a case in which the parent of the respondent could
not speak BEnglish., The respondent's sister was asked to
act as interpreter and did so. The monitor felt that
the girl did not fully understand the proceedings herself

and therefore could not adequately explain.them to her mother,

nor could she be expected to translate and explain legal
terminology. .

Recommendations

- 7. A formal selection process for interpreters
should be instituted. This process should include an
extensive oral and written examination in Family Court
procedures and terminology in both languages.
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8. There should be supervision of the interpreters
as well as ''spot checks" on their performance. :

2. Family Court Advisory Committee

‘ The judges of the Rockland County Family Court
have set up an Adviscry Committee which meets every four
to six weeks. This unique group of forty-three participants
includes influential staff personnel from various agencies
and human service institutions in the County. Its primary
functions are to foster communication between agencies
and the judiciary and to stimulate new programs to meet the
needs of the Family Court. For the duration of the project
the local monitoring coordinator was invited to attend
the meetings of the Family Court Advisory Committee. The
Rockland County Coordinator felt that the Committee fulfilled
a genuine need and applauds this special effort by the
judges of the Family Court. .

3. PINS Diversion Program
) _The monitgrs= ws%efﬁieatly impressed with the
PINS Divezg#en T*<gzam which began two years ago as an out-
FERTTE o

—oxr the actions of the Family Court Advisory Committee,

"""%his program, under the direction of Linda Pashman.and

Michele Katz, seeks to divert PINS cases away from Family
Court through trained facilitators who assist the family

unit in solving its own problems. The case is picked up

at intake by the probation officer handling PINS petitions

and is referred to the Diversion Screening Committee,

which then decides if it is appropriate for the Diversion
Program, Such a program can reduce the caseload for the court
and in many cases can be successful in preventing children
from getting into future trouble. ’

4, Youth Counsel Bureau

Though the majority of the cases this service
works with involve individuals between sixteen and nineteen
years of age who have committed minor crimes, the Youth
Counsel Bureau (YCB) of Rockland County does have cases
referred to it by the Family Court. Referrals from the
Family Court are usually for juveniles who have committed
minor crimes. The agency provides direct and indirect
services which include counseling, employment referrals,
special work programs, community service activities, public
Bservice activities and referrals to other agencies. YCB
participation is usually for a period in excess of six
months and runs concurrently with an Adjournment in
Contemplation of Dismissal (ACD) Order by the Court.

' The monitors felt that this agency has proven
its value and should continue in operation,
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¢. Court Procedures and Case Processing

1. General

a. Calendars and Procedures

The split calendaring method of scheduling
cases is utilized in Rockland County. This means that a
number of cases are scheduled throughout the morning or
afternoon session. Theoretically this should make for a
smoother flow of cases, and it does relieve some ¢f the
crowded conditions in the waiting room. However, cases
are usually not heard at the time scheduled, often because
one or more of the participants dre nmot present in court.
When this occurs, another <ase is called in its place and
the original case is called again later. There have been
instances where several, ©3sés in a Tow were not prepared
to come into court i i€ and then the court has had to
=amorT e 0T 7 UsastT one case on the calendar for that
 session was ready. By this time the waiting room was jammed.

The monitors felt that measures should be taken
to assure the appearance of litigants and attorneys at the
appointed times so as to insure a smoother flow of cases.
The monitors felt that sanctions should be imposed when
litigants do not appear for their hearing.

Each judge generally hears juvenile delinquency
or PINS cases one day a week, violations or family offenses
on another, custody on a third day, etc. Emergency cases
are heard as the occasion arises. This method seems to
work very well and allows for the system of having law
guardians physically present and ready for duty on juvenile
delinquency and PINS cases. :

Because it is the calendar clerk, not the judge,
who schedules cases in Rockland, adjournment dates are
rarely announced in court. Usually the clerk tries to
arrange for shorter proceedings, such as arraignments, to
take place in the morning and longer proceedings, such as
fact-finding hearings, to take place in the afternoon.

Recommendation

9. The split calendaring schedule should be
adhered to by the court and the parties involved in a case.
If the parties to an action do not appear at their appointed
time the case should be immediately adjourned or dismissed
at the discretion of the judge.

b. Sessions

The Family Court in Rockland County is open -
five days a week: Monday through Friday. Morning sessions are
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scheduled by one judge to begin at 9 A.M, and by the

other at 9:30 A.M, and continue until 12:30 or 1 P.M.
Afternoon sessions are usually called for 2 P.M. They
generally continue until the calendar for the day has been
completed, regardless of time.

The monitors noted that sessions almost never
convened at the time listed on the calendar. The judges
were often conferring in chambers or busy with some other
task. Many times the Probation Department was conducting
its conferences at this time. No one informed those
waiting to go into court of the reasons for delays, even
though some of these were of long duration.

There were also times when long recesses or
delays occurred during or between cases, Monitors felt
that rezsons should be given to those waiting at these {
times also. |

Recommendations

10. The court should make every effort to
curtail the number of delays and recesses.

11. Session delays should be kept at a minimum
and efforts should be made to begin sessions on time. If
the start of a session is going to be delayed a representathve
of the court should notify those people in the Waltlng
room as to probable length and reason.

12. When there is an intra-case delay and/or
recess the court should notify the parties as to the
approximate length and reason,

c. Adjournments and Delays

In most juvenile delinquency and PINS cases the
respondent and his or her parents come into court unaware
of the fact that the child should be represented by counsel;
therefore, cases are always either recessed for a conference
or idjourned so as to appoint or retain counsel. This ,
tim¢é delay could be eliminated if a court advocate or some
court officer were to inform the parents and respondent

prior to the initial court appearance that the child

should be represented by counsel. If the respondent cannot
retain private counsel and a law guardlan is requested ‘the
court should then have a procedure for appointing law
guardians in advance. 4

Cases were often adjourned for investigation'and

"reports by the Probation Department, forensic team or other

court related agencies.

In Rockland County there are 10 probation
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officers in the juvenile section.. They include 1 intake
officer, 4 investigative officers, 4 officers for super-
vision of probation and 1 officer to do placement. Members
of the Probation Department are most often responsible for
having reports ready for Family Court.

After an adjudication has been made, either
juvenile delinquency or PINS, the probation officer conducts
an investigation and makes a report. At the dispositional
hearing, the probation report is to be presented to the
court with a recommendation for a disposition.

It can take anywhere from 4 to 8 weeks to
complete this investigation. Monitors noted that most
probation officers are very conscientious about their work
and are ready on time. Monitors have remarked on the fact
that when reports are not ready on time, the hearing has
to be adjourned and all participants have the feeling of
having wasted their time that day. However, it was felt

that probation officers should request an extension of time

in advance if he/she has not completed the report by the
hearing date provided he/she has valid reasons.

Often a calendar is held up because probation
officers are conferring with clients at the time they are
scheduled to be in court, Observers felt that some way of
arranging these conferences in advance of court appearances
should be worked out. A significant number of hearings

were adjourned to progress the case to another stage, e.g.
fact-finding or disposition.

—t iR R e L L
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Many delays were noted by monitors because
either the Assistant County Attorney or the law guardian
was unprepared.

Recommendations

13. The Office of Probation as well as other
agencies associated with the court should be required to
be ready and prepared with their reports prior to a hearing

" date.

14, Probation officers should conference their
cases in advance of the day they are due to appear in court.

2. Status of Respondents--Beginning and End of
Hearing :

Placement of respondents at the beginning of
hearings was largely with their parents, relatives, or
guardians (80%) and the majority were without supervision.
Other respondents were placed with the Division for Youth
(DFY), the Department of Social Services (DSS) or private
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agencies, At the beginning of hearings, 38% of the
respondents in the juvenile delinquency cases observed

were placed in secure facilities. At the end of hearings,
most respondents were placed with their parents, relatives,
or guardians (75%). Placement with the Department of Social .
Services was utilized much more at the end of hearings than
at the beginning.

3. "Hearings--Juvenile Delinquency and PINS cases

Monitors observed a total of 200 cases in
Rockland County during the two month period from November
to December 1978. Of the 190 cases (95%) where the type of
hearing was recorded 24% were PINS cases and 76% were
juvenile delinquency cases. Of these cases, the sex
of the respondent was not recorded for 87 of the cases (43.5%).
For those cases where sex was recorded, males respresented
77% and females 23% of the respondents. The age of the
respondents was recorded in only 103 cases observed; of these,
21% were under the age of 14, 63% were 14 or 15, and 16%
were 16 and older. Table 3 of the appendix shows that
males become involved in the court system at an earlier age
than females.

There were distinct differences in the length
of the hearing between Persons in Need of Supervision
(PINS) and juvenile delinquency cases. For the PINS cases,
56% were heard in ten minutes or less and 81% in less than
fifteen minutes. For the juvenile delinquency cases, 49%
were heard in ten minutes or less and 62% were heard in
fifteen minutes or less. However, more time was given to
juvenile delinquency cases than PINS cases (39% of the
juvenile delinquency cases took fifteen minutes or more
and 10% over one hour).

4. Explanation of Rights

In general, monitors felt that both judges
were very careful to preserve the rights of both the
respondent and the petitioner. They felt that both judges
seemed concerned with the problems of all participants in a

-case. However, the monitors noted that the petitions were
- usually not read aloud. Even at the initial hearing, the

judges would either summarize the charges or simply ask if
the respondent was familiar with and understood the charges
against him. A respondent might say "yes'" or nod in assent,
but in many cases the monitors felt that the respondents
really did not comprehend the serious nature of the
allegations, especially in juvenile delinquency proceedings,
After the initial appearance, the charges were rarely
repeated at future hearings.
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In all cases involving juveniles, both judges
were very careful to insure that the respondent had legal
representation, and that he and his parents understood that
they had a choice between private counsel and a law
guardian,

Recommendation

15. Judges should explain the charges in simple
and clear language and be assured that the respondent
understands them before proceeding with the case,

D. Local Issues

1, Placements

The Department of Social Services of Rockland
County is planning to change the non-secure shelter from
the group home setting into foster boarding homes., One
reason for this is that when the shelter is not filled
to capacity, the group home becomes uneconomical. Secondly,
there are problems in the amount of continuous supervision
needed in the non-secure shelter and in education for these
children. The foster parents are selected from a carefully
screened group. Most have had experience with "acting out"
juveniles.

) The Family Court Advisory Committee has
discussed the above as well as the lack of appropriate
residential placements in New York State. It plans to
continue discussion of this problem at a future meeting,
Two monitors made particular note of the lack of facilities
in New York State for "acting out" juveniles who also
have a learning disability. In addition, there
appeared to be a lack of residential vocational training
schocls for children in trouble.

2. Disposition of Cases

Monitors were especially impressed by the
attempts of both judges to find appropriate placements
and dispositions for the respondents. The disposition of
many cases in Rockland County involved restitution, public
service and counseling. :

3. Dress and Conduct of Court Personmel

The monitors commented on many occasions on the
unprofessional manner in which some of the staff of the
court, Probation Department, and Department of Social
Services dressed for court appearances, They felt that
proper dress was a way of showing respect for the court,
which it deserves. In additiomn, the observers felt that
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court personnel should not eat snacks in the courtroom,
even between cases,

Recommendations

16. The New York State Division for Youth
should be urged to open new residential facilities for
juvenile delinquents and PINS. These facilities should
include vocational training.

17. The Department of Social Services
should provide facilities and services for "acting out"
children with learning disabilities.

18, Court employees should be aware of the image
that they project to the public and therefore should be
properly attired and maintain professional decorum.

E. Physical Facilities

The Family Court is located in the County
Office Building in New City. It is in close proximity
to the County Courthouse and has adequate parking facilities.

There is some bus transportation nearby, but this is at a
minimum.

The section of the building that houses the
Family Court is on the main floor. There is an outer
reception area where one can sign in and a larger, ‘inner
waiting room. Off of the inner waiting room are the two
hearing rooms. Beyond these are the judges' chambers,
their secretaries' desks, and the rooms where the clerical
staff works.

There is one small ctonference room just off of
the inner waiting room. One conference room is inadequate
for lawyer/client meetings. As a result of the usually large
number of conferences going on at the same time, most of
these must take place in the waiting room or the hall
outside.

There is no provision for taking care of
children of litigants or witnesses. In fact, there is a
sign near the receptionist’s window requesting people to
leave their children at home,

The Probation Department, which used to be
located on the same floor as the Family Court, has recently
been moved to newly renovated quarters on the second floor.
They have more office space now and, if they held their
conferences upstairs in their offices, there would be more
privacy for participants. This would only be feasible if
conferences were held, as has been suggested, in advance
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of cocurt appearances.

The physical facilities of both hearing rooms
are generally adequate. The rooms are small, but large -
enough for their purposes. They are clean and neat. and the
lighting and acoustics are good.

The waiting room becomes very crowded later in
the day. If there are the usual delays, the crowd may
overflow into the hall,

Recommendation

19. Provisions should be made for a child care
center within the court for litigants and witnesses who
bring their children to court.

V. Methodology

The local coordinator was responsible for estab-
lishing a local advisory committee, recruiting, training,
scheduling, and supervising citizen volunteers. She evaluated
monitors' reports and wrote the project report for Rockland
County. She also acted as liaison between the judges,
court personnel and monitors.

The local advisory committee helped to establish
guidelines and goals for the local project. It assisted in
recruiting volunteers and met monthly to evaluate the progress
of the project. It also reviewed the final report. The members
of the Rockland County Advisory Committee were:

Joan Ball Seventh Vice President-New York
State PTA

Donald Bruso President-School Administrator's
Association of New York State

C. Gerald Connor Executive Director-Youth Counsel
Bureau

Naomi Parker Juvenile Justice Chair and Past

President National Council of
Jewish Women, Rockland Section

Sharon Toomin Board of Directors-Tri Town League
" of Women Voters

Moe Zuckerman Convener-Gray Panthers’

PRl

-1, Voluntegr Recruitment

More than thirty ‘velunfeers were recruited
and trained during the project. They came from different
backgrounds and ranged in age from nineteen to seventy-two.

-7 -

PINBYREEEE SR




Most were women. All were high school graduates; sixteen

had college degrees; one was a retired attorney; two wzre
former legal secretaries; and one was a court reporting
student. Some of the monitors were associated with community
groups such as the National Council of Jewish Women, Rockland

Section; the PTA; the League of Women Voters; and the Gray
Panthers.

All citizen ‘volunteers were required to make a
minimum commitment of one-half day for at least two months
and to participate in training sessions. In addition, they
attended monthly meetings.

2. Training

Initial training consisted of a review of the goals
of the project, some information about the Fund for Modern
Courts, Inc., and talks by court related personnel. These
included a Family Court judge's confidential law secretary, an
Assistant County Attorney, and several law guardians. At this
session, Virginia T. Wood, Project Director of the Fund for
Modern Courts, Inc,, also discussed the collection of data and
the method of recording it on the special monitors' forms.

The second session included a talk by tha Deputy
Chief Clerk of the Family Court and a short tour of the court
facilities.

At the monthly monitor meetings, guest speakers
included representatives of the PINS Diversion Program,
the Youth Counsel Bureau, the Probation Department, the VIP
Program, and the Juvenile Aid Bureau of the Town of Ramapo,

As new monitors joined the project they were
given an overview by the local coordinator and in-court
training by experienced observers,

Monitors used the Fund for Modern Courts, Inc.
Court Monitoring Handbook, the Family Court Monitoring
Second Report, and other resource materials provided by the
coordinator as aids in understanding the court procedures.

Whenever possible two monitors were assigned to
cover each session.

VI. Acknowledzaitents
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The local advisory committee, local coordinator,
and menitors wish to express their apprec1at10n for the
cooperation and assistance throughout the project of local
Administrative Family Court Judge Alfred J. Weiner, Family
Court Judge Howard Miller, and the court personnel. These
judges often took the time to ask the monitors if they had

-98-




any questions about the proceedings. Special thanks go to
Deputy Chief Clerk Joan Rosch, who was always ready to help
the coordinator and monitors and to Eric Qle Thorsen, Law
Secretary to Judge Weiner, who always took the time to
answer questions. In addition, we would like to thank the
personnel of the Probation Department, the County Attorney's
Office, the PINS Diversion Program, the Youth Counsel
Bureau, the Juvenile Aid Bureau, the Volunteer Counseling
Service, and the Forensic Team. Our gratitude also goes to
law guardians Ann Glickman and David Klein, who assisted

in the initial training of the court monitors. Most
individuals connected with the Family Court seemed hopeful
that through public understanding of the system and its
defects constructive changes could be made.

BEvery monitor who took part in the study
regarded the experience as an educational one and felt
that he or she personally had grown because of it. Hopefully,
a dialogue will be maintained between the court and the
community in an effort to have the two work together for
improvements in the judicial system.

The following is a list of the volunteer
monitors who made this project possible:

Eleanor Abbo Sandra B. Jeanette
Dorothy Anderson Naomi Parker

Joan Ball Sandra Platzman
Trudy Baslow Mae Polifrone
Catherine Beam ' Margaret Raso
Martha Carraher Elaine T. Resnick
Anne Dworkis Blanche Roen
Phyllis Eig Marian Sevransky
Carol Falis Gertrude Silver
Paula Fazio Roberta Solomon
Julius Figelman Sharon Toomin
Lillian Figelman Harriet J. Turner
Harriet Fuld Barbara Waxenburg
Ethel Greenberg Clara Zuckerman
Kay Greenblatt Tsvi Zwickler

Grace Holland
The Rockland County coordinator, Brenda

Greenberg, may be contacted at 13 Barnacle Drive, Spring
Valley, N.Y. 10977. (914) 354-4070.
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TABLE 1. DEMD?RAPHIC, ECONGMIC AND SOCIAL STATISTICS FOR ROCKLAND COUNTY

DESCRIPTION STATISTIC
Land Area (Total of 47,831 Square Miles) .4
Population of 18,075,487 (July 1, 1975) 1.4

Population Per Sgquare Mlile 1427
Percent of Populatlion Uver 65 7.2
population Change, 1960 to 1970 68,1
Population Change, 1970 to 1975 8.4
Percent Urban Population, 1970 96.2
Percent Black Population _ 5.7
Percent Foreign Stock Popuiation, 1970 33.9
Birth Rate: 1970 * 16.4
1975 12.5

Death Rate: 1970 ©e3
1975 6.3

Marriage Rate: 1970 5.9
1975 - 5.5

Divorce Rates 1970 ' . =8
1975 1.8

Public School Enrollment Rate, 1970 243.7
197% 238,0

Number of Physicians (Rate), 1975 242.1
nNumber of Hospital Beds (Rate), 1975 1483.8
Per Capita, 1974 5265
Public Assistance Recipients: Total (Rate), 1976 ‘ 29.9
: ~Children (Rate), 1976 20.8
Mean $ Per Famlily,197e¢ 370

Per Capita Dollars in Bank Deposits, 1976 2911
Housing?: Percent One Unit Structures, 1970 70.5
Percent Owner Occupied, 1970 70.4

Percent 1.01+ People Per Room, 1970 5.7

General Revenue Per Capita, 1972 : 7186
From Federal Govt. (Percent), 1972 5.9

Property Taxes (Per Capita), 1972 429

General Expenditures (Total) Per Capita, 1972 879
(Less Capital Kxp.) Per Capita, 1972 791

Education (Percent), 1972 58.1

Public welfare (Percent), 1972 9.5

Health and Hospitals {(Percent), 1972 4,2

General Debt Qutstanding Per Capita, 1972 1093
Crime Index Rate, 19758 3824
Robbery {(Per 100,100 Population), 197% 69,3
Aggregated Assault (Per 100,000 Population), 1975 136.6
Burglary~Breaking or Entering (Per 100,000), 1975 1037.4
Motor Venhicle Theft, 1975 258.8
Police Officers (Per 100,000 Population), 1975 200.7

*ALL RATES ARE PER 1,000 POPULATION UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED
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TABLE 2. FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTKIBUTIONS
8Y TYPE UF CASE FOR ROCKLAND COUNTY

Description Frequency Percentage

LR X X L X X X ¥ ¥ CE L L A F X L 3 Y Ny )

P.I.N.G. 45 22.5
Delinguency 145 72.5
Non~response 10 5.0

Total 200 100.0

TABLE 3. AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION FOR ROCKLAND COUNTY

"8 A O I R S S Gop A I AN RO S B0 BRI BN IR W W N R G R A OGN N GO D ST S0 W Y N WD IG) s O U BT OF G I BN R R @0 R T

Sex of Responaent

O T T I D W S WS ) N P EL) VR WD NS e D D B W O R D TR R U W S

Age of Respondent Male Female Total
Frequency 17 0 17
12 and Under
Percentage 20.2 0.0 16.2
| Frequency 3 _ 2 5
13
Percentage 3.6 9,5 4.8
Frequency 12 8 20
14
Percentage 14.3 38.1 19,0
Frequency 39 7 46
15 ¥
) Percentage 46,4 3363 43,8
-ﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂ--ﬂnnﬂ-‘---ﬂl-------ﬂ-"‘\':7-‘----------ﬂ‘---ﬂ-—-
Frequency 13 4 17
16 and (Ovey
Percentage 15.5 19.1 16,2
Frequency 84 21 105
TOTAL
Percentage 100,0 16G0.0 100.0
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TABLE 4. DETENTION AT START OF HEARING BY DETENTION
AT END OF HEARING FOR ROCKLAND COUNTY

W 55 A0 AN VR WY A 8 D G G U M W T SR T O GH WS S0 NN I N0 R O SN ) MD U SR U0 R0 O G0 S OB W G VI S0 Y WA a0 G SN 5 0N B B WY 00 U8 WD AR o

Detention at End of Hearing

Detention at L0 e WP D . T 08 % W) WD WS (W R TR U G R (8 S D M BN B B R A

Start of Hearing Secured Non=Secured Total

G0 WD B T S 0 S S e W e S T G S MR U G G OO U B O O I O T 0 S G0 T W M W e S G G N O P N W U O R W G Yy A

Frequency 8 3 i1
Secured Detention
Percentage 72.7 4.3 34,4

W) W T ) SR R G I WD UV T S0 e TN NP TR SRS e K ST VR AN VR U AR A DGR BRE SD ONF IR 600 O TP Gl 0 4 O A WD W N0 M) W6 O I SR BB A0 NE 0N WS 4V S e

Frequency 3 i8 21
Non=secured Detention
Percentage 27.3 85,7 65.6

VA A W R s WSS G M G N Gre NP SID WY NS N G G B W W GOU U N Y W NN G R 00 B D G0 G T GBN K0 SN N SRR G N W R G B S S B O B M e

Frequency 11 21 32
TOTAL

Percentage 100,0 100.0 100.0

W GBS0 WY RS T WD WS SN G N S e GA A Y WO S VN W DS R NS G DA W N TS O WS CR0 W W WY TER M SN G W S S OW U U A0t E BU W TN AW BB WD AN B S e

TABLE 5. PETITIONER BY TYPE OF CASE FOR ROCKLAND COUNTY

---Ohe-t------‘n-n-—----n‘,\--hau---nhh--m-ﬂnﬂvilw-'ﬂ---------u-)'q---n-

TYPE 0F CASE

WP D G G R S SN 7] S W S0 GBS MY 0N IR B BN D AR WU BV MY SN WU O O LIPS

Petitioner P.I.N.S. Delinquency Total

-ﬂ----_ﬂ-'ﬁ---n---nu-ﬂm---—'--nﬂ------ﬂ‘---------—‘-n-ﬂ----ﬂﬂﬁlﬂ

Frequency 14 6 20
Parent, Relative, Guardian

Percentage 35.0 4.5 i1.6

AR S SE p G W E  ND WNRS GH M S O S O SN S W N W W W VS R O KIS T NS m B0 e G OW T IR O O B AR I ey SR W Y W N0 B0 U S G0 B SR W A B

Frequency ; 8 96 104
Police

Percentage 20.0 72.2 C60.1

-----unﬁ--------m»w-u-u--mu-mu-u---—uunnuasa-u----nu-n-&----—---

Frequency i6 4 20
School

Percentage 40.0 3.0 11.6

IO A v R W T B 0 U U TS 0 N DR U3 S0 Y e o e W GD D 60 S AN GO DM W e SR B OO N M N S e B G 0 N D RO e N e N N G e A

Frequency i 25 26
Citizen

Percentage 2.5 18.8 15.0

Frequency i 2 : 3
Public/Private Agency

Percentage 2.5 1.5 1.7

U S O TR T WS e A GG W0 WS G U DO B S B N W S O A TN ) U G D MU B AR R S A G 0 SR T B G IV e O S LI e R e e e S e

Frequency 40 133 173
TOTAL

Percentage 100.0 100.0 100.,0

W G A AR R I TH WY OSSR GE SR W0 D UD S AW G N O N Y G N WS S U G0 B G S W e B L A S W (SR I 20T IR T O B WS W WL SN W SR G W M OB

-103-




TABLE 6., LEGAL REPRESENTATION FOR PETITIONER BY TYPE OF CASE
' FUOR ROCKLAND COUNTY

CY I T Y R P R T R X N L X B K 2 X B E X _R_S J 2 F FE R B B 2 2 X X 2 3 X 2 & . F X X 2 X £ K -2. .2 % % 3 X X XN}

TYPE 0F CASE

LA B B X B N L N R -R_ A_N 3 2 K 2 _ X K ¥ R 2 2 ¥ XA X R X R

Legal Representation: Petitioner P.I.N.S5. Delinguency Total
~ Frequency 37 131 168

Assistant County Attorney
Percentage 90,2 92.9 92.3
Frequency 2 i 3
Private Counsel
Percentage 4.9 0.7 1.7
' Frequency O 3 3
No Counsel Asslgned ‘
Percentage 0,0 2.1 1.7
W G e e W T R R W e e D O G 0 e S A T e 0 ST S TN T N TR S 0 e 0 ey O D A e R 8 W e AT B T T e N Sl D A0 S R Wy N R e
Fregquency 0 1 i
Court Appointed Counsel
Percentage 0.0 0.7 6.5
: Frequency 0 0 0
Asslistant District Attorney
Percentage 0.0 0.0 v 0.0
Frequency 2 5 7
Counsel Absent
Percentage 4.9 3.6 3.3
Frequency 41 141 182
TOATAL
Percentage 100.,0 100.0 100.0

L LT T YR YA R T TR L N L L T b R R R A R B R R N R X X F_ R R X R K & 2 X X & 2 § X & 2 2 2 |
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TABLE 7. LEGAL REPRESENTATION FOR RESPONDENT BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR ROCKLAND COUNTY

TYPE g F CASE
L'egal representation 0 OR v e W en e W G G O W S W W A TR D G T W R W e WP S N W e
for Respondent P.I.N.S. Delinguency Total
Frequency 40 117 157
Law Guardian

percentage 53.0 B3.0 85,3

Frequency /] (1] 1]

Assigned Counsel

Percentage 0,0 0.0 0.0

Frequency 3 20 23‘

Private Counsel

Percentage 7.0 14,2 12.5

Frequency U 1 1

No Counsel Assigned

Percentage 0,0 0.7 0.6

Frequency 0 3 3
Counsel Absent . :
Percentage 0.0 2.1 1.6
Frequency 43 141 184

TOTAL

Percentage 100.0 100.,0 100,0

SR RO T M) G S G W WG S M D WD 0 B WS e D WA e B R A R O IR AN M ) G5e RR EN GR e A TN AT G R N G R e B0 FH W S OF WE em BN SR O W GO WR NS W e

TABLE 8. DETENTION AT START OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR ROCKLAND COUNTY

-——-\-—----nn--—nwnﬂ-‘n---—--mw-—uu-ﬂ-u(----unu-ﬂuno-o-ﬂ—-u

TYPE gF CASE

Detention at rgeeapnpegeepep e L L L L T LR DL T T L L X

start of Hearing P.I.N.S. Delinguency Total
Frequency 3 10 - 13
Secured Detention
' Percentage 30,0 38.5 - 36.1
Frequency 7 16 23
"Non~secured Detention
percentage . 70,0 61.5 63,9
-'—------u-u--n--u‘--v-_-\wu-:a-.--—‘-b.-bm----.-u-.n---né——qu-
Frequengy 10 26 36

TOTAL : @
Percentage 100.0 100.0 100.0

nn-----u--n-n—------o-n-mnnn-o'—n-----n-—-n-———-—--—-’--ﬂu-n
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TABLE 9. PLACEMENT AT START OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE FOR
ROCKLAND COUNTY

R A 6 OB AN ST GUD GNN N AT ERE GOV, S0 I KB BUR E WP g KU AT St TR0 SIN BV SN 60 K36 GRS SN BN TR G SO 5 S U0 GB GR S OF ¥ KD OB 6B SR YO W TR an OF 4D B 5N GN 00 TR O G T o e

TYPE OF CASE

LE L A T § L 2 K R X L N 2 J N/ R K R _B_J 3 2 X N % X 2 X J

Placement: Start of Hearing P.1.N.S. Delinguency Total
 Frequency 0 4 4
Short~term DFY
v Percentage 0.0 2,9 2.2
Frequency i 4 5
Long~term DFY '
Percentage 2.4 2.9 2.8
| Frequency 4 6 10
Short=~term DSS
Percentage 9.5 4.3 5.5
LEYX T T T DTy Y-y Y "y yoy g -y -3 ¥ ¥ & ¥ ¥ ¥ L E X X 32 X N R 3 ¥ F X N R R X X L K B ¥ ¥ K ¥ ¥ ¥ 3 ¥ X N ¥ % ¥ 3
Frequency 1 4 5
Long=term DSS
Percentage 2.4 2.9 2.8
Frequency 2 2 4
Short=term Private Agency
Percentage 4,8 1.4 2.2
| Frequency 3 5 8
Long=term Private Agency
Percentage 7.1 3.6 4.4
Frequency 10 21 31
With Supervision = Custody
Percentage 23,8 15.1 17.14
Frequency 21 Y3 114
without Supervision = Custody
Percentage 0.0 66.9 63
Freguency 42 139 181
TOTAL ‘
Percentage 100,0 100.0 100.0

T e WD W A S G W R SR DR R T A D W AN e VY Y G U A 0 B N W R W S T N R 0 OCS T TR W G R T W W UR O 08 G OB G TP T 08 SN O S @R
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TABLE 10.. DETENTION AT END OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR ROCKLAND COUNTY

TYPE CF CASE
Detention at TR RS W AD O ER N P S0 TP SN T A G Gy P O O SR S S M6 B R W A B e
End of Hearing P.I.N.5. Delinquency Total
Frequency 0 10 10
Secured Detention
Percentage 0.0 28.6 21.7
‘ Frequency 11 25 36
Non~secured Detention
Percentage 100,90 71.4 78.3

D TR Wt W N G wme SR KR G T e ST OB DR B W TR W YW AT} R W G N B TS WO W R G e N G B S TR WO W T N G G D SD TRe € G ste G W oW 8 om

Frequency 11 35 46
TOTAL

Percentage 100.0 100.0 100.,0

By W S WY D WG th SN G G TR RN SR D W RO Tt IR R R SN R R SN R AAE N AR W D G R R AR O R W MR R AR DR G W e W
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TABLE 11. PLACEMENT AT END OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE FOR
ROCKLAND COUNTY

WO M S Y O Ak W TSI W e W BRY G ERY A O D A NN D G I N s B B AR D R T D S S U TR G A S N D T GO0 G ON I GO ey N Gy G 6k B Gas N W AN BB K T B &N OB W

TYPE OF CASE

e S e K EE R W e AR WO O8 Ay TF a0 B en AR 07 G0 S5 G M S S R D ST

Placement:z End of Hearing P.I.N.S. Delinquency Total
| Frequency 1] 5 5
Short~term DFY
Percentage 0,0 3.9 3.0
frequency i 3 4
Long~term DFY :
Percentage 2.5 2.4 2.4
Frequency 4 5 S
Short=term DSS
Percentage 10,0 3.9 5.4
| Frequency 2 12 14
Long«term DSS
Percentage 5.0 9.4 8.3
Frequency i . 0 i
Short=term Private Agency
Percentage 2,5 0.0 0.6
Frequency 4 5 9
Long=term Private Agency .
Percentage 10,9 3.9 5.4
Frequency is 36 54
With Supervision = Custody
Parcentage 45.0 28.1 32,14
‘ Frequency 10 62 72
Without Supervision = Custody
Percentage 25,0 48 .4 42.8
v Frequency 40 128 168
TOTAL
Percentage 100,0 00,0 100.0

AR A A A R L L L L KX 2 1 2 L. F T X X N =% X R - L LY X L ¥ E E L X & X X X ¥ R L L T X X Y+b J X % F F ¥ T X JF ¥ °F W ¥ ¥ ¥
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TABLE 12. DURATION OF CASE BY TYPE OF CASE FOR ROCKLAND COUNTY

T AN D G RSB G TR W R DO R e TR N W D W SR s B 0 Gm Y U AT (S N e GL Ol TV U WL G WS B G 9T SR SN Gt 0N e S B U 0N W0 BN NS OB 9B 98

TYPE OF CASE

LI L L E Y LA LN L T L L Yy L Ty Y

Duration of Case P.I.N.S. Delinquency Total
Frequency 7 29 “ 36
Less Than 5 Minutes
Percentage 16,3 20,2 19.4
Frequency 17 41 58
5 to6 10 Minutes
‘ Percentage 39,5 28,7 31.2
Frequency i1 19 30
i1 to 15 Minutes
Percentage 25,6 13,3 16,1
Frequency 8 29 37
16 to 30 Mlnutes
Percentage 18,6 20.3 16.9
----nw——-—u--n-----m-—---l------------—umw-‘)---n—--------um--u-
~ Frequancy 0 11 i1
31 to 60 Minutes )
Percentage 0.0 7.7 5.9
Frequency v 14 14
Over 60 Minutes
Percentage 0.0 9.8 7.5
Frequency 43 143 186
TOTAL
Percentage 100,90 100.0 100.0
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I. Introduction

The Tompkins Ccounty Family Court Monitoring
Project began in October 1978 under the auspices of the
Fund for Modern Courts, Inc. Observation of Family Court
proceedings began in November 1978 and continued through
December 1978. The two month survey was sponsored by the
State Office of Court Administration and was funded by a
grant from the Division of Criminal Justice Services.

The goals of the Tompkins County project were to
educate the community about the Family Court, provide a
presence of concerned citizens in the courtroom, initiate
a dialogue between citizens and various agencies and
personnel concerned with the operation of the juvenile
justice system and formulate recommendations for improvements
in the Family Court system.

Citizen volunteers collected quantitative and
qualitative data in all areas of Family Court jurisdiction;
however, primary emphasis of this report is in the area of
juvenile delinquency and Persons in Need of Supervision
(PINS) cases. Monitors noted the overall operation of the
court and reported on case processing, court procedures,
treatment and placement of children, the physical condition
of the court and the conduct of the judge and court personnel.
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I7. Summary of Recommendations

1. Investigation into the need for and
possible assignment of security personnel in the court should
be made.

2. Sanctions should be imposed on those
attorneys, respondents and agency personnel who cause delays
and/or adjournments through lateness or non-appearance.

3. An updated court directory should be installed

in the main lebby of the courthouse listing the location of
the courtrooms and offices.
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III. Summary of Statistical Data* on Cases Observed

Monitors observed a total of 43 juvenile
delinquency and Persons in Need of Supervision (PINS)
cases during the two month perlod between November and
December 1978. In these cases, the majority of the
respondents were male (See Tables 2 and 3). The ages of
these respondents ranged from 12 to 16 with 25% being
under the age of 14, 63% being 14 or 15 and 12% being
16. PINS cases represented 42% of the cases observed and
juvenile delinquency cases 56%. Male respondents
in the cases observed were generally between the ages of
13 and 15; females, on the other hand, were generally 15
years old (75%).

In terms of the length of hearings, all of
the PINS cases observed were heard in 15 minutes or less
with 88% of these cases being heard between 5 and 15
minutes. For the juvenile delinquency cases observed
92% were heard in 15 minutes or less; all of the cases
observed were generally heard in less than 30 minutes.

The police were the petitioner in the majority
of juvenile delinquency and PINS cases observed. Parents
and the school system were the petitioners in 35% of
the cases. It is interesting to note that private citizens
rarely appeared as petitioners in either the juvenile
delinquency or PINS cases observed (See Table 5).

The Assistant County Attorney represented
the petitioner in all of the juvenile delinquency cases
observed and in 83% of the PINS cases observed. Respondents
were represented by law guardians in 94% of the PINS cases and
96% of the juvenile delinquency cases observed. One respon-
dent in a juvenile delinquency case was represented by private
counsel and one respondent in a PINS case was represented by
assigned counsel.

Secure detention was seldom used as a placement

for respondents in the cases observed. At the beginning of

the hearings no respondents were placed in a secure detention
facility and only two (one PINS and one juvenile delinquent)
were placed in this type of facility at the end of the hearings.
. In the juvenile delinquency cases observed respondents at the
beginning of hearings were placed in the custody of parents,
relative, etc. without supervision (79%), while the remainder
‘'were in the custody of parents, relative, etc. with supervision,
short-term Department of Social Services (DSS) facilities,

or long-term Division for Youth (DFY) facilities. Respondents
in the PINS cases observed at the beginning of hearings were
placed in short-term DFY facilities (35%), followed by custody
of parents, relative, etc., with supervision (29%) and without
supervision (24%). Long-term placement with DFY was seén

in 12% of the PINS cases /observed.

* Statistical figures are rounded off to the nearest 10th.
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At the end of the hearings the majority of
respondents in juvenile' delinquency cases observed were in
the custody of parents, relative, etc, (91%). However, super-
vision while in the custody of parents, relative, etc. was
often ordered at the end of hearings (without supervision
decreased from 79% to 61% at the end of hearings whereas
with supervision increased from 8% to 30% at the end of
hearings). Short-term placement with DFY was observed in
many of the PINS cases (31%) at the end of hearings;
assignment of PINS respondents to the custody of parents,
relative, etc. without supervision accounted for 31% of
the end of hearings placements and with supervision for 25%.
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IV. Findings and Recommendatigns

A. Organization and Staffing

1. Judicial Staffing

.There is one judge in the Tompkins County Family
Court. There are no separate court parts and no rotation
system. Other regular court personnel are the staff of the
Family Court Clerk (Chief Clerk, Deputy Chief Clerk, and one

clerk-typist), one court stenographer, and one court atten-
dant.

The Chief Clerk and Deputy Chief Clerk fulfill
the intake function and are responsible for setting up the
calendar. The court attendant keeps track of everyone who
is waiting, calls the calendar, and notifies the judge when
cases are ready. No regular security personnel are on duty.

2. Legal Services

The same local attorney serves as both Assistant
County Attorney and counsel for the Department-of Social
Services. The Assistant County Attorney represents the
petitioner in juvenile dellnquency, Persons in Need of

Supervision (PINS), and Uniform Support of Dependents Law T

(USDL) cases as well as in cases involving the Department of
Social Services. In the cases observed, the Assistant
County Attorney represented the petltloner in all of the
juvenile delinquency cases and in 83% of the PINS cases.

Respondents were represented by law guardians
in 94% of the PINS cases and 96% of the juvenile delinquency
cases observed. These law guardians are assigned by the
court from a list of about eighty attorneys. These attorneys,
who are private practitioners, receive no formal training imn
Family Law or procedures.

In addition, a Legal Aid Clinic is operated by

the Cornell Law School. This Clinic handles only civil cases,
which includes custody and support cases in Family Court.
Law students appear in court only under the direct super-
vision of a member of the bar. The Clinic handles only a
small number of Family Court cases, as most litigants opt
to be represented by court assigned counsel.

Recommendation:

1. Investigation into the need for and possible
assigmment of security personnel to the court should be made.
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B. Ancillary Services

The Tompkins County Probation Department serves

as the intake unit for all juvenile delinquency and PINS
rases in Family Court. They also prepare pre-plea, pre-

aispositional, and custody investigations.

The Tompkins County Mental Health Cllnlc is
frequently called upon by the Family Court to conduct
psychological evaluations of litigants. When the judge
orders such tests the court pays any fees incurred. Liti-
gants must comply with such court-ordered testing or
risk being held in contempt of court.

The New York State Division for Youth main-
tains several facilities in the area and two group homes
are located in Ithaca. The Tompkins County Youth Bureau
and the Ithaca City Youth Bureau are both active in working
with youths who have juvenile delinquency and/or PINS back-
grounds.

The Greater Ithaca Activities Center (GIAC)
offers a variety of athletic and recreational programs to
which youths are frequently referred to from the Family
Court. Referrals issued from the court are usually made as
a condition for respondent's placement with his or her
parent, relative or guardian.

The Family and Children's Service provides a
full range of counselling services for parents, children,
and families, Alpha House maintains both a residence

facility and an outreach center for those having difficulties

with drug and/or alcohol abuse.

The Learning Web (located on the Cornell
University campus) arranges for youths to apprentice with
local merchants and craftsmen in order to learn marketable
gkills. Often the judge asks a juvenile if he or she would
be interested in participating in the program and if the
juvenile agrees the judge will allow the Juvenlle to return

home condltloned upon his or her participation in the program.

C. Court Procedures and Case Processing

1. fGeneral.
L

The Tompkins County Family Court operates daily

™

i ]*

w

rendar system The’ morning session goes from

"

an
hé'd

to 5:00 p.m. However, within these time spans, cases are
scheduled for a spec1f1c time and allotted given lengths of

- time according to the type of hearing (initial, fact-finding,
f d15po:1t10na1, etc.). When a case is adjourned, the new hearing

I
o -cal
9: 0 a.m. to 12 aecon-and the afternoon from 1:30 or 2:00 p.m.
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date is immediately selected and announced to a3ll participants
by the Court Clerk. The court attendant sees that no cases are
called until all necessary parties are present and keeps all
persons waiting continually apprised of any delays. The max~
imum waiting time for any particular case has generally not
been more than forty minutes. Unfortunately, and probably un-
avoldably, gaps are seen to occur in the calendar due to ‘last-
minute cancellations by or non-appearances of attorneys,

agency personnel and respondents.

The judge invariably and emphatically informs
respondents of thelr right to counsel and explains the assigned
counsel option in cases of possible indigency. Law guardians
are routinely assigned in juvenile delinquency and PINS cases

and frequently in custody cases as well,

The pre-hearing conferences in the judge's chambers
constitute a major source of delays, although they d¢ sometimes
result in mutually agreeable resolutlions. Non-appearance by an
attorney is always checked immediately by telephone before any
further action is taken, A respondent's non-appearance is dealt
with by personal service of a summons or by issuance of a warrant.
Although the judge does make every effort to limit delays and ad-
journments monitors felt that further sanctions should be imposed.

Recommendation :

2. Sanctions should be imposed on those attorneys,}
respondents and agency personnel who cause delays and/or
adjournments through lateness or non-appearance.

2. Status of Respondents--Beginning and End of Hearing

Secure detention was seldom used as a placement for
respondents in the cases observed. At the beginning of hearings,
no respondents were placed in a secure detention facility and
only two (one PINS and one juvenile delinquent) were placed
with this type of facility at the end of hearings. In the
juvenile delinquency cases observed respondents at the beginning
of hearings were placed in the custody of parents, relative,
etc. without supervision (79%) while the remainder were in the
custody of parents, relative, etc. with supervision, short-
term Department of Social Services (DSS) facilities, or long-
term Division for Youth (D¥Y) facilities. Respondents in the
PINS cases observed at the beginning of hearings were placed’
in short-term DFY facilities (35%), followed by custody of

‘parents, relative, etc, with supervision (29%) and without

supervision (24%). Long-term placement with DFY was seen in
12% of the PINS cases observed.

Placement status at the end of hearings showed
91% of the respondents in juvenile delinquency cases observed
in the custody of parents, relative, etc. However, super-
vision while in the custody of parents, relative, etc.
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was often ordered at the end of hearings (without supervision
decreased from 79% to 61% at the end of hearings whereas with
supervision increased from 8% to 30% at the end of hearings.)
Short~term placement with DFY was observed in many of the
PINS cases (31%) at the end of hearings; assignment

of PINS respondents to the custody of parents, relative,

etc, without supervision accounted for 31% of the end

of hearings placements and with supervision for 25%.

3. Hearings--Juvenile Delinquency and Persons in
Need of Supervision (PINS)

Monitors observed a total of 43 juvenile
delinquency and PINS cases during the two month period
between November and December 1978. In these cases,
the majority of the respondents were male. The ages
of these respondents ranged from 12 to 16 with 25% being
under the age of 14, 63% being 14 or 15 and 12% being
16, Persons in Need of Supervision cases represented
42% of the cases observed and juvenile delinquency cases
56%. Male respondents in the cases observed were
generally between the ages of 13 and 15; females, on
the other hand, were generally 15 years ocld (75%).

In terms of the length of the hearings, all
of the PINS cases observed were heard in 15 minutes or less
with 88% of these cases being heard between 5 and 15
minutes. For the juvenile delinquency cases observed 92%
were heard in 15 minutes or less; all of the cases observed
were generally heard in less than 30 minutes.

D. Local Issues

In addition to the facilities mentioned under
the Ancillary Services, a listing of "Interim Homes" for
juveniles is maintained by the Family and Children's Service.
The Greater Ithaca Activities Center (GIAC) arranges tours
of the Tompkins County Jail for youths through its '"Bottom
Line" program.

E. Physical Facilities

Family Court is housed in the Tompkins County

- Court House, along with County Court, Surrogates Court, and

‘Supreme Court. The Family Court, Family Court judge's
chambers, court clerk's offices, court stenographer's office,
waiting area, and the Departmeint of Probation are all on the
first floor. The waiting area, which contains four long
benches, is merely the corridor outside the courtroom plus
part of the main lobby.

There is no up-to-date directory of courthouse
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offices at the entrance. Although the volume of traffic does
not warrant the maintenance of a full-time information booth,.
a clear and accurate directory would alleviate much confusion.

Recommendation

3. An updated court directory should he installed
in the main lobby of the courthouse listing the location
of the courtrooms and offices.

V. Methodology

Eighteen volunteer monitors were recruited and
trained for the Tompkins County project. The coordinator
and twe officers of the League of Women Voters accepted
volunteer applications and conducted the interviews. The
two evening training sessions were designed to familiarize
the volunteers with the procedures and terminology of
Family Court. Guest speakers included the Family Court
Judge Betty Friedlander, the Assistant County Attorney, the
Probation Department Supervisor, and the representatives
from the Youth Bureau, group homes, the Alcohol Council,
and the Family and Children's Service.

The members of the Advisory Board were:

Dennis Byron Greater Ithaca Activities Center
Debbie Clinch NYS Division for Youth

John Gaines Tompkins County Youth Bureau

Kathy Heetderks League of Women Voters

Lois Humﬁhrey Tompkins County Probation Department
Arthur Watkins Southside Community Center

Elizabeth Bixler Yanof Attorney-at-Law

Nancie L. Zane Cffender Aid and Restoration

+ VI. Acknowledgements

The local coordinator would like to express her
appreciation to the monitors and membérs of the locai-
advisory board for their invaluable assistance, time and
support during the course of the project. The coordinator,
monitors and advisory board would like to thank Judge Betty
Friedlander for not only her cooperation but assistance and
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interest during the project.

The court personnel were extremely helpful and

cordial to the monitors and were always available to answer
any questions which arose.

The following is a list of those citizen monitors
who made the project possible:

Philip W. Bennett E. Joy Schiller
Gloria J. Bordner Barbara Sinclair
Myra Chow Suzanne Spitz

Dave Cullings Marcia C. Stebbins
Tim Feltham Constance R. Thomas
Kathy Heetderks Gary V. Tucker
Andrea Sue Holtzman , Pat Valls

Elaine V. Lazar Mary Jane Van Arsdale
James E. Marshall George J. Whipple

The local coordinator, Barbara Tuncel, can be
reached at 301 Maple Hill Avenue, Ithaca, New York 14850,
(607)272-1317.
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I TABLE 1. DEMOGRAPHIC, ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL STATISTICS FOR TOMPKINS COUNTY
! DESCRIPTION STATISTIC
Land Area (Total of 47,833 S3uare Miles) 1.0
' Population of 18,075,487 (July 1, 1975) 5
V Population Per Square Mile A 174
’ Percent of Population Over 65 7.9
. Population Change, 1960 to 1970 16.5
- Population Change, 1970 to 1975 9.9
Percent Urban Population, 1970 41.6
i Percent Black Population 2.4
; Percent Foreign Stock Population, 1970 15.8
, Birth Rate: 1970 % 17.5
1975 12.0
! Deatli Rate: 1970 7.0
, 1975 6.7
Marriage Rate: 1970 9.4
' 1975 7.9
) Pivorce Rate: 1970 2.5
1975 4.0
Public School Enrolliment Rate, 1970 208.4
' , 1975 188.9
Number of Physicians (Rate), 1975 159.0
number of Hospital Beds (Rate), 1975 240.2
! Per Capita, 1974 4310
' Pubilc Assistance Recipients: Total (Rate), 1976 30.5
Children (Rate), 1976 20,2
l Hean § Per Family,1976 362
Per Capita Dollars in Bank Deposits, 1976 4076
~ Housing: Percent One Unit Structures, 1970 53.4
' Percent Ownér Occupled, 1970 5961
I_ ‘ Percent .01+ People Per Room, 1970 3.6
General Revenug Per Capita, 1972 661
- ‘ From Federal Govt. (Percent), 1972 1.1
I Property Taxes (Per Capita), 1972 200
General Expenditures (Total) Per Capita, 1972 ' 623
(Less Capital Exp.) Per Capita, 1972 632
l Education (Percent), 1972 45.4
Public Welfare (Percent), 1972 13.0
Health and Hospitals (Percent), 1972 13.8
' Genheral Debt Outstanding Per Capita, 1972 469
l Crime Index Rate, 1975 ‘ 4921
- Robbery (Per 100,100 Population), 1975 46,6
. - - -hRggregated Assault (Per 100,000 Population), 1978 777
II Burglary~Breaking or Entering (Per 100,000), 1975 1335.0
‘Motor Vehicle Theft, 1975 297,.6
‘ Police Officers (Per 100,000 Population), 1975 174.5
:&!! _¥ALL RATES ARE PER 1,000 POPULATION UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED
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TABLE 2., FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS
BY TYPE OF CASE FOR TOMPKINS COUNTY

Description Frequency Percentage
Ll L2 3 3 2 R X ¥ ¥ Y 33 L X -1 X ¥ ¥ —%-} BEIPWORRCI D mNy
P.I.N.S. i8 41.9
Delinquency _ 24 55.8
Non=response 1 2.3
Total 43 100.0

TABLE 3. AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION FOR TOMPKINS COUNTY

Sex ot Respondent

Age of Respondent Male Female Total
Frequency 2 0 2
12 and Under :
Percentege 6.5 0.0 4.7
W B OO S KD R S T ST GNPV WD WA S R R A O U D O Y W8 SR T G IND T Y G R U SUX G WY e G5 W DR M8 W N SR 6O B 0
Frequency 9 0 9
13
Percentage 29.0 0.0 20,9
Frequenecy - 7 2 9
14
Percentage 22,6 16.7 20,9
-mu---uamau.._.nnnn.n.o.dao“n.&-----u---na-nbn'nun
Frequency 9 9 i8
15
Percentage 29.0 75.0 41.9
u-.dun.uuwt.oo.cuon-uuannnuon-n.a-.-u--------‘-----
Frequency 4 1 ]
16 and Over
' Percentage 12,9 8.3 i1.6
nnnb’n".ﬂ..u.‘.“h.“h..‘&..-.“ﬂ----..-u'.--a--ﬂﬁn-
Frequerncy 31 12 43
TOTAL
Parcentage 160.0 100.0 100.90

-.un—o-ﬂuQnunbﬁdnnnduﬂbﬁﬁudh--..-.u-o-n"..n.--..-w
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TABLE 4. DETENTIOR AT BTART OF HEARING BY DETENTION
AT BEDP OF REARING FOR TOMPKINS COUNTY

Detention at End of Hearing

Detention at o om o D AP B T O WG O R 0 W e
start of Hearing Secured Non~Secured  Total
OQ-I‘DOQ-...Q-“--'I&.-&mﬂ.ﬂ..--ﬂﬁ-.“..“SOH-O,IF-'I."W!I-ﬂQ.
Fregquency 0 G 0
Secured Detention '
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0

O e G R R WY TR O D W3 U U5 &5 T AP AT P0 D 63 MO O T N D G G5 4R 00 W5 €0 OV G0 T OR D G U OB W GIY K0 0 O (ip &5 X3 S5 G e 0 ol W 4B 16 ae G
Frequency 1 9 10
Non-secured Detention
Percentage 100.0 100.0 100,0

.—m-------w--u.-.h.n.-.nan.uwh.n-.u-.-g--.tnnon‘a-nqq---m
Fregusncy 1 9 10
TOTAL .
Percentage 100,00 100.0 100,0

TABLE 5. PETITIONER BY TYPE OF CASE FOR TOMPKINS COUNTY

E T R S D e R WS U AT) O SR YD I W N A SIS P D D R W G Y O R O RS P KRR S D B T 5D O W W 190 R 2 G I S5 i SV T R W B WD W e

TYPE QF CASE

LI AL LA YL L E Y 0.2 L 3. X 1 1 ¥ A T T R ¥ ¥ 3

Petitioner PeI.Nu.S. Delinguency Total

€3 B S B e W2 T N N O G0 SN WD ED U WS ) 8 A A0 KD A0 55 UH 4 A TN 00 OF OF WD r O e &3 G S 60 ¥R WP K W TN BN Wy N S WP A 63 WY EN G NI B @0 60 VR 08

Freguency 5 3 8
Parent, Relative, Guardian
Percentage 29,4 13.0 20,0

--D--Q.OQ-quﬂw.-.“--QOU‘.#"G.“!NOO-hﬂﬁ.v-ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂ--ﬂ--.ﬂ..’ﬂ.-.ﬂ
Freguency 9 16 25
Police . ' )
Perceritage 52.9 69.6 62,5
--..-n-ﬂﬂ“._ﬁ.-.-QDOQ.’O..!.Q‘O.-‘-.-ﬂu.d.v)ﬂﬁ"-ﬂ—u.nuﬂﬂ“ﬁﬂ“ﬂnﬁ-.
Frequency - 2 4 6
School :
Percentage 11.8 17.4 i 15,0

D D U5 WY G w0 G I AP WY A U0 D 45 4D VT 5% & KD 00 40 S8 G w0 5B b P U G €D S G0 &8 5 BN 4P WY U S D WD K GY G KD G0 g TR AN Y A0 O

- Firequency 0 0 0

Citizen : = 7
Percentage 6.9 0.0 0,0

OB D G 5 ¥ 0P D 2D KD &N 0D 4B 4 (W T D 01 G AP XD B WP D D) 4P B W W 6 D 5N D 05 €5 08 WY 3 WGP G0 4 0 S0 B0 56 €A D OB W 68 8 WD 3 D O e W T O O B
Frequency 1 -0 § 1

Public/Private Agency )
. perc@nt.ga 509 0,0 jﬁ 2,5

5 a8 €0 102 0 50 68 UG 00 49 P o) D B €35 1P 0 O O U U B A B N D O D00 0 5 O 0 8 5 0w DD O B € M O e W € W W 0 O 0 00
Frequency 17 .23 ; 40

TOTAL : | SO
Percentage 100,0 100,0 . 100,0

O R O T A ) D O D O s o U O D D O R 6D R T O 20 D N OO W B0 &5 U O G0 OF U A N S I A B e ) I R 1 S R O
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TASLE 6. LEGAL REPRESENTATION FOR PETITIONER BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR TOMPKINS COUNTY

TYPE OF CASE

Of @ D on .y S D A NE 00 B WS 60 QY @ O WD T BN TN 00 &0 00 & UD &

Legal Representaticn: Petitlioner PeleNeSe. Delinquency Total
n'---.n--w-u------—n.-.----.w--—---n-—--u-—.--.---—B-ﬂo-.u.-n.-n-a-
Frequency 15 24 s
Assistant County Attorney
percentage 83,3 100,90 92.9
ﬂ-.‘—(“~~‘--.-n.--'---u-ﬂ-.--.-.-‘-ﬁ---ﬂ---_'”WI’.----Q.-’-.-.--"-‘
Frequency 0 0 0
Private Counsel '
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
-mn---un--n--nmnn—-a-n---u--uunn-un--n--u--u--.-n---.a----n.---o-.-
Frequency 0 0 0
No Counsel Assigned
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
O A e R S W GG G0 T YD B AR T VI R G0 U B0 030 G W AR W S G VI W O T W e Y O G uR S D 6D 2 O G 1S o D W) W A% OB B9 5D G B 6 06 G0 BN G0 S OF S 8 W R A 1
Frequency 0 0 0
Court Appointed Counsel
pPercentage 0,0 0,0 0,0

R 000 50 WD U WS NN R WD 5 N5 4L WY U5 WD S A0 0 BID D KD U0 0 W AR e 110 o) V9 G D U WY 0 0 o G0 GR U W IR 1D S0 WD UD O WY O OB G T wb G oy T3 B OB W B0 W G OO B K5 W O

Frequency 3 0 3

Assistant District Attorney

Percentage 16,7 0.0 7.1
h"—--u--&.&.-D-.-C'..-Q-n-‘.ﬂ---G--.I-!.'-7-.-ﬂ--.ﬁ-ﬂgaﬂﬁ-.ﬂ--.ﬂ--'-

Frequency 0 0 0
Counsel Absent .

Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0

[T T I YT YL LEY PY T T Y T T Y LY X b 8 g L L R L A L A X - 2 R 2 X -5 0 L & B K X 2 B 2 L 02 % L R L 2 2 J

Frequency i8 24 42
TOTAL
Percentage 100,0 100.0 100.0

O NS A W R S SR VI W S G O O 6 A O TR N0 O% T T BV TR P B0 WU > G IR U G 0 KN 60 S8 R 68 0T 9B W S S0 W G0 € a0 O v @0 0 33 U &5 20 OD G 6O 68 W0 W O
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TABLE = 7, LEGAL REPRESENTATION FOR RESPONDENT BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR TOMPKINS COUNTY

---——ﬂ"----------nq’---I!U—.--ﬁ----—-.-‘-Q—.--n-‘,ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ-h“l&----.
TYPE OF CASE
Lq}gal representation L o e T P S
for Respondent P.I.N.S. Delinquency Total
---h-’p-'---ﬂ--u---lI---ﬂ---‘-n-ﬂ‘-ﬂu-ﬁq-‘-’-ﬂ------‘luy-l_-----ﬁﬂ
C Frequency 17 23 40
Law Guardian
Percentage 94,4 95,8 95.2
T (D U U N T D AR W W D SN WR TG A G ON R GO R W T VR AN R N TP D GRS B W B SN OB T R R U e R G R B TR R XD A D G N O R A e 1
. Frequency 1 0 1
Assigned Counsel
Percentage 5.6 0.0 2.4
' Frequency 0 1 1
Private Counsel
Percentage 0.0 4,2 2.4
| Frequency 0 0 0
No Counsel Assigned
Percentage 0,0 0.0 0.0
| / Frequency | 0 0 0
Counsel Absent ' :
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0

UL LT LR E L L L LYY NELLEL LYY LY P P L Y R -y Y]

Frequency 18 24 42
TOTAL

Percentage 100,0 100.0 ' 1i00.0

TABLE 8. DETENTION AT START OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR TOMPKINS COUNTY )

.
S 0 G YN D N WD GRS €D S ER O My R G A 00 N R T e T S O OB W Y M 9 O S A WD e G NG W (I D W G Y OB G P aD i e

TYPE oF CASE

Detention at 5 0 B W O R D O GO T D D W ) WD Y R 0D GO WS O ¥8 U B0 W WN S AU

Start of Hearing Pel.N,S. Delinguency Total

LA L A R Y X E T 2 Y Yo ¥ L 3 F X 1 T 7 X T Y ¥ T J ¥ JFU ¥ 1"F Y ¥ F Py A Pog Py g Ry ey qrpeapge e
Frequency 4] 0 0
Secured Detention v -
Percentage c.0 0.0 0,0
Frequency 9 2 11
Non=gsecured Detention
Percentage 100,0 100.0 00,0

Frequency 9 p) 11
TOTAL

Percentage 100.0 100.0 ¢ 100.,0

T 0 o 8 D e e G G G e S T LT SO T O A 2 4T 0N A 4 4 4 e £ 9 o0 8 0 D 0 10 O ) 9 9 R OO O A e o O O
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short=-term DFY

TABLE 9, PLACEMENT AT START OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE FOR
‘ TOMPKINS COUNTY

0 Wy T AU WD N D e R G D R S G A S R U W O Sy 7 5 B D W D G DD s G0 Y B0 W SN 4 O AU HR UR OF 6 U A W GO B8 G 62 AR 61 S0 G0 0N R 0N T S D G

TYPE CF CASE

Placement: STart of HesTing Pl N8, Daltnaueney Total
Uq&p----uqIUN&’-O“Q‘..Q.-ﬁﬂ.---..,'!ll"?Olﬁ"ﬁ'...0---..‘.‘WOQGCQ~---.\"
Fregiency 6 0 } 6

Percentags 38,3 00 14,6
-u;!.n-b-ﬁlhqan-u—w.bﬁ’.w-.'.wn&ﬁo-u--'.o&--.-munu.nnaqp--lnﬂnqnn---u—q
Frequency 2 1 3
Long=term DFY
Percentage 11.8 4.2 7.3
e G G W B G W O S0t A N G G T VI Y 0 D G BN R AR K3 B SO U A W0 B &0 BB o) BB B0 00w GB U0 B WD IV 30 G IV O W 1D 0 S8 W 4 @5 D ¥ 6D WD OB 50 W) W TR OB
Fregquency 0 2 2
short=-term DSS
Percentage 0.0 8.3 4.9
----ug--.auuwl----n&‘ﬂ.ﬂl‘.'...ﬁﬁ.ﬂm‘QO.‘O.&.OI‘@..OD*.W‘-nw.a-n.a-p--
Freguency 0 0 0
Long=term DSS
Percéentage ¢.0 0.0 0.0
R A I A T R O S M R D IR A S O R W e B 0 R G QP D TR G 5 B O 0 R0 0 B0 ey 0 W B O 59 U D WD A QU6 WP G 3 OB LD e O W SR TR G T O WD BT 9B
: Frequency 0 0 0
Short~term Private Agency
Pércentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
oo Frequency 0 0 4]
Long=term Private Agency
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
W R (0 OF S RE OB Y S 0 A W ST R0 OO M P O W 0 G UG N O TR 00 S W R WD BT % WD D W R G N W05 W e W e 6 O WD UB 45 4V BB TD W O
Frequency 5 , 2 7
With Supervision = Custody '
N Percentage - 29.4 8.3 17.1
Fﬂ.,ﬂlﬂ-mﬂ--'ﬂﬂ_“‘-..wQMQQ‘Q'..'..‘M.QO‘.‘---—-.-.--H--m—--cn--n----
Frequency 4 i9 23
without Supervision = Custody ‘
Percentage 23.5 79.2 56,1
‘ Frequency 17 24 41
TOTAL
Parcentage 100.0 106,.0 100.,0

90 00 5 O b oA B G 0 W O A U5 A B A S D U W D T R G WD ) WO O O S WD BV O M) TR L TR N OIS G TG S P ST N T RO R I W T W 50 0 WY 000 OB R ERY B B BN IR TR W Ui
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TABLE 10, DETENTION AT END OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE
FOR TOMPKINS COUNTY

N AR G ST SRS TN W e S U0 D R G K W O W R B G0 N0 BT WD e G TS PR A 5D AED I oD V) ONR VBN BB 20 O OV W N D WRC 6B W0 e Y0 N

TYPE OF CASE

Detention at D A e ) AR A N U P A O O B A S

End of Hearing Pel«sNyS., Delinquency Total
'-‘-Q------n----ﬁ-w_‘-ﬂ----ﬂliﬂbnﬂ‘--ﬂ\‘-‘q--l.'."-ﬂ@--.--“‘”.
Frequency 1 1 2
Secured Detention X
Percentage 11.1 33,3 16,7
Freguency 8 2 10
Non=secured Detention
Percentage B8.,9 66.7 83.3
LB LT L L L L L2 L L L L DY L P -y LT I L 2 TN
Freguency 9 3 12
TATAL .
Percentage 100,0 100,0 100,09

Gt B G IR S 0P D SN I U N CF WD TR WD B WY NN BE Aw GE RGN W O AR DO e W T G G U T S g R U G 65 e B0 B G T S N AR T S W e e B
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TABLE 11. PLACEMENT AT END OF HEARING BY TYPE OF CASE FOR
TOMPKINS COUNTY

S A i NS A et A N BN W O NG B Y DS R A U OO0 W SN O e o TIE T WY N B R W) GO S B 0 JUw B ey B ter WS END I e W U O S WD 000 e T O B SN0 00 WU O 65 08 20 BB 0 N O

TYPE 0 F CASE

BB R OB IS W oD S5 AR AW S 60 D W) S U0 N9 D S0 W) B N0 S I ED 63 WP T S

Placement: End of Hearing P-I.N.S. Delinquency Total

N M NG ik e S S R G D R A A O W R Y N AT VIO o v B0 W0 GOF X8 AN G5 G D UID S T SN 4 M B WD SR S5 WS N B AR G U0 OO R Bl B 0 S G G0 W UM 5D S am WD S TP O T
Frequency - 5 ¢ 5
short=term OFY
Percentage 31.3 0.0 12.8
S S e B Kn (i e G 0 ORD KR BT S e B B S0 W TW Gn M 19D Cou I SN RN I R D S I AR ey Sy SF MY S BB O3 o AN S5 oW el WF G55 OIS BRr U KD W0 G O 0T O U BY S5 6D &8 (D e
Freguency 2 1 3
Long=term DFY
Percentage 12.5 443 . 77
OO G 0 wat ) et 000 Vr BT BOV O TN S 6B ONS BV WS U D G W TR ean A T 0 I T B0T N O WD 3N 0 W GU G} NP OID wey U RID R e SIY A et ) W G Sl e B 6D 03 4B AD e TR 5D OB OB 98 & B 4V
Frequgncy ¢ i 1
Short=term DSS .
Pe!‘centagﬂ! Gn(i “i|3 2.6
LT LT YT Y R N R FR Yy L L 2L XA L L 3 2 ¥ "L X - X ¥y - r ey r ¥y 2 ¥ ¥ %"
: Frequency 0 ‘ 0 0
Long~term DSH
Percentage 0,0 0.0 0.0
A 4 P F5S 0t NP W AN N N S S0 06 SIS AP AR SN AP 57 B WNR s e By g A B W B3 GN TR AR R SK S8 4% G S o OF W5 OF W W 05 Wi 15) S5 N Y0 U 65 4 T B9 0 o O W &3 O 09 W8 W 0
Frequency 1) 0 0
Short~term Private Agency
Percentage 0.0 0.0 0.0
Frequency 0 0 4]
Long=~term Private Agency ,
Percentage 0.0 . 0.0 .0
w-n-.’h-F"-mb--.-‘.n\)-Dﬁuﬁﬁ-.‘nn.----‘-----.--ﬁ-v.u‘.ﬁ.ﬁﬁ..-u--mﬂﬁ-—.-
Frequency 4 7 14
With Supervision = Custody
Percentage 25.0 39.5 28.2
Frequency 5 14 i9
Without Supervision =~ Custody ;
Percentage 1.4 60,9 48,7
R el e S O TR R D SR W OO A D RV R O T PN o R W 060 TR MO 5B B VTS 0 BS nR S SN oin S0 WM 00 3 KT O o B AR TR AW O 05 V0 0 GO0 wp G0 U BT e I e 09 B0 6 P ole O
Frequency 16 23 39
TOTAL

Percentage 100.0. 100.,0 100.0

U5 U e TS M0 B B W R G CE N O SR N % G R G G0 G W G 0D W) AU A0 W CRE Tt WD &5 £ me GOF WA 400 O O b OB @0 W A5 UR &N 52 WS TR &3 40 G S0 o K ue W o A G 2 TS G N e WY
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TABLE 12. DURATION OF CASE BY TYPE OF CASE FOR TOMPKINS COUNTY

:-\--“--‘-ﬂ-ﬂﬂ---"_-ﬂﬁﬂ-“nﬁﬂ'-_ﬂ.\‘-‘--"’-M"-u-‘,w-“mi.“hﬂﬂ-.)-‘ﬂ”i‘

TYPE g Fr CASE

W N0 A ) W D) E Y B BN Y R e D W WGP R W O N (e

Puration of Case PsI.N.S. Delinquency Total
Frequency 2 , 4 7
Less Than 5 Minutes: /
Percentage il.8 , 16,7 14,6
v--w-"'-!l'-li‘p--'I-------m-ﬁa'qnqu—o—nn-wanqu-‘m-m'lln--lnw«ﬂ-,w/n'a--gw‘u-wm-;n
Freguency 8 i2 20
5 to 10 Minutes ,
Percentage 47,0 5EC.0 4848
S AR Y e TS W R T AR RS A RS R AN S W W NS O ID e WY I“‘l.l!---'l-Wdl-nlﬂu"h.-D‘!NI.'..#-ﬂ('ﬁh'ﬂﬂhﬂrﬂlhﬁﬂ
. Frequency 7 6 13
1% to 15 Minutes ,
Percentage 41.2 25.0 31.7
—-‘Uﬂﬁ----mu.nun-.--.w-lqwn!".’lﬁﬂmﬂﬂu-l---lﬁn--ﬂll“‘lﬂﬂﬂ,Hp-.;l'l'lﬂﬂ-ﬂltﬂl
Frecguency 0 2 2
16 to 30 Minutes
Pericentage 0.0 863 4,9

Frequency 0 0 0
31 to 60 Minutes
g Percentage 0.0 0.0 0,0
oh wD | 20y O wnn-a—ull-n----n-t--mnwl--m--u--uw---a\-mnmﬂul~v’n-nm¢=w.mn¢;'-v--um-v
Frequency 0 0 0

Over 60 Minutes
' Percentage 0,0 0.0 0,0

D G o S XA D G O N O L R NN e M A S S T N S O O TR AN G O 0 SR O U Gl DR CVRL T W /% D0k A AR GF) (R, DG OB N DK VL SR W N T AR R O N

Frequency 17 ’ 24 41

TOTAL

Percentagea 100,90 100,0 100.0

e WY S e T R VB B W TR WA TN W R B B T AW D() V0 W W ) 0 mr R tew WD B TR A VR e T W K RO R Y W0 F T e T e K TR o B Mol W i 1Y W B 5









