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PREFACE 

This report represents a cooperative effort by the 

New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services and the 

New York City Criminal Justice Agency to examine the impact 

of the juvenile offender statute in the five boroughs of New 

York City. Pooling their research resources, the two organi-

zations have provided a detailed characterization of the 

juvenile offenders and the processing"of their cases by the 

criminal justice system. We believe this report will be a 

valuable supplement to the Violent Felony/Juvenile Offender 

Processing and Disposition Report previously submitted to the 

Governor and the Legislature by the Division. 

;t~ (;z7.<;r--"'--'" 
Frank J. Rogers 
Commissioner 
State Division of Criminal 

Justice Services 

~~ 
Charles C. Kuhlman 
Acting Executive Director 
New York City Criminal Justice 

Agency 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The statistical highlights of this study are as follows: 

There were 1,124 juvenile offender arrests during th~ 
nine month period under study 

. 0 . 
. 43% of the arrests were fOb Robbery 1 ; 34% of the 
arrests were for Robbery 2 ; no other crime accounted 
for more than 6% of the arrested juveniles 

The district attorneys declined to prosecute 17% of 
those arrested 

The typical juvenile offender was a fifteen year old 
(67%), black (71%) male (92%) 

25% of the victims were characterized as "especially 
vulnerable" 

At arraignment, 45% of the juveniles were released on 
their own recognizance (ROR), 50% had bail set, and 5% 
were remanded without bail 

Arraignment release status appears to be related to: 
seriousness of charge, defendant's sex, and school 
attendance . 

The average bail bond or cash alternative set was 
$2,375; the median was $1,000; these patterns varied 
from county to county 

Of the cases disposed in Criminal Court, 35% were 
transferred to Supreme Court, 50% were removed to Family 
Court and 15% were dismissed; this pattern varied from 
county to county 

Arson, sodomy or second degree robbery showed the 
highest Criminal Court removal rates; attempted murder 
and murder showed the lowest rates 

The rate of indictment for cases transferred to Supreme 
Court is close to 80%; this figure varied from county to 
.county 

An average of 35 days and a median of 28 days elapsed 
between Criminal Court arraignment and indictment 

i 
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87%'of those cases disposed·in Supreme Court have re­
sulted in either a juvenile offender conviction or a 
plea of guilty to a lesser 'offense 

The average time elapsed from indictment to Supreme 
Court disposition was approximately four months: the 
average time elapse9 from disposition to sentencing 
was 44 days 

27 youths have been sentenced as juvenile offenders: 15 
of these have been sentenced to the minimum term of one­
to-three years: the harshest sentence imposed was a 
five-to-fifteen year term 

517 cases were removed to Family Court: 435 from 
Criminal Court, 43 from the grand jury and 39 from 
Supreme Court 

At first Family Court appearance, 74% of the juveniles 
were RORie, 9% were released on bail, and 17% were 
remanded 

Of those cases reaching fact-finding in Family Court, 
47% resulted in admissions, 25% were dismissed, 16% were 
adjourned contemplating dismissal (ACD), 10% were with­
drawn, and 2% were transferred to other jurisdictions 

129 removed youths have been "sentenced" by Family 
Court: 22% of these have been placed in secure facili­
ties: 18% have been placed in other facilities: 48% have 
received probation 

An average of 55.5 days elapsed between first Family. 
Court appearance and fact-finding: further, an average 
of 51 days elapsed between fact-finding and "sentencing" 

12% of those juveniles who secured pretrial release on 
bailor recognizance failed to appear for a scheduled 
court appearance in Criminal, Supreme or Family Court 

53 juveniles were arrested more than once as juvenile 
offenders 

ii 
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Introduction 

On September 1, 1978, 

State which extended cr iminal 

a statute became' effective in New York 

responsibility to thirteen, fourteen, 

* and fifteen year olds arrested for certain violent felonies. Under 

the new law, "juvenile offenders" may be prosecuted in the adult 

cr iminal justice system. However, the statute also provides that 

under certain circumstances a juvenile offender case may be removed to 

the. Family Court. Such a removal can occur at virtually any point in 

the adult court process. 

The scope of this report is confined to the 1,124 juveniles 

offenders arrested in New York City during the nine month period 

getween September 1, 1978 and May 31, 1979. Data were gathered from 

the state Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS), the standard 

Criminal Justice Agency (CJA) ROR interview form (available for 981 

juveniles), Criminal Court calendars, Supreme Court records, Family 

Court records and the New York City Department of Correction. We wish 

to express our thanks to these agencies and their staffs for assisting 

us in our data collection. 

* The Juvenile Offender Law was enacted by Chapter 481 of the Laws of 
1978 (effective September 1,1978) and amended by Chapter 411 of the 
Laws of 1979 (effective August 4,1979). The .law's provisions were 
effected by extensive amendments to the State Penal Law, Cr iminal 
Procedure Law, Family Court Act, and Executive Law. The principal 
changes affecting processing of these cases in the adu1 t cQ,urts are 
contained in Penal Law, sections 10.00, 30.00, 60.10 and 70.05 and 
C.P.L. sections 1.20, 180.75, 190.60, 190.71, 210.43, 220.10, 300.50, 
310.85, 330.25, 725.00 - 725.20. The reader is advised to consult the 
full text of th~ stat:utes for a comprehensive picture of the 
legislative scheme. 
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The purpose of this report is to describe the social and demo-. . 
graphic characteristics, as well as the Criminal, Supreme, and F~mily 

Court outcomes, for these 1,124 juvenile offenders in New York City. 

The structure of the report reflects the different aspects and stages 

of juvenile offender processing. The initial chapter focuses on the 

period between arrest and arraignment. It presents an analysis by 

arrest charge and social and demographic characteristics of those 

arrested with special emphasis on those interviewed by CJA. The 

second chapter concerns arraignment dispositions, releasE: status and 

bail amounts. Data concerning case outcomes in the Criminal, Supreme, 

and Family Courts are presented and analyzed in Chapters Three, Four 

and Five respectively. Chapter Six provides a detailed analysis of 

those juvenile offenders who were detained as of th~ir Criminal Court 

arraignment. The length of detention and the means of securing re­

lease are explored with respect to the arrest charge, amount of bail 

bond or cash alternative set cit arraignment, and case disposition. 

The final chapters describe the"small groups of juveniles who failed 

• to appear for scheduled court adjournments or were rearrested. 

This report should be considered only as a preliminary analysis 

of the effects of the new statute. First, it includes in its anaJysis 

• only those arrests made during the first nine months of the 
administration of a law which brought about a radical departure from 

past practices. Patterns of case outcomes and sentences identified in 

this report are expected to change and new patterns to emerge as both 

• the volume of cases and experience with the law accumulate. In addi­

tion~ time constraints prevented a full exploration of some of issues 

suggested by the data. Many of these issues can be addressed by 

fu tur e research if su f f ic ien t r esou [ces are prov ided to conduc t in~ 

• depth interviews with the various criminal justice participants and to 
review the actual fact patterns of these cases. Nevertheless, it is 

hoped that this report will be useful in describing the processing of 

these cases, in preliminarily ide~tifying trends and patterns, and in 

• suggesting areas for further inquiry. 

• 
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CHAPTER I 

ARREST CHARGES, PRE-ARRAIGNMENT PROSECUTORIAL DECISIONS, 
AND CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS 

ARREST CHARGES 

--, 
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The first stage in the processing of juvenile offenders is 
arrest and the determination of arrest charges by the police. The 

juvenile offenders examined by this research were most likely to have 

• been arrested for first degree r..obbery (43%), a B felony, or second 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

degree robbery (34%), a C ~(elony. No other penal law section 

accounted for more than 6% of the arrested juveniles. 

of juveniles' most 
The proportion of 

Borough differences. in the distribution 

severe arrest charges are relatively small. 

juvenile offeAders charged with robbery (first 

varies from 74% in both the Bronx anc Staten 
Brooklyn. 

or second degree) 
Island to 81% in 

MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE BY BOROUGfI Or' ARREST 

BROOKLYN 8RONX 1'.;,NHATTA.'l ~ ~ TOT,~ 

Robbery 1 174 41\ 107 46' 93 41\ .91 45' 11 37% 476 43\ Robbery 2 160 38 65 28 79 35 64 32 11 37 379 34 Rape 1 26 6 13 6 l5 7 12 6 3 10 69 6 Assault 1 11 3 12 5 13 6 9 4 4S 4 Att.Murder 17 4 6 3 6 3 4 2 1 3 34 3 Murder 5 1 7 3 S 2 5 3 1 3 23 2 Sodomy 1 9 2 12 5 3 1 4 2 1 3 29 3 Arson 2 7 2 10 4 3 1 5 3 1 3 26 2 Burglary 1 4 1 1 • 5 2 3 1 13 1 Burglary 2 6 1 1 • 1 4 2 lJ 1 Kidnapping 1 • 1 2 • Other 1 • ~ 1 3 

SUBTOTAL 420 100' !J5 roo, ill 100\ 26T I1i01 Til ~ m2' 100\ 

Charge Not 
Available 3 8 1 - 12 TOTAL 4IT In' !IT iOT Til ITI4 

• Less than H . Totals may not sum to 100\ due to r!>unding error. 
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B. PRE-ARRAIGNMENT PROSECUTORIAL DECISIONS 

After arrest, the juvenile is brought to the central booking 

• facility located in the borough of arrest for processing. A district 

a t tor ney mus t eval ua te the f ac t s to dec ide how to pr oceed with the 

case. If the sta~uto[y elements of a juvenil~ offense are present and 

the district attorney is satisfied with the evidence, the juvenile 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'. 
• 

• 

• 

• 

will be prosecuted in the adult court system. The district attorney 
will then prepare for the juvenile's arraignment in Criminal Court. 

The district attorney may decline -to prosecute a juvenile 

offender arrest in Criminal Court. In most such cases, the prosecutor 

has found that the offenses set forth in the juvenile offender statute 

were not committed but that some other criminal act had occurred. 

Accordingly, most of these Criminal Cburt nonprosecutions are sent to 

Family Court for processing there. 

Citywide, the district attorneys declined to prosecute 17% of 

the juvenile offender arrests in Criminal Court. The remaining cases 

were arraigned -in Criminal Court. However, as shown in the table 

below, there are differences in the treatment of juvenile cases at 

this early stage by the district attorneys of New York City's five 

counties. 

For example, the proportion of juvenile cases declined by the 

district attorney ranged from 3% in Staten Island and 7% in Queens to 

25% in the Bronx and 28% in Manhattan. The effect of these borough 

differences in decisions to prosecute is that the proportion of 

juvenile arrests that reach Criminal Court arraignment varies by 

borough of arrest. Thus, more than nine out of ten potential juve­

nile offenders arrested in Queens but only seven out of ten arrested 

in Manhattan were arraigned in Criminal Court. 

TilE PROSECUTOR'S DECISION TO ARRAIGN IN CRIMINAL COURT: BOROUGH OF" ARREST 

BRODKLYN BRONX HAN HATTAN QUEENS S _ r. TOTAL 

DECLINED TO 
PROSECUTE 52 12\ 61 ;!5\ 64 28\ 15 7\ 1 l\ 193 17\ 

ARRAIGNED 371 88 182 75 163 72 186 93 29 97 931 83 

--- --- -------
423 100' 243 100\ 227 100\ 201 100\ 30 100\ 1124 100\ 
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. The" district attorneys were more likely to decline prosecution 

for juvenile offender cases when the charge was second degree robbery 

• than for first degree robbery cases: 77 or 20% of the 379 second de­
gree robbery cases were declined prosecution as compared with only"65 

or 14% of the 476 first degree robbery cases. Juveniles charged with 

first degreE! robbery therefore comprise a Luger proportion (41%) of 
. ' 

• the cases arraigned than of those' declined prosecution (34%) while 

juveniles charged with second degree robbery ,represent a larger 

proportion of cases declined prosecution than of those arraigned (40% 

versus 32%). The prosecutors were less likely to prosecute cases in-: 

• volving charges of assault (73%) O"r burglary. in the second degree 
(62%) than charges of sodomy (90%), rape (91%) or murder (96%). 

• THE PROSECUTOR'S DEClSlON TO ARRAIGN IN CRIMINAL COURT 
BY MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE 

DECLINED 
PROSECUTION ARRAIGNED ~" 

Robber:y 1 65 JH 411 44\ 476 42\ • IH 86S 1001 

Robber:y 2 77 40 302 32 379 34 
201 80: 1001 

Rape 1 6 3 63 7 69 6 
U 911 laOS 

Assault 1 12 6 33 4 4S 4 ". 27S 73: laOS 

Att. Mur:der: S ) 29 3 34 3 
151 8SS laOS 

Murder 1 • 22 2 23 2 
n 961 laOS 

Sodomy 1 3 2 26 3 29 3 

• 10: 90S laOS 

Arson 2 5 3 21 2 26 2 
191 8IS laOS 

Burglary 1 1 12 1 13 1 
U 92S laOS 

Burglary 2 5 3 8 1 13 1 

• JU 62S laOS 

Kidnapping 2 2 
laOS laOS 

Other 1 2 3 
sal SOS laOS 

.. Char:ge Not 
Available 12 6 12 1 • 1001 100: ' 1001 

TOTAL ARJU:STEO 193 100l 931 100l 1124 100\ 
17S 8JS laOS 

. Less tha~ 1\ - Totals may not sum to 100\ due to rounding err-or • 

• 
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C. CJA INTERVIEW 

While the case against the juvenile offender is being reviewed, 

a CJA staff member inte~views the juvenile using the same form as is' 

used to assess the cpmmunity ties of adult defendants awaiting 

Criminal Court arraignment. This information is provided to the court 

to assist in making a bail d~cision. 

A total of 981 of the 1124 arrested juvenile offenders, were 

interviewed by CJA. Juveniles are often released from custody before 

the interview process is completed as a result of a district attor-
I 

ney's decision not to prosecute. For this reason, 92 (48%) of the 193 

juveniles,whose cases did not reach Criminal Court arraignment were 

not interviewed by CJA staff. In addition, 51 (5%) of the 931 

juveniles artaigned in Criminal Court were not interviewed by CJA; 

ihese omissions fallowed no systematic pattern. 

D. DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF INTERVIEWED JUVENILES 

The typical juvenile offender arrest interviewed by CJA was a 

fifteen year old (67%) black (71%) male (92%). Nine of ten juveniles 

• reported that they lived with 'at least one of their parents. Three 
percent (3%) reported that they resided in a non-correctional institu­

tion at the time of their arrest. Eighty-two ~ercent of the juveniles 

repo!ted that they expected someone to appear for them at arraignment. 

• 
JUVENILE LIVES WITH: 

Grand- Legal 

• Parent Parent Other 

816 23 
(88% ) (2%) 

• 

• 

Guardian Alone/ 
Relative Friends Institution 

52 12 
(6 %) (1%) 

Residence not available 
Not interviewed by CJA 

TOTAL 

28 
(3%) 

Total 

931 
(lOO%) 

50 
--1.il 
1124 
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More than one third of the juvenile offenders interviewed by 

• CJA Were arrested in Brooklyn. With the exceptio~ of juvenile offen­

ders arrested in Manhattan, few interviewed juveniles were arrested 

ou ts ide thei r borough of res idence. Only 3 % of j uven i Ie of fende r s 

arrested in Brooklyn, and 7% and 14% of those arrested in Bronx and 

• Queens resid~d outside the borough of arrest. However, a third of the 

juveniles arrested in Manhattan lived elsewhere. 

• 
BOROUGH OF ARREST VERSUS BOROUGH OF RESIDENCE 

BROOKLYN BRONX MANHATTAN QUEENS S. I. TOTAL -• Borough of 
Residence is: 

Same 377 97% 193 93% 107 67% 157 86% 23 88% 857 89% 

• Different 10 3 15 '7 53 33 25 14 3 12 106 11 

TOTAL 387 100% 208 100% 160 100% 182 100% 26 100% 963 100% 

Borough of 
Residence • Not 
Available 3 3 9 3 18 

Not .Inter-
viewed by 

• CJA 33 32 58 16 4 143 

TOTAL 
ARRES'rED 423 (38%) 243 (21%) 227 (20%) 201 (18%) 30 (3%) 1124 (109%) 

• 

• 

• 
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Most juveniles indicated to CJA that they were not currently on 

probation or parole (91%) and that they were attending school full-­
* • time (90%), with 70% enrolled in the eighth or ninth grade. In 

approximately one half of the juvenile arrests, there w(~re either 

adult or juvenile co-defendants. In 25~ of the 774 arrests for which 

victim information is available the victim was characterized as 

• "especially vulnerable", that is, under the age of twelve, over the 

age of 65 o'r"handicapped. The victim was female in almost four of 

every ten incidents leading to a juvenile offender arrest. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The cases of females arre~ted as juvenile offenders were more ! 

likely to be declined for prosecution than those of their male 

counterparts: 75% of the 87 female ar· :ts were prosecuted in Criminal 

Court as compared wU~h 84% of the lCJ3 arrests of male juveniles. 

However, none of the remaining demographic and social characteristics 

examined in this research distinguish juvenile offender cases that the 

,district attorney ,declined to prosecute from those arraigned in 

Criminal Court. Juvenile offenders whose cases reached Criminal Court 

arraignment were no more and no less likely to report full-time school 

attendance, probation or parole status, or to have a codefendant than 

those whose cases were not prosecuted in adult court. 

• *CJA interviewers attempt to verify school attendance information by 
telephoning the con tac ts prov ided by each j uven ile. School at ten­
dance was verified for half of the juveniles who claimed full-time 
school attendance. For .the majority of the remaining cases, the in­
terviewers could not reach the contact prior to arraignment. 

• 
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CHAPTER II 

ARRAIGNMENT DISPOSITION AND RELEASE STATUS 

• 
A. ARRAIGNMENT DISPOSITION 

4t As a result of the pre-arraignment decisions discussed in 

• 

Chapter I, 83% of juvenile offenders reached arraignment in Criminal 

Court. At arraignment, the court decides how to process the case and 

determines the pretrial release status of the juvenile. Four 'alter-

native arraignment outcomes were possible for the juvenile 

dismissal, removal to Family Court, transfer to Supreme 
* c,ontinuation in Criminal Court. Removal and dismissal 

offenders: 

Court, or 

divert the 

juvenile from the adult court system. Removal, dismissal, and 

• transfer each place the juvenile outside the jurisdiction of the' 

Criminal Court. Only 26 juvenile offender cases were removed, to 

Family Court at arraignment. ' One half were J?rooklyn arre'sts while 

moi~ than a third were Bronx arrests. Six of the ten juveniles whose 

• cases were dismissed at arraignment w,ere Manhattan arrests'. Of the 

remaining four dismissals, two originated in Queens, one in Brooklyn 

and one in the Bronx. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

A~~IGNMENT DISPOSITION 

1) Removed to Family Court 
2) Dismissed 
3) Transferred to Supreme Court 
4) Continued in Criminal Court 

TOTAL ARRAIGNED 

Arraignment Disposition Not Available: 
Declined to prosecute: 

u 

TOTAL ARRESrrED 

26 
10 

1 
892 

929 

2 
193 

1124 

2.8% 
1.1 
0.1 

96.0 

100.0% 

*Unlike adults charged with felonies, no juvenile offender can plead 
guilty to a misdemeanor charge in Criminal Court. 
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Although juveniles charged, with robbery in the first degree 

(44%) comprised a larger proportion of all juvenile arraignments than 

those charged with second degree robbery (32%), they do not represent 

the largest proportion of the cases disposed 'at arraignment. Four of 

the ten dismissals and half of the 26 removals involved robbery in the 

second degree while first degree ~obbery charges comprised only two of 
the ten dismissals and' a third o'f the removals. However, the one 

juvenile whose case was transferred to Supreme Court at arraignment 
was 'charged with first degree rob~ery. 

Examination of arraignment '¢jisposi'tions by the sex of the 

juvenile, school attendance, presence of a codefendant, type of victim 

and self-reports of probation or parole status did not reveal any con-

• sistent patterns, probably because almost all (96%) arraigned cases 
were continued in Criminal Court at arraignment. 

• 
B. 'ARRAIGNMENT RELEASE STATUS 

The arraigning judge must determine a release status for each 

juvenile offender. Citywide, 45% of the interviewed juveniles who 

were arraigned in Criminal Court were released on their own recogni-

• zance (ROR) at arraignment. Bail was set for an additional 50% of the 

j uven i les, and the r ema ining 5 % we re remanded to the Depa r tmen t of 
* Correction with no bail set. Release status varies markedly by 

borough of arrest. Juveniles arraigned in Manhattan showed the high-

• est ROR rate (56%), followed by those in Staten Island (50%), Brooklyn 
(46%),'and the Bronx (44%). 

• 
*'Ine release status "remand" refers to the pretrial detention of a 

• juvenile for whom no bail is set. The juvenile is held without bail 
and th!lS is denied the option of securing release until the next court 
appearance, at which time the court may reassess the appropriate 
release status for the juvenile. 

• 
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In Queens, howe~er, only 35% of the arraigned juveniles were 

ROR'd; bail was set for the remaining, two thirds. Thus, Queens has 

the highest proportion of juveniles for whom bail was set (63%), as 

compared with 52%, 47%,' and 37%' for Brooklyn, Bronx and Manhattan, 

respectively. While only 2% of the Queens and Brooklyn juveniles and 

only 4 % of those in Br ooklyn wer e remanded, 7 % of the j uven i 1 es 

arraigned in Man'hattan and 9% of thos'e in the Brotlx were denied bail· 

or ROR. 

" . 
As anticipated, there appears to be a strong relationship 

between the most severe arrest charge and arraignment release status. 

Juveni'le offenders charged wi th the most severe and violent. felony 

offenses were less likely to be ROR'd than those arrested on less 

se r ious cha rges. For example, only one of the 51 j uven i 1 es cha rged 

with murder or attempted murder and a third who were charged with rape 

were ROR'd, while 70%, 67% and 56% of those arrested for assault, 

burglary and second degree robbery were released. Although only 5% of 

all juvenile offenders were remanded, more than three quarters of 

those arrested for murder were detained without bail (17 of 22). 
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ARRAICNME:NT RELEASE STATUS BY ~IOST SEVER~ ARREST CHARGE 

RELEASE 
STATUS 

NOT 
ROR BAIL SET REIlAND SUBTOTAL ~LABLE AT ARR. TOTAL 

Robbery 1 167 41% '232 57% 6 2% 405 100% 4 2 411 

Robbery 2 165 56 126 42 6 2 297 100 1 302 

Rape 1 21 34 39 63 2 62 100 1 63 

Assault 1 23 70 9 27 3 33 100 33 

Att.Murder 27 93 2 7 29 100' 29 

11urder 1 5 18 17 77 22 100 22 

Sodomy 1 11 46 11 46 2 24 100 26 

Arson 2 9 43 9 43 3 14 21 . 100 21 

Burglary 8 67 3 25 1 8 12 100 12 

Other 6 67 2 22 1 11 9 100 2 1 12 

411 45% 462 50% 41 5% 914 100\ 7 10 931 

Arraignment release status was found to vary by both sex and 

school attendance. Female juveniles showed an ROR rate more than 50% 

higher than male juveniles (66% versus 44%). Only one of the 41 

juveniles remanded at arraignment was female. Although 7.1% of the 

• arraigned juveniles were female, only 2.4% of the remands were female. 

• ARRAIGNMENT RELEASE ST.'ITUS BY GENDER 

ROR BAIL SET ~ TOTAL 

MALE 368 43' 441 52' 40 S\ 849 100\ 

• FEMALE 43 66 21 32 1 2 65 100\ 

TOTAL 411 45' 462 50' 41 5\ 914 100\ 

Release Status Not Available 7 

Dismissed at Arraignment 10 

TOTAL ARRAIGNED ill • 

• 
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The interviewed juvenile offenders who reported to CJA that 

they were not attending school at the time of their arrest were less 

likely to be released on recognizance (30%) than their counterparts 

who claimed full-time school attendance (47%). There was little 

difference in release rates between cases that i'nvolved "especially 

vulnerable" victims (45%) 'and cases that did not (47%)., However, the 

presence of a female victim appears to reduce the likelihood of re-

lease on recognizance; 48% of the arraigned juveniles whose victims 

were male were released as compared to 40% of those with female 

• victims. 

Presence of a co-defendant a~d probation or parole status were 

not related to the release decision. Nor did the release status of 

• the juveniles vary by any of the indicators (except school attendance) 

used by CJA to assess an adult defendant's community ties: length of 

residence, telephone in residence, type of family unit, and the out­
come of attempts to verify this information. 

• 
An examination of release rates by month of arrest yields no 

clear trends. The proportion of arraigned juveniles released on re-

• cognizance climbed from 49% during the first two months that the new 

law was in effect to 55% in November. The rate dropped to 39% in 

December and returned to 50% in January. February's rate (36%) was 

the lowest of the nine months encompassed by this research but marks 

• the beginning of a four month upward trend to 38% in March, 41% in 
April and 46% in May. 

• 

• 

• 
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C. BAIL BOND AMOUNTS AND CASH ALTERNATIVES SET AT ARRAIGNMENT 

1'he amount of bail judges set for interviewed, juvenile 

off~nders is significant because it affects the defendant's likelihood 

of securing release. Here we examine the lowest monetary condition 

• set for the juvenile: the amount of the cash alternative, if one is 

provided, or the bail bond amount if no cash alternative is, set. 

Citywide, the average amount set for juvenile offenders at arraignment 

was $2375 and the median was $1000. Bail was under $500 for almost a 

• quarter of the juveniles, $500 or less for almost half, $1500 or less 

for two thirds and $2500 or less for more than three quarters of the 

interviewed juvenile offenders. On the other hand, the ~owest 

• 

• 

• 

• 

monetary condition judges set was $5000 or more for almost a fifth, of 

the juveniles and $10,000 or more for 7% of the juveniles. 

The bail setting patterns differed by borough of arrest. For 

example, the average and median bail amounts set in the Bronx ($2695 

and $1500) and Queens ($3490 and '$1000) were higher than those in 

Manhattan ($2356 and $1000) or Brooklyn ($1628 and $500). 

Juvenile offenders arrested in Queens were the least likely to 

have bail set under $500 and the most likely to have bail set at $5000 

or more (16% and 27%). Brooklyn judges were far more likely to set 

bail at $500 or less (56%) for juvenile offenders than the judges of 

other boroughs. Manhattan and Brooklyn juveniles were least likely to 

have bail of $5000 or more (13%). On the other hand, while Bronx 

judges set bail at under $500 in 27% of their cases, the Bronx was 

also second only to Queens in the proportion for whom bail was set at 

• $5000 or more (22% and 27%) . 

• 

• 
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LOWEST MONETA~Y CONDITION: 
CJI.SH ALTERNATIVE AMOUNT IF SET OR BAIL BOND BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

. 
BROOKLYN BRONX M.z'u'J HA TT AN QUEENS S. I. 'l'OTAL • ----

AVERA.GE $1628 $2695 $2356 $3490 $1361 $2375 

t-1EDIAN $ 500 $1500 $1000 $1000 $ 375 $1000 

• Under $500 53 28% . 22 27% . ·11 19% 19 16% 6 46% III 24% 
$500 53 28 10 12 9 16 22 19 4 31 98 22 
$750 5 3 2 4 7 2 
$1000 26 14 8 10 9 16 17 15 60 13 
$1500 7 4 9 11 8 14 8 7 32 7 

• $2000 3 2 1 1 2 4 3 3 9 2 
$2500 15 8 10 12 .7 12 10 8 2 15 44 10 
$3000 1 * 3 3 4 
$3500 2 1 3 4 3 3 8 2 
$4000 . 1 2 1 * 
$5000 16 8 8 10 1 2 17 15 42 9 

• $7500 1 * 2 3 1 2 2 2 6 1 
$10,000 5 3 5 6 4 7 11 9 1 8 26 6 
$15,000 1 * 3 4- 4 
$25,000 1 * 1 2 2 * 
$100,000 - 1 * 1 * 

• 189 100% 8T 100% -56 100% 116 100% 13 100% 455 100% 

Bail Amount 
not 
Available ~ 3 2 7 

• TOTAL 
BAIL SET 191 84 58 116 13 462 

* Less than 1%. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error. 

• 
As anticipated, judges tended to set higher bail for juveniles 

• charged with murder, attempted murder or rape than for juveniles 

charged with other offenses. The high average bail amount for 

juveniles charged with arson is accounted for primarily by one 

juvenile in this category who was held on bail of $100,000. Just as 

• juveniles charged with robbery in the second degree showed a high ROR 

rate at arraignment, juveniles charged with second degree robbery for 

whom bail was set show the lowest average and median amount set. 

• 
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LO\~EST MONETARY CONDITION: 
CASH ALTERNATIVE A.'10UNT It SET OR BAl L BOND .;.'lOUtlT ..... B'i ~\OST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE 

MURDER/ 
ROBBERY 1 ROBBERY 2 RAPE 1 'ASSAULT ATT.HURDER ARSON SODOMY ~ :~ 

AVERAGE $1814 $1300 S3764 $2068 $6455 S12917 S14>27 S1750 ;~,2375 

MEDIAN $ 500 $ 500 $1500 $1500 $5000 S 500 SlGIQO $1000 :il000 

Under $500 56 24% ,38 31\ 7 18\ 3 33\ 2 6\ 3 33\ 2 18\ 1.11 241 
S500 60 26 27 22 3 B 4 13 2 ~.2 (, 18 98 22 
$750 2 3 8 1 9 1 20\ 7 2 
S1000 23 10 24 20 3 8 1 11 3 10 1 11 2 18 3 60 60 13 
S1500 18 8 6 5 4 10 3 33 1 9 32 7 
S2000 6 3 2 2 1 3 9 2 
$2500 25 11 13 11 1 3 1 11 2 7 2 18 44 10 
S3000 3 1 ~ 3 4 1 
S3500 7 '3 - 1 11 8 2 
$4000 1 1 • 
55000 15 7 8 7 8 20 9 29 1 9 1 20 42 9 
S7500 3 1 1 * 2 7 6 1 
S10,OOO 10 ,4 2 2 7 18 1 11 5 16 1 11 26 6 
S15,OOO 1 • 1 3 2 7 4 1 
S25,OOO 2 7 2 
S100,OOO - 1 11 1 - .---

230 100\ 121 100\ 39 100\ 9 100\ 31 100\ 9 100\ 11 1011\ 5 100\ 455 100\ 

Bail t-bt 
Available 2 5 7 

'IUrAL BAn. 
SlIT 732 126 39 0 31 9 11 5 462 

• Less than one percent. Totals may not sum to 100\ due to rounding error. 

D. RELEASE ON BAIL AT ARRAIGNMENT 

Fifty five (12%) of the 455 juvenile offenders for whom the 

arraigning court set bail secured release by posti~g bail at arraign­

ment. Although bail-setting practices differed markedly by borough of 

arrest, the proportion of juveniles who made bail at arraignment shows 

little variation, ranging from 10.5% to 13.1%. However', the pro­

portion of juveniles who secure release on bail at arraignment is 

strongly related to the amount of the monetary condition set. A third 

(32%) of the III juveniles for whom the lowest amount was under $500 

were released on bail at arraignment as compared to a tenth of the 98 

juveniles in the $500 category and only 4% of the 246 whose bail was 

set above $500. The average amount of the lowest monetary conditions 

set for juveniles who posted bail at arraignment was $721 ""'hile the 

comparable figure for juveniles detained on bail was $2609 . 
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CHAPTER III 17 

CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION 

A. CRHHNAL COURT DISPOSITION RATE 

Til e c 0 u r s e 0 f e a c h a r r a i g ned j u v e nil e 0 f fen d e rca sew a s 

followed through the records of Criminal Court unt~l September 1, 

1979. As of that date, not all of the' arraigned juvenile cases had 

reached final Criminal Court disposition. By "disposition" we mean 

here the conclusion of proceedings in Criminal Court, not necessarily 

• a final case outcome. Citywide, more than nine of every ten juvenile 

offender cases arraigned in Criminal Court had reached final Criminal 

Court disposition by the close of data collection. Seventeen of the 

51 cases still pendin~ in Criminal Court (eleven in Manhattan, four in 

• Brooklyn, and one each in the Bronx and Queens) had not reached d is­
position because the juveniles failed to appear for their scheduled 

court appearances and had not returned since that date. Juveniles who 

fa(l to appear in court are discussed in Chapter VII. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

PROPORTION OF JUVENILES WHOSE CASES HAVE REACHED DfSPOSITION IN CRIMINAL COURT 

BROOKLYN ~ 1o'.ANHATTAN QUEENS ~ TOTAL 

DISPOSED 354 96' 179 98' 144 89\ 171 91\ 28 100\ 876 94\ 

PENDING 16 4 3 2 17 11 15 9 - - 51 6 
370 100\ ill 100\ ill 100\ IB6' 100\ 28 100\ ill 100\ 

!'Iissing 
Criminal Court 
Disposition 1 2 1 

TOTAL 
ARl'.AIGNED 37l 182 163 186 29 931 

Declined to 
Prosecute S2 61 64 15 1 193 

TOTAL 
ARRESTED 423 243· 227 201 30 1124 

B. CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITIONS FOR ARRAIGNED JUVENILE OFFENDERS 

The only final dispostions available to Criminal Court judges 
for juvenile offenders are removal to Family Court, dismissal, or 

transfer to Supreme Court for felony prosecution. Since juvenile 
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offenders are only "criminally responsible" 

in the statute, which are all felonies, 

enter misdemeanor pleas in Criminal Court. 

for the charges enumerated 

juvenile offenders cannot 

Among arraigned juvenile offenders whose cases have reached 

Criminal Court disposition, 35% were transferred to Supreme Court, 50% 

were removed to ,Family Court and 15% were dismissed in Criminal Court. 

Comparison by borough shows marked differences. For example, 25% of 

the juvenile offender cases arraigned in Manhattan, 30% of those in 

the Bronx, and 32% of those arraigned in Brooklyn wer~ transferred to 

Supreme Court while more than half of Queens (53%) and Staten Island 

(50%) cases were similarly continued in the adult system. At the same 

time, the proportion of Queens (33%) and Staten Island (43%) cases 

removed to Family Court is substantially lower than the citywide 

average. The proportion of dismissals of juvenile offender cases in 

Manhattan (27%) was twice the rate in the Bronx (11%), Queens (13%) 

and Brooklyn (15%). 

CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

BROOKLYN BRONX MANHATTAN QUEENS ~.:. TOTAL 
Re'moved to 
Family C9urt 
from Criminal 

437 Court' 190 54' 107 60\' ' 69 48\ 59 34\ 12 43\ 

Dismissed in 
Criminal 
Court" 52 15 19 11 39 27 22 13 2 7 134 

Transferred 
to Supreme 
Court from 
Criminal 
Court 112 32 53 30 36 25 90 53 14 50 305 

354 101\ 179 101\ 144 100' 171 100' 28 100' 876 

Pending 
criminal 
Court 
Disposition 16 3 17 15 51 

D i sposi tion 
1 4 Not Ava il ab1 e 1 2 

TOT.>.L 
931 ARRAIGNED 371 182 163 186 29 

• Includes two Queens juveniles whose cases were presented to the grand 
jury after Criminal Court removal to Family Court • 

•• Includes five juveniles whose cases were presented to t.he grand jury 
atter Criminal Court dismissal (four Brooklyn and one Queens arrest). 

50' 

15 

35 

100' 
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CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION AND ARREST CHARGE 

There is a relationship between the 

likelihood of case removal, transfer 

nature of the charge and 

or dismissal. Juvenile 
offenders charged with ~urder or attempted murder exhibit the highest 

transfer rates (77% and 76%) and the,.lowest removal rate (9% and 7%) • ....• 
" 

Juveniles charged wi th 

relatively high removal 

arson, 

rates 

s~domy or . '. 
second degree robbery show 

and 59%) and relatively low 

(24%, 23%, 2nd 25%). Howeve r , 

(57%, 58% 

rates of transfer to the Sbpreme Court 

the removal rate was highest for juveniles charged wIth burglary (70%) 

who, surprisingly, also show a transfer rate only slightly below 

average. This appears to have occurred because the dismissal rate was 

lowest for juveniles in this category: charges were not dismissed for 

any of the 20 juveniles arrested for burglary offenses. When the 

burglary category is excluded, the Criminal Court dismissal rates 

shows remarkable little variation by charge, ranging from a low of 12% 

to a high of 19%. 

CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION B'f MOST SEVERE ARREST CHAR(;E 

ID'CVED'ro DISMISSED IN 'l'lWe'EAAfD ~.O rn<olNj IN 
Fi>XIl:t ~ c:RDmW. CXX1RI'" &J'P~ COllIT ~CUJRT ~ 

Robbery 1 169 39\ 66 49\ 140 461, 32 63\ 407 44% 
4U 161 34' " lOa' 

Robbery 2 177 41 36 27 77 25 12 24 302 33 
591 In 251 4t 1001 

Rape 1 32 7 10 7 19 6, 2 4 63 7 

5" 161 301 H lOa' 

Assault 1 13 3 4 3 13 3 6 33 4 

39' 121 HI 91 1001 

Att. Murder 2 •• 5 4 22 7 29 3 
71 III 161 100' 

Murder 2 •• 3 2 17 6 22 2 
91 141 11\ 100' 

Sodomy 1 15 3 5 4 6 2 26 3 
5&1 191 231 100' 

Arson 2 12 3 4 3 5 2 21 2 
571 191 241 100' 

20 2 Burglary 14 3 6 2 
10' 30' lOa' 

Other 1 •• 1 •• 2 4 4 •• 
25' 251 501 100' 

m ~ ill 100\ 305 100\ ST 100\ 927 100\ 
411 141 331 6t 100' 

Disposition lIot Available _4 

TOTAL ARAAIGIIED 931 

• Two cases were presR~ted to the grand jury after removal to Family 
Court and five cases were presented to the grand jury after Criminal 
Court dismissal. 

•• Less than l' • Totals may not sum to 100' due t.o rounding error. 
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D. CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION BY ARRAIGNMENT RELEASE STATUS 

Almost six 

ultimately removed 

of every ten 

to Family 

juvenile offenders whose cases were 

Court were ROR'd at Criminal Court 

arraignment. Half of those whose cases were ultimately dismissed were 
ROR'd at Criminal Court arraignment. Tbose whose cases were ulti-

• mately transferred. to Supreme Court for disposition were ROR'd at the 
lowest rate of all (25%). It is interesti.ng to note that there is no 

relationship between the proportion of juvenile offenders who posted 

bail at'arraignment and the ,Crimin31 Court disposition. Combining the 

• bail made and ROR rates, 57% of juvenile offenders whose cases were 

dismissed in Criminal Court and 64% of those whose cases were removed 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

secured pretrial release at arraignment. 
release may reflect, in part, judicial 

These high rates of pretrial 

assessments of the pr'obable 

less t.han a, third of those outcomes of these cases. By contrast, 

whose cases ended up in Supreme Court were free on bailor released on 

recognizance at arraignment. 

CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION BY ARRAIGNMENT R~L~ASE STATUS 

BAIL SET 

~ BAIL MADE NOT MADE ~ ~ 

Dismissed in 
Criminal Court 62 SO, 9 7\ 49 40' 4 3% 124 100' 

Removed to 
Family Court 251 57 25 6 144 33 16 4 436 100 

Transferred to 
, 62 21 7 302 100 Supreme Court 74 25 19 6 188 

Pending in 
Criminal court 23 47 3 6 23 47 49 100 

410 45' 56 6' 404 44\ 41 5\ 911 100\ 

Disposition 
2 l Not Available 1 

Dismissed at Arraignment 10 
Release Status Not Available 7 

TOTAL ARRAIGNED 931 

An examination of the lowest monetary condition set for 

• juvenile offenders in the bail set category lends credence to the 

not ion tha t the probable case d ispos i t ion is cons idered in t.he ba i 1 

• 
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dec is ion. Hi g her b ail was set ,a tar r a i g n men t for j u v e nil e s who s e 

cases were subsequently transferred to Supreme Court (average of 

$3002, median of $1500) than for juveniles whose cases were dismissed 

($1905 and $500) or removed to Family Court ($1906 and $500). The 

lowest bail amounts were set for ,juveniles whose ca,ses were still 

pending in Criminal Court at the close of data collection ($1421 and 

., $500) which suggests that these cases are more l~kely to be dismissed 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

or removed than transferred. ' , 

LOWEST MONETARY CONDITION: 
AVERAGE AND MEDIAN AMOlJNT BY CRIMINAL COURT D:O:SPOSITION 

DlSMISSED IN 1001m'ltl Tl'.A/'S."'ER?ID 'ltl PEN:1n.G IN 
CRIMINAL ID..IRI' fA'IILY CUlRl' SUPRJ:101E CUlRl' ~~ ~ 

Average $1'105 $1906 $3002 S1421 $2378 

Median $ 500 $ 500 $1500 $ '500 $1000 

Number of 
Juveniles 56, 166 ~04 26 452 

Bail Amount 
Not Available 2 3 3 9 

TOTAL BAIL SET 59 169 207 26 460 

Bail Not Set 66 267 9S 23 451 

Release Status 
Not Available 1 3 2 6 

Dismissed at Arraignment 10 
Disposition Not Available 4 

TOTAL ARRAIGNED 931 

E. RELEASE STATUS AT CRIMINAL COURT DISP,OSITION 

'Almost six of every ten juvenile offenders whose cases were 

transferred to Supreme Court or removed to Family Court had secured 

release on recognizance by the time their cases reached Criminal Court 

• disposition. A quarter of the 447 juveniles detained at arraignment 

were subsequently ROR'd and almost a fifth posted bail prior to 

Criminal Court disposition. Of the 411 juveniles who were ROR'd at 

arraignment only six were detained as of Criminal Court disposition. 

• Six of the 53 juveniles who made bail at arraignment had their re­

lease condition lowered to ROR by the time of their final Criminal 

Court appearance and one, was remanded. 

• 
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Juvenile offenders whose cases are removed to Family Court 

are far more likely to be ROR'd as of their final Criminal Court 

a?pear ance (74 %) than th9se whose cases are trans fe r red to Supr erne 

Court (38%). Only 14% of the juveniles whose cases were removed were 

detained on bailor remanded as of their final Criminal Court appear­

ance as· compared to 42% a·mong cases transferred to Supreme Court. 

Al though few j u v e nil e s were remanded, i t is sur p r i sin g to note that 

50% of all cases remanded as of Criminal Court disposition were 

removed tci Family Court. However, remands comprised equivalent 

proportions (6%) of removed and transferred cases. 

RELEASE STATUS AT FINAL CRIMINAl. COURT APPEARANCE 

Removed to 
Family Court 

Transferred to 
Supreme Court 

BY CIUMIN.u. COURT DIS:::.P..:::c0S:::.::I:..::.T.::..;rO:.:;N ___ _ 

~ 

l12 74\ 

ll2 38 

---
424 59' 

BAIL BAIL 
~ ~OT MADE 

S1 12\ 3!:i 8\ 26 6' 

57 20 

lOa 15\ 

Dismissed 
Pending 

105 36 17 

140 20' 43 

Release Status Not Available 
Disposition Not Available 

.TOTAL ARRAIGNED 

6' 

TOTAL 

424 100\ 

291 100 

7lS 100~ 

1:.14 
S1 
27 

4 

931 

F. LENGTH OF TIME BETWEEN ARRAIGNMENT AND CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION 

• An average of more than 21 days and a median of 11 days elapsed 

between Criminal Court arraignment and Criminal Court dispositi.on. 

Examination of the relationship between the type of Cr iminal Court 

disposition and the time which elapsed between arraignment and dismis-

• sal, removal or transfer suggests that cases that ultimately reach 

Supreme Court move more quickly toward Criminal Court disposition than 

cases that are removed to Family Court. Removals, in turn, proceed 

faster than cases that are dismissed in Criminal Court. 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

23 

DAYS fROM ~~RAIGNMENT TO CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION BY DISPOSITION 

ru:.'IOVED TO DISI~ISSED IN TP_'-''1SFERRED TO TOrAL 
f'~"'!LY COURT CRIl'1INAL COURT SUPRE .... X COURT DISPOSED ---

AveI:age 21. 2 26.3 18.4 21.1 

Median 13.5 18.0 7.0 11.0 

Number of 
Juveniles 408 113 249 770 

Days Not 
Available 29 21 56 106 

TOTAL 
DISPOSED 437 134 305 876 

Pending 51 
Disposition not Available 4 

TOT.'U. ARRAIGNED 931 

Analysis of Criminal Court case duration by boro~gh of arrest 

indicates that Manhattan juvenile offender cases take approximately 

twice as long to reach a Criminal Court disposition as those processed 

in other boroughs. Brooklyn cases, despite their greater volume, 

reached Criminal Court disposition somewhat more quickly than juvenile 

offender cases in other boroughs. As might be expected, the cases of 

juvenile offenders who were released on bailor recognizance at 

arraignment generally proceed more slowly to Criminal Court disposi­

tion than the cases of other juveniles; adjournments are scheduled at 

shorter intervals for detained defendants. 

G. SUMMARY: PROSECUTORIAL AND CRIMINAL COURT OUTCOMES 

• Citywide, seven of every ten juvenile offender arrests for 

which 'prosecutorial or Criminal Court outcomes were available did not 

reach Supreme Court. These include cases declined by the district 

attorney before arraignment (18%) as well as those processed in 

• Criminal Court until dismissal (12%) or removal to Family Court (41%). 

An examination of the proportion of cases which reached Supreme Court 

by borough of arrest again reveals substantial vari~tion. Queens and 

Staten Island cases show the highest proportion of juvenile offender 

• arrests reaching Supreme Court (48%), while Brooklyn (27%), the Bronx 

(22%) and Manhattan (17%) show lower proportions of cases transferred 

• 
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to the higher qourt. The dispositions for the cases that did not 

reach Supreme Court als'o distinguish Manhattan from other boroughs. 

While almost 'five of every ten Brooklyn and Bronx juvenile offender 

arrests and a 

. from Criminal 

third of the Queenp arrests were removed to Family Court 

Court, barely a fifth of Manhattan arrests were removed • 
'.-" 

.... " At the same • 
time" a third' of the Manhattan arrests were cases the 

district attorney declined to prosecute as compared with a quarter,of 

the Bronx arrests, an eig~th of those in Brooklyn, and a twelfth of 

the Queens arrests. 

SUMMARY OF PROSECUTORIAL AND CRIMINAL COURT OUTCOMES. 

laa BROOKLYN BRONX MANHATTAN 

52 61 64 DECLlNED 
2Sl( 31:( PROSECUTION 13:< 

915 

80 
52 DISMISSED 

13::: 

70 19 
8% 

W 
l: 60 0 
U 
I-

r- 190 
39 REMOVED TO "7~ 19% FAMILY COURT 

:l 
0 '0 r- 107 

45% 
w 
(Jl 

"0 cr: u S9 
33:: 

30 -

20 

Ie 

TRANSFERREO l1Z 53 
TO SUPREME 

22% COURT 27% 36 
17% 

e 
40S 2"0 208 

\00% 100% 100% 

PE'tlDING 16 3 17 
OUTCOME NOT 
AVAl LAaLE: 1 2 

TOTAL ARRESTED 423 243 227 

~UEENS 

15 
8% 

22 
12% 

59 
32:( 

90 
"BX 

IBS 
100:'; 

15 

201 

STATEN 
ISLAND 
1 3% 
2 

7% 

12 
"IX 

14 
"B% 

29 
:00% 

_1 

30 

TOTAL 

193 
lB% 

134 
12% 

437 
41% 

305 
29% 

1069 
100~ 

51 

4 

1124 
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SUPREME COURT 

A. CASES TRANSFERRED TO SUPREME COURT 

As discussed earlier in this report, the cases of 312 (34%) of 

the 931 juveni1~ offenders arraigned in Cr~mina1 Court (28% percent of 

all arrests) were transferred to the Supreme Court for further pro-:­

cess ing. Brooklyn (37 %) and Queens (30 %) case s compr i se the maj or i ty 

of cases transferred to the higher court while the Bron~, Manhattan. 

and Staten Island contributed 17%, 11%, and 5%, respectively. Queens 

and Staten Island transferred ~he largest proportion of their cases to 

Supreme Court while Manhattan transferred the smallest proportion. 

PROPORTION OF CASES T~~SFERRED TO SUPRE~£ COURT 
BY 90ROUCH ARREST 

Proportion of 
Arrests Trans- 116/423 53/243 36/227 93/201 14/30 312/1124 
(erred to 27\ .22' 16\ 46\ 47\ 28\ 
Supreme Court 

Proportion of 
IIrraigned Cases 
Transferred to 116/371 53/182 36/163 93/186 14/29 312/931 
Supreme Court 31\ 2H 22\ 50\ 48' 34\ 

Distribution of 
Cases Trans-
ferred to 37\ 17' 12\ 30\ 100\(312) 
Supreme Court 

• Brooklyn includes four cases transferred to the Grand Jury after 
Criminal Court dismissal. 

•• Queens includes one case transferred to the Grand Jury after 
Criminal Court dismissal and two cases transferred after removal 
to Famil~ Court. 

Although 312 juvenile offender cases were transferred to the 

* Supreme Court, case records were not located for 34 cases. Thus, 

this section focuses on the 278 juvenile offenders whose records were 

found in Supreme Court. 

* Case records were not found for seven Brooklyn, five Bronx, four 
Manhattan, seventeen Queens, and one Staten Island juvenile. The iag 
time between transfer and grand jury disposition may account for some 
of this discrepancy. Other records were inaccessible because the 
j u v e nil e s w€ res c h e d u 1 e d for co u r tap pea ran c e s • I n add, i t ion, cas e s 
removed from Supreme Court to Family Court were difficult to track in 
a systematic manner because case records are physically, forwarded to 
Family Court. 
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B. GRAND JURY OUTCOME 

The grand jury failed to indict 57 (21%) of the juveniles whose 

• cases reached grand jury outcome (33 in Brooklyn, two in the Bronx, 
three in ~anhattan, eight in Queens and one iri siaten Island). Four­

teen of the cases that were not indicted were di~missed and 43 were 

removed to Family Court. Eight cases were still pending indictment at 

• 

• 

• 

• 

the close o'f data collection on August 15, 1979. Excluding those . . 
still pendfng grand jury action, the rate of indictment among cases 

tr~nsferred to Supreme Court is close to 80%. 

Br~oklyn (31%) and Queens (22%) show the highest proportion of 

cases .that the grand jury failed to indict. The grand jury failed to 

return an indictment for only 9% of Manhattan cases, 8% of Staten 

Isl~nd cases'~nd 4% of Bronx cases. However, while almost 90% of the 

Brooklyn failures to indict were removed t6 Family Court, 56% of the 

Queens failures to indict were dismissed. If a grand jury finds that 
the" juvenile did not commit a juvenile offense but did commit another 

crime for which he may be adjudicated a juvenile delinquent, the grand 

jury can vote to remove the case to Family Court. Bes ide ind ict ing 

for a j uvenJ 1 e of fense or vot ing to r eques t removal, the grand jury 

may dismiss the charges. However, even though a case has been dis­

missed by the Criminal Court or by the grand jury, a complainant may 

• have the option of pursuing Family Court action. 

GRAND JURY OUTCOME BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

• BROOKLYN BRONX MANHATTAN QUEENS S. I. TOTAL 

FAILED TO INDICT: 

Dismissed 4 4% 10 14% 14 5% 

• Removed 29 27 2 4 3 9% 8 11 1 8% 43 16 

33 31% 2 4% 3 9% 18 25% 1 8% 57 21% -

INDIC'l'ED 74 69 44 96 29 91 54 75 12 92 213 79 

• Pending Jury 107 100% 46 100% 32 100% 72 100% 13 100% 270 100% 

Outcome 2 2 4 8 

TOTAL 109 48 32 76 13 278 SUPREME COURT 

• 
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An average of 35 and median of 28 days elapsed between Criminal 

Court arr~ignment and indictment. Bronx cases, followed by those in 

• Brooklyn, proceeded to indictment faster than those arrest~d in other 

boroughs. T~ere was little difference by charge in the number of days 

until indictment save that the cases of juveniles charged with murder 

proceed substantially faster than those of other juveniles. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

C. RELEASE 

AVERAGE AND MEDIAN NUMBER OF DAYS FROM CRIMINAL COUR'l' ARRAIGNMENT TO 
______ ---'I:.!:N:.:::D~IC:..!T~M~EN~T~B'! BOROUGH OF ARREST 

BROOKLYN BRONX M.>.NHATTAN QUEENS ~ 

AVERAGE 35.1 23.4 44.8 37.9 38.2 

!'U:DIAN 28.5 19.0 3L5 30 39.5 

Number of Juveniles 70 38 26 52 12 

D~ys Not Available 4 6 3 2 

TOTAL 

35.1 

28.5 

198 

15 

TOTAL INDICTED 74 44 29 54 12 . 213 

AVERAGE AND MEDIAN NUMBER OF DAYS FROM CRIMINAL COURT ARR.AIGN~£NT TO 
INDICTMENT BY MOST SEVS.RE ARREST CHARGE 

NUMBER OF DAYS NOT TOTAL 
AVERAGE MEDIAN JUVENILES AVAILABLE INDICTED 

~obbery 1 35.8 28.5 98 7 105 

Robbery 2 34.6 27.5 46 3 49 

Att. Murder 36.0 29.5 16 1 17 

Murder 22.3 11.5 12 2 14 

Rape 36.6 37.5 13 13 

Arson 23.2 21.0 4 4 

Sodomy 43.3 61. 0 3 3 

Assault 61.7 66.0 3 2 5 

Burglary -2!.:1. ~ __ 3 _3 

TOTAL 38.2 35.1 198 15 213 

STATUS 

Thirty of the 93 (32%) juveniles who were detained as of their 

transfer to Supreme Court secured release (25 on bail ana five on 

recognizance) as of their arraignment in the higher court. 

same time, however, nine (8%) of the 107· juveniles who were 

At the 

released 

pending arrival in Supreme Court (eight on recognizance and 

bail) detained at arraignment there. Overall, at the were 

transfer to Supreme Court over 50% of the juveniles had 

one on 
time of 

secured 

pretrial release; by the time of Supreme Court arraignment, almost two 

thirds had been released. 



• 
The ROR rate at Supreme 

Brooklyn (46%) and Staten Island 

Court arraignment was highest in 

(58%) and lowest in the Bronx (12%). 

Bronx juveniles were about twice as likely to be detained at 

Court arraignment as juveniles 

with second degree robbery 

in other boroughs. 

showed the highest 

Juveniles 

rate of 

Supreme 

char;ged 

ROR at 

• arraignment (54%), and those charged with murder were ul1likely to be 

ROR 'd. Juveniles charged wi th murder also show the lowest rate of 

release on bail (7%), followed by those charged with rape. (15%). 

Although few (8%) juveniles were remanded, 57% of those charged with 

• murder were detained with no bail set. 

RELEASE STATUS AT SUPREME COURT ARRArGNI-'.£IIT • BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

BROOKLYN BRON:, MANHATTAN QUEENS S, I. ~ 

ROR 31 46\ 5 12\ 9 31\ 17 33\ 7 59\ 69 35\ 

Bail Made 17 25 11 28 10 34 19 37 2 11 59 29 

• Bail Not Made 18 26 19 48 7 25 10 19 3 25 57 29 

Remand 2 3 5 12 3 10 6 11 16 S 
-'-- --- ----

69 100\ 40 100\ 29 100\ 52 100\ 12 100\ 201 100' 

Release Status 
Not Available 3 4 1 8 

• Pending 
Arraignment 3 1 4 

TotAL INDICTED 74 44 29 54 12 213 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

29 

RELEASE STATUS AT SUPREME COURT ARR.l,IGNMErlT 
BY MOST S~RE ARREST CHARGE 

PENDING 
BAIL STATUS NOT ARRAIGN-

ROR BAIL MADE NOT MADE ~ !~ AVAILABLE MENT 

Robbery 1 35 35% 29 29\ 30 3U 5 5% 99 100\ 3- 3 

Robbery 2 25 54 12 26 8 17 1 3 46 100 2 1 

Att. Murder 3 18 8 47 6 35 17 100 

Murder 1 7 5 36 8 57 14 100 

Rape, 2 15 2 15 7 ,55 2 15 13 100 

Other 4 33 7 59 1 8 12 lO'a 3 --
69 34\ 59 29\ 57 28\ 16 8\ 201 100\ 8 

~he release status set at Supreme Court arraignment was later 

amended for a quarter of the arraigned juveniles.· The release status 

was made more severe foi eighteen percent of the juveniles released on 

• bailor recognizance but was made less severe for thirty percent of 
those detained at arraignment. Only seven .juveniles experienced 

multiple changes in release status while their cases were pending in 

Supreme Court. 

• 

'. 
• 

• 

• 

CH~~GES IN RELEASE STATUS IN SUPREME COURT 

RELEASE STATUS AT SUPREME COURT ARRAIGNMENT: 
BAIL 

ROR BAIL MADE NOT MADE REMAND TOTAL 

No Change 49 71\ 51 90\ 38 67\ 9 53' 147 74\ 

Less Restrictive - 3 5 14 24 7 47 24 12 

More Restrictive 13 19 3 5 4 7 21 11 

Multiple Changes 7 10 1 2 7 3 

69 100' 57 100' 57 100' 16 100' 199 100\ 
2 2 

69 S9 57 16 201 

D. SUPREME COURT DISPOSITIONS 

The cases of half of the indicted juvenile offenders reached 

disposition before August 15, 1979. Again, strong borough differences 

are apparent in the proportion of cases disposed in Supreme Court. 
More than three quarters of Brooklyn cases but barely a qUarter of 

those processed in Queens were still pending disposition. 
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PROPORTl'ON OF CASES PENDING SUPREME'COYRT DISPOSITION 

BROOKL'{N ~ MANHATTAN ~ !:.l..:. ~ 
Pending 58 78' 18 4H 15 52' 13 24\ 33' 1.08 50\ 

Disposed 16 22 26 59 14 48 41 76 a 67 105 50' 

TOTAL INDICTED 74 100\ 44 lOOt 29 100' 54 100' 12 100\ 21J 100' 

Almost nine of every ten juvenile offender cases disposed in 

Supreme Court have resulted in a criminal conviction or a"juvenile de­

linquency finding. Throughout this section, "conviction" refer to 

• both criminal convictions for juvenile offenses and findings" of 

juvenile delinquency for lesser charges. A total of 84 juveniles 

pleaded guilty while seven were tried and found guilty. Staten Island 

(100%) has the hi~hest conviction rate followed by the Bronx (96%) and 

• Queens (85%). The Brooklyn rate is 81%, and Manhattan is 11%. Here 

it is important to note that only sixteen Brooklyn and fourteen 

Manhattan cases have reached disposition at all. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

SUPREME COURT DISPOSITIONS BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

BROOKL'{N '~ MANHl'.TTl'.N QUEENS !:.k 
Pled Guilty • II 81\ 23 88\ 9 64\ 33 80\ 6 75t 

Tried,Found Guilty 2 8 1 7 2 S 2 2S 

Dismissed 2 13 1 4 S 12 

Removed to Family 
Court for 
Fact. Finding 1 6 4 29 1 3 

TOTAL DISPOSED 16 100' 26 100' 14 100\ 41 100' B 100\ 

Pending 58 18 15 13 4 -
74 44 29 54 12 

• Includes juveniles who pled guilty to juvenile offender ch~rges gr 
lesser charges. 

~ 

84 80t 

7 7 

B 8 

6 5 

105 100\ 

108 

213 
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Half 'of the convicted juveniles were arrested on first degree 

robbery charges and an additional quart~r were arrested for second 

degree robbery. Only a quarter of all the juveniles were actually 

convicted of the more severe robbery charge but more than four of 

every ten were convicted of the lesser robbery charge. In addition, 

89 of the juveniles were convicted of felonies not d0fined as juvenile 

offenses; these cases were removed to Family Court. 

Close to four months elapsed between indictment and disposition 

in Supreme Court. Brooklyn and Bronx cases reached disposition 

faster, on the average, than cases indicted in the other boroughs. 

AVERAGE 

MEDIAN 

Days Not Available 

TOTAL DISPOSED 

AVERAGE AND MEDIAN DAYS FROM INDICTMENT 
TO DISPOSITION BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

BROOKLYN BRONX MANHATTAN 

106.8 103.1 124.2 

77.0 109 121 

13 20 11 

3 6 3 --
16 26 14 

E. SENTENCES IN SUPREME COURT 

QUEENS S. I. 

135.7 159.4 

144.0 159 

41 8 

41 8 

Half of the juveniles (30) whose cases reached sentencing in 

• Supreme Court were removed to Family Court at that point for senten­

cing in the juvenile court. Of the remaining C2ses, 27 were given 

terms of imprisonment and only four were granted probation. While the 

number of sentenced juveniles is too small for crOSS-borough compari-

• sons, it may be important to note that more than two thirds of the 
Queens cases were removed to Family Court for sentencing. 

• 

TOTAT 

125.3 

126 

93 

12 

105 

L-________________________________________ ~ ___ _ 
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~UPR~~E COURT SENTENCES BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

BROOKLYN ~ MANHATTAN QU~ ~ ~ 
Jail 7 a8' 9 60' 1 25' 9 28' 1 50' 27 4H 

Probation 3 75 1 3 4 7 
Removed for Family 
Court Disposition 
(Sentence) 1 12 6 40 22 69 1 50 30 49 - --

8 100' 15 100' 4 l?O' 32 100' 2 100\ 61 100' 

Pending Sentence 5 10 6 3 6 30 

TOTAL CONVICTED 13 25 10 35 8 91 

SUP~~E COURT SENTENCES BY DISPOSITION CHARGE 
REMOVED FOR 
FAMILY COURT 

DISPOSITION PENDING TOTAL 
JAIL ~TIO~ (SENTENCE) SUBTOTAL SENTENCE CONVICTED 

Robbery 1 7 88\ 1 12' 8 100\ 15 23 

Robbery 2 13 46 3 11 12 43\ 28 100 9 37 

Robbery 3 9 100 9 100 9 

Att. Murder 2 100 2 100 3 5 

Assault 1 2 67 1 33 3 100 3 

M4nslaughter 1 SO 1 50 2 100 1 3 

Other 1 14 6 86 7 . 100 2 9 

Charge Not 
Available 1 SO 1 SO 2 100 2 

--
27 44\ 4 " )0 30' 61 100' 30 91 

An average of 44 and median of 36 days elapsed between 

disposition and sentence in Supreme Court. Although the number of 

juveniles for whom this data is ~vailable remains too small for con­

e I us i ve analys is, Queens cases seem to r each sen tenc ing faster than 

cases in other boroughs. Perhaps this finding is attributable to the 
high proportion of Queens juveniles removed to Family Court for 

sentencing. 
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The four juveniles granted probation were given five year 

terms. More than half of the juveniles sentenced to imprisonment were 

sentenced to one to three years. For almost a fifth of the juveniles 

the minimum term was three years or more. One juv.enile was sentenced 

to a five-to-fifteen year term. 
". 

":,. 

.. ', 

LENGTH OF SENTENCE IN SUPREME' COURT 

NUMBER OF 
JUVENILES 

1 - 3 years 15 55% 

1 1/2 4 1/2 years 1 4 

1 2/3 - 5 years 2 7 

2 - 6 years 3 11 

2 1/3 - 7 years 1 4 

3 - 9 years 2 7 

3 1/3 - 10 years 2 8 

5 - 15 years 1 4 

27 100% 
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CHAPTER V 

FAMILY COURT 

This chapter focuses on the 432 juvenile offenders whose cases 

were removed by the Criminal Court (365), Grand Jury (31) or Supreme 
• Court (36) to Fpmily Court and whose case records were found in Family 

* ' Court. Six of the, cases removed from Supreme Court were removed for 
fact finding and 30 for disposition (sentencing) only. 

• The terminology used in Family Court for the processing of 
cases differs from that used in adult criminal proceedings. The term 
"fact-finding"' refers to the stage at which it is determined whether a 
juvenile has committed the offenses charged; the equivalent moment in 

• an adul t case is when a plea is entered or tr ial concluded and a 
judgement rendered. The term "disposition" refers to the stage at 
which a penalty could be imposed; in the adult system this would be 

calied "sentencing." 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

* A total of 517 cases were removed to Family Court: 435 from Criminal 
Court,'43 from the grand jury and 39 from Supreme Court(6 for disposi­
tion, 30 for sentencing, and 3 for which records could not be located 
in either court). Two 'additional cases removed from Criminal Court 
were subsequently sent to the Grand Jury and are not included here. 
85 juveniles whose cases were removed to Family Cour t from Cr iminal 
Court could not be located in Family Court. For some of these cases, 
the Petition Supervisor did not receive any information and therefore 
could not assign Family Court docket numbers to them. Other records 
were inaccessible because the cases were scheduled for court appear­
ances. The lag time between removal from Criminal or Supreme Court 
and ar rival in Fami ly Cour t also accounts for par t of this d iscre­
pancy. 
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• 
A. CHARGES ENTERING FAMILY COURT 

• The juvenil~ offenders whose cases were removed to Family Cou~t 

were most lik~ly to have been arrested on first degree (37%) or second 

degree (41%) robbery charges. The distribution of arrest charges for 

these cases is comparable to the charge distribution for all ar~ested 

• jUveniles presented at the begAnning of this repo~t. Analysis of the.' 

arrest charge disb:ibution by type of removal reveals th.at cases 
removed by the grand jury. are less likely to involve robbery charges 

(55%) than Criminal Court ·removals (81%). Grand jury removals show a 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

high concentration of assault and attempted murc1er charges. These 

charges account for over a quarter of the cases removed from the grand 

jury but only three ~ercent of those removed from Criminal court. 

. 
DISTRIBUTION OF ARREST CH~GES f'OR t'AMIL'i COURT CASES 

SUPR~'1E COURT FOR: 
RE.'10VED FROM: CRIMINAL GRAND DISPOSIT!ON 

COURT ~ FACT FIND!NG (SENTENCE) ~ 

Robbery 1 141 39\ 7 23\ 4 66\. 9 30\ 161 37\ 

Robbery 2 • 153 42 10 32 1 17 13 43 177 41 

Rape 1 27 7 2 6 1 17 30 7 

Assaul t 1 11 3 5 16 2 7 18 4 

Arson 2 11 J 1 1 - 2 7 14 3 . 
Sodomy 1 11 3 2 \) 13 3 

Burglary 1 6 2 1 1 . 7 2 

Murder 2 1, 1 3 2 7 5 1 

Att.Murder 1 3 10 .' . 1 1 5 1 

Burglary 2 1 1 

Kidnapping 1 

--
365 100l 31 100\ 6 100\ 30 100\ 432 100\ 

• Less than H. Totals mal' not sum to 100\ due to rounding error. 

Arrest charges were reduced pr ior to removal for 28% of the 

juvenile offender cases. The proportion of charges reduced before re­

moval shows substantial variation by arrest charge. The charges 

against each of the five juveniles charged with murder and four of the 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

five charged with attempted murder were reduced prior to 
were the charges against 41% of the 29 juveniles charged 

On the other hand, there were no charge reductions 

juveniles arrested on sodomy charges. 

PROPORTION OF ARREST CIIARGES RI':DUCEO BEFORE REMOVAL TO FAMILY COURT BY 
MOST SEVERE I'.RREST CHARGE 

REMOVAL CHARGE PL'IOVAL CP.ARGE . 
MOST SEVERE ·S!>..'!E AS LOWER THAN PROPORTION OF 

"'P.REST CHARGE ARREST CIlARGE ARREST CHARGE ~ CHARGES REDUCED 

Robbery 1 116 45 161 28\ 

Robbery 2 134 43 177 24 

Rape 17 12 29 41 

Att. Murder 1 4 5 80 

Murder 0 5 5 100 

Sodomy 11 a 11 a 

Assault 1 12 6 18 33 

Arson i! 10 4 14 29 

Bur9'lary 1 3 3 6 50 

Bur9'lary 2 1 0 1 0 

Kidnapping 1 0 1 0 

306 122 429 28' 

Removal Charge Not Available 4 

TOTAL FAMILY COURT ill 

36 

removal as 
with rape. 

for the 11 

Juvenile offender cases removed from Supreme, Court or grand 

jury are reduced more frequently. than those removed by Criminal Court: 
removal charges were lower than arrest charges for two thirds of these 

cases while less than a quarter of Cr iminal Court removals showed 
charge reductions. 

PROPORTION OF ARREST CHARGES REDUCED BEFORE REMOVAL TO 
FAMILY COURT BY TYPE OF REMOVAL 

REMOVAL CHARGE REMOVAL CHARGE 
SAAE AS LOWER THAN PROPORTION OF 

ARREST CHARGE ARREST CHARGE ~ CHARGES REDUCED 

Criminal Court 283 79 362 22\ 

Grand Jury 11 19 30 6~' 

Supreme Court: 

For Pact Finding 10 20 3Q 67\ 
For Disposition 

(Sentence) 2 4 _6 SL 
306 122 429 28\ 

Removal Charge not Avai lable 4 

TOTAL FAMILY COURT 432 
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The table below presents the charges of juvenil~ offenders when 

they reached Family Court. Removed j~venile-offeMders are most likely 

to enter Family Court charged with robbery. While the .arrest charge 

was first or second degree robbery for almost eight of every ten (78%) 

removed j uven i 1 es, 1 e ss than seven of every ten (68 %) were charged 

wi th these robbery offenses when they reached Family Court. The 

charge distributions differ by type of removal, reflecting increased 

charge reductions in the higher court. Almost three quarters of the 

juveniles removed from Criminal Court but only half of those removed 

from Supreme Court and a third of the grand jury removals were charged 

with robbery when they arrived in Family Court. 

DIS~RIBUTION OF R~~OVAL CHARGES: 

SUPREHE COURT FOR: 
CRIMINAL GRAND DISPOSITION 

RE.~OVED FROM COURT JURY FACT FINDING !S~tl'rEtlCE) TOTP,L 

Robber-y 1 133 37\ 2 7\ 1 17% 1 3% 137 32\ 
Robbery 2 132 36 8 27 3 50 13 44 156 37 
Robbery 3 11 3 2 7 10 33 23 5 
Rape 1 18 5 1 17 19 4 
Sodomy 1 15 4 1 3 16 4 
Assault 1 12 3 2 7 1 3 15 4 
Assault 2 2 .. 4 13 1 17 7 2 
Assault 1 9 2 1 3 10 2 
Arson 2 10 :3 10 2 
Arson 3 1 3 2 7 3 1 
Sexual Misconduct 5 1 1 j 6 1 
Petit La.~ceny 2 .. 3 10 5 1 
Burglar:; 1 4 1 4 1 
Bur-gl.~ry 2 2 .. 2 
Bur-glary 3 2 7 2 .. 
Grand Lar-ceny 2 7 2 .. 
Poss.Stol.Pr-op_ 1 .. 1 
Weapons 1 .. 1 3 2 .. 
RecKless Endang. 2 .. 2 * 
Att. Murder 2 2 .. 
Manslaughter 1 3 1 3 2 .. 
Unlawful Impris. - 1 3 1 
SexlJa1 Abuse 1 .. - 1 .. -- ---- ----

362 100\ 30 100\ 6 100' 30 100' 428 100\ 

Charge Not 
Available _3 _1 4 

TOTAL 
FAI'IILY COURT 365 31 6 30 432 

.. Less than 1\ totals may 110t sum to 100\ due to rounding error. 
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B. ELAPSED TIME FROM REMOVAL ORDER TO FIRST FAMILY COURT APPEARANCE 

~n ave·rage of over eight days elapsed between the Cr iminal 

Court, Grand Jury pr Supreme Court removal order and the first 

appearance in Famil~:;: Court. The aver~ge and median number of days' 

between removal ,3,:nd': first Family Court appearance was greater for 

Manhattan and Brooklyn juvenile offenders than for those arrested in 
Queens and the Bronx. 

DAYS FROM Re.'IOVAL ORDER TO FJ.RST FAMILY COURT APPEAR-WeE 
BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

BROOKLYN ~ MANHATTAN QUEENS ~ TO~ 
Average 8.6· 6.6 11.0 6.7 14.4 8.3 

Median 7.0 2.0 10.0 3.El 9.5 6.0 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Number of 
Juveniles 169 99 58 81 14 421 

Days Not 
Available _2 _4 _4 _1 - -..!.!. -

TOTAL FA.'IILY 
COURT 171 103 62 82 14 432 

C. RELEASE STATUS 

This section examines the release status set for removed 

juvenile offender s for whom case records could be loca ted in Family 

Court. However, the release status at removal was generally available 

only for juveniles removed from Criminal Court. Therefore, Supreme 

Court and grand jury removals are excluded from comparisons between 

the release status set at removal ?~d the status at the first' Family 

Court appearances. 

Three quarters of the removed juveniles were ROR'd at their 

first Family Court appearance. Juveniles whose cases were removed 

from Criminal Court were more likely to be ROR'd (79%) than those 

-------- -' 
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rem 0 v e d fro m the G ran d J u r y ( 6 0 % ) 0 r fro m Sup rem e Co u r t ( 4,8 %) • The 

proportion of cases_ remanded by the Family Court also varies by type 

of removal: 15% of Criminal Court removals but almost a quarter of the 

removals from the higher court were remanded at the first Family Court 
appearance. 

RELEASE SiATUS AT FIRST F.~ILY COURT APPEARANCE 
BY TYPE OF REMOVAL 

GRAND 
~ 

StlPREHE COURT FOR SUBTOTAL 
FACT fINDING DI1~2~H~8~) HIGHER COURT 

CRIMINAL TOTAL 
COURT F.~ILY COURT 

ROR 18 60% 1 20\ 11 

BAIL MADE 3 10 3 60 11 

RE-'1AND* 9 ~ 1 20 5 
30 100% 5 100\ 27 

Release 
Status Not 
Available. 1 1 3 

Dismissed 
at First 
Family 
Court 
Appearance~ 

31 6 30 

41% 30 49\ 

41 17 28 

18 15 ~. 
100\ 62 100\ 

5 

67 

277 

21, 

53 
351 

9 

5 

365 

79\ 

6 

15 
100\ 

307 

38 

68 
413 

14 

5 

432 

* Seven juveniles remanded at the First Family Court Appearance (three 
who entered on ROR and four who were remanded) were remanded to the 
supervision of a facility other than Spofford, New York City, s secure 
detention facility for juvenile delinquents. All of these cases were 
Criminal Court removals. 

74\ 

9 

17 

100\ 

The Family Court changed the release conditions for only 53 

• (15%) of the Criminal Court removals. Thirty juveniles for whom bail 

• 

• 

had been set in Cr iminal Court (eighteen who posted bail and twelve 

who were detained) were ROR'd in Family Court, as were five juveniles 

who had been remanded. On the other hand, eighteen juveniles who had 
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secured relea~e (three on bail and fifteen on recognizance) were 
* remanded at the first Family Court appearance. Sixteen of . the 

juveniles who entered Family Court detained on bail were remanded. In 

all, 94% of the'juveniles who were released before their first Family 

Court appearance remained released. 

arrival in Family Court, 36% were 

changed. 

Of those detained prior to their 

released after the jurisdiction 

IlEU; ... sf; ST",TUS ",T REMOVAL BY RELEASE: 
~'ATUS AT FIRST FA.'1Ity COURT APPEARANCE 

AT REJ10VAL: SAIL 
~~ BAIL 1o'.ADE: NOT MADE REMA..'1D- ~ 

At First Family 
Court Appearance: 

ROR 242 94% 18 46\ 12 39' 5 21% 277 79\ 
&7\ 71 41 7001 

Bail Made 18 46 3 10 21 6 
861 741 7001 

Bail Not Made '-

Remand-· 15 6 3 8 16 51 19 79 53 lS 
28& 61 JOI 30' 7001 

m 100\ 39 IOOf -n IOOf -rr IOOf ill' I01iT 
731 771 91 71 700t 

Family Court 
Status Not 
Available 2 1 1 4 

Dismissed at 
First Appearance _4 .....l _S 

TOTAL CRIMINAL 
COURT REMOVALS 263 40 33 24 360 

Supreme Court Removals 36 

Grand Jury Removals ..1!. 
427 

• Incl'ldes seven juveniles whose cases were removed to Fami ly Court at 
Criminal Court arraignment and who were remanded to Spofford at that 
time. , It may be of int.e::'est to note that 67 of the juveniles whose 
cases were removed to Family Court were detained at JODC at Criminal 
Court arraignment. 

_. Seven juveniles remanded at the first Family Court appearance (three 
who entered on ROR and four who were remanded) were remanded to the 
supervision of a facility other than Spofford. New York City's secure 
detention facility for juvenile delinquents. 

* Seven juveniles remanded at the first Family Court appearance 
who entered on ROR and four who were remanded) were remanded 
supervision of a facility other than Spofford, New York City's 
detention facility for juvenile delinquents. 

(three 
to the 
secure 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

D. JUVENILE OFFENDER CASES IN FAMILY COURT 

Juvenile' offender cases were tracked in 

August 15, 1979. As of that date, about a fifth 

41 

Family Court until 

(79 arrests) of the 

425 cases for which case status was available were still pending dis­

pos i t ion. Queens and S ta ten I sla.nd Fami ly Cour ts show the h ighes t 

proportion of disposed' cases (93%) while Brooklyn shows the lowest 

(76%) • 

PROPORTION OF CAS~S PENDING AS OF AUGUST 15, 1979 
BY BOROUGH OF ~~REST 

BROOl<LYN BRONX MANHATTAN QUEENS ~ TOTAL 

Pending 
Fact Finding 40 24\ 20 20\ 12 20' 6 7\ 1 7\ 79 IH 

pending 
Disposition 

82 80 48 80 76 93 13 93 . 346 81 (Sentence) 127 76 -- --- ----
167 100\ 102 100\ 60 100' 82 100\ 14 100\ 425 100' 

Not 7 Available 4 1 2 

TOTAL FAl'IILY 
82. 14 432 COURT 171 103 62 

E. FAMILY COURT OUTCOMES 

Citywide, 318 juvenile o~fender cases removed to Family Court 

for adjudication are known to have reached an outcome. In almost half 

of those cases the juveniles admitted at a fact-finding hearing that 

they had committed an act which would constitute a crime if committed 

by an adult. These juveniles were then scheduled for disposition 

after a presentence investigation. A quarter of the cases were 

dismissed and a sixth were adjourned in contemplation of dismissal 
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(ACD) • The pr osecu tor wi thd r ew the ch a rges ag a ins t a ten th of the 

* juveniles and six cases were transferred to another, borough for 

adjudication or sent back to Criminal Court because the removal fOTms 

were improperly p~epared. 

An examination of the disposition by borough of' arrest again 

reveals strong differences. Manhattan and Bronx ca~es show the lowest 

rate of adjournment in contemplation of dismissal (4%,and 7%) and the 

highest proportion of cases in the admitted category: (67% and 66%). 

The dismissal rate was mark~dly higher in Staten Island (58%) and 

Brooklyn (37%) than in Manhat:'tan (21%) or Queens and ,the Bronx (both 

13 %) • 

FAMILY COURT FACT FINDINGS BY BOROUGII OF ARREST 

BROOKLYN ~ M.WHATTAN QUEENS ~ TOTAL ---
Admitted 39 31\ 50 66' 32 67\ 22 40\ 5 42\ 148 47% 

Dismissed 47 37 10 13 10 21 7 13 7 58 81 25 

ACO 22 17 5 7 2 4 22 ' 40 ' 51 16 

Withdrawn 17 13 10 13 2 4 3 5 32 10 

Transferred 2 2 1 1 2 4 1 2 - - Ii 2 
m roo, 76 ·100\ 48 100' ss 100\ IT 100\ ill 100\ 

Pending 40 20 12 5 1 78 

Removal After 
Plea in Supreme 

22 1 30 Court 1 6 

Case Status Not 
6 Available _3 1 _2 --

TOTAL FAMILY 
14 432 COURT 171 103 62 82 

* Charges appear to have been withdrawn when it was discovered that 
the defendant was 16 years of age or older at the time of the alleged 
offense. The cases were then' returned to Cr iminal Cour t for adul t 
pr osecu t ion •. 
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Although.there are few cases, the data suggest that juveniles 

whose cases are removed after transfer to the higher court are more 

• 1 i kely to admi t to the i r cha rges t'han those removed d i r ectly from 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Criminal Court. 

f'.;',\ILY COURT FACT FINDINGS BY TYPE OF RE.'10VAL 

CRI:-!INAL GRAND SU?RE."IE 
COURT JURY COURT TOTAL 

Admitted 133 46\ 12 S7\ 60\ 14B 47\ 

Dismissed 79 27 2 9 81 25 

ACD 45 15 5 24 1 20 51 16 

Iii thdrawn 31 11 1 5 32 10 

Transferred 4 1 1 5 1 20 6 2 

292 100\ 21 100\ 5 100\ 3lB 100\ . 
Pending 
Fact Finding 67 10 1 7B 

Removed After 
Plea in Supreme 
Court 30 30 

Case Status Not 
Available 6 6 

TOTAL SUPRE:-!E 
COURT 365 31 36 432 

Ci tywide, an average of 55.5 days elapsed between the first 

Family Court appearance and the fact finding in the juvenile offender 

cases. Bronx cases, followed by those in Queens, proceeded most 

quickly to fact finding while Brooklyn and Manhattan cases made slower 
progress. 

DAYS FROM FIRST F~"'ILY COURT APPEARANCE TO 
FACT PIrH)ING BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

AVERAGE 

MEOIAN 

Number of Juveniles 

BROOKLYN 

69.7 

62.5 

120 

Fact Finding Outcome 
Not Available 7 

Pending 40 

Removal After Plea 
in Supreme Court 1 

Case Status 
Not Ava Hable 3 

TOTAL FAMILY COURT 171 

33.4 

21 

65 

11 

20 

6 

1 

103 

1o'.ANHATTAN 

67.3 

61 

41 

7 

12 

2 

62 

44.7 

J4.5 

54 

1 

5 

22 

82 

42.0 

3.5 

12 

1 

1 

14 

55.5 

50 

292 

78 

30 

6 

432 
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The most severe removal charge was reduced for a third of the 

juvenile offenders whose cases reached final outcome in Family Court. 

Although 79% of the removed juvenile offender cases which reached fact 

finding in Family Cour~ showed first or second degree robbery as the 

most severe 'arrest charge, and 70% entered Family Court with these 

charges, only 52% of the juvenile delinquency findings were entered 

for first or second degree robbery charges. 

F. 

DISTRIBUTION OF ARR~ST. REMOVAL AND FACT FINDING CHARGES FOR 
JUVENILES I'/HOSE CASES REACHED FACT FINDING IN r.;''1IL'i COURT·' 

Arrest Removal Fact Finding 

Robbery 1 
Robbery ~ 
Robbery 3 
Rape 1 
Rape 2 
Sodomy 1 
Assault 1 
.,\ssaul t 2 
Assault 3 
l'.rson 2 
A'rson 3 
Arson 4 
Sexual Misconduct 
Petit Larceny 
Burglary 1 
Burglary 2 
Burglary 3 
Grand Larceny 
possible Stolen Prop. 
Weapons 
Kidnapping 
Reckless Endang. 
Att. Murder 
Murder 
Manslaughter 
untawful Imerison. 
Sexual Abuse 
Crim. NeqliQ. Kama. 
Trespass 
Crim. Mischief 
Crim. Tamoerinq 

Charges 

120 
131 

19 

11 
14 

12 

6 

1 

1 
3 

38% 
41% 

6% 

3\ 
4\ 

4% 

318 100\ 

charqes 

108 34% 
113 36\ 

13 4% 
13 4% 

12 4\ 
12 4% 

6 2 
9 3\ 

10 3\ 
1 

4 H 
1 
4 1\ 
1 

2 • 
1 
2 

2 
1 

1 
1 
1 

Fact Finding Charqe Not Available 

Charges 

62 20' 
100 32\ 

24 8% 
13 4\ 

1 
10 H 

9 3\ 
6 2\ 

20 6\ 
5 2' 
1 ~ 

3 1\ 
4 1\ 
9 3\ 
1 
1 • 
1 

18 6\ 
6 2\ 
1 

1\ 

1 
3 1\ 
1 
1 
3 1\ 
1 

309 100\ 

Less than 1\. Totals maY not sum to 100\ due to roundinq error. 

•• l'.n additional )0 iuveniles were removed to Familv court after Supreme 
Court disposition for Family Court disposition (sentencing) only. 

FAMILY COURT DISPOSITION (SENTENCES) 

Almost eight of every ten of the 176 juveniles who were removed 

to Family Cou r t from Supreme Cour t have been disposed. As shown 

• below, almost half of the juveniles were sentenced to probation and an 

additional 12% had their cases dismissed or adjourned in contemplation 

of dismissal or received suspended judgments. Half of the juveniles 

• 
--------~--- ------------------------
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probation were given one year and a third were given two 

51 remaining juveniles (40%) were placed in detention 

More than half of those placed were assigned to non-

secure facilities. Eighty five percent of the juveniles who were 

sentenced to detention facilities were placed for 18 months or more. 

Although the breakdown of ,disposition types by borough of 

arrest leaves too few juveniles in each borough to draw clear con­

elusions, it may be of impor tance to note that Queens shows the 

highest proportion of juveniles given plac~ments (50%) and the lowest 

proportion who received probation (41%). 

FAMILY COURT DISPOSITION (SENTENCE) TYPES BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

BROOKLYN BRONX MANHATTAN QUEENS S. I. TOTAL 

PLACE.'1ENT 

Non-Secure 4 lU 6 13' 2 11\ 7 22\ 19 15\ 

Secure 3 10 12 27 4 22 8 25 1 20\ 28 22 

Not Available -2 10 1 _3_ 4 _3 

SUB TOTAL 10 34\ 18 40\ 6 33' 16 50\ 1 20' 51 40\ 

PROEiATION 16 55 22 49 10 56 13 41 1 20 62 48 

DislI'J.ssed/ACD 2 7 3 7 3 9 2 40 10 8 

Suspended 
Judgement -1. 4 2 _4_ 2 11 _l~ 6 _4_ 

TOTAL 29 100\ 45 100\ 18 100' 32 100\ 5 100\ 129 100' 

Type Not 
Available -2 2 _1 2 - 2 -

TOTAL DISPOSED 
(SENTENCED) 32 47 19 34 5 137 

Pending Disposition 
(Sentence) _8 9 .Jl 10 _1 41 

Total Admitted or 
Removed after 
Plea in 
Supreme Court 40 56 32 44 6 178 

Dismissed, ACD, 
Withdrawn or 
Transferred at 
Fact Finding 88 26 16 33 7 170 

P,ending 
F4ct Fi.nding 40 20 12 5 1 78 

Case Status 
Not 
Available 3 1 2 6 

TOTAL FAMILY 
COURT 171 103 62 82 14 412 
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Although only a small number of cases reached the disposition 

• stage in Family Court, the findings here suggest that cases removed by 
the grand jury or by the Supreme Court after disposition there are 
more likely to result in secure detention placement than those which 
are removed from Criminal Court. 

• 

F~~ILY COURT DISPOSITION ( SENTENCE} TYPES BY TYPE OF ~EMOVAL • CRIMI NAt. SUPREME COURT FOR f~'IIL,{ COURT GRANO DISPOSITION COURT ~ FACT FINDING (SENTENCE) ~ 
PLACE-'IENT 

Non-Secure 15 15\ 2 20\ 2 10\ 19 15\ 
Secure 18 18 3 30 7 3S 28 2~ • Not Available 4 

4 3 
----

SUBTOTAL 37 JH 5 50\ 9 45\ 51 40' 

Probation 50 51 5 50 7 3S 62 48 

• Dismissed/ACD 6 4 20 10 8 

Suspended 
Judgment 6 6 6 4 

---
TOTAL 99 100' 10 100\ 20 100\ 129 100' 

Type Not 
Available 6 2 6 • TOTAL DISPOSED 
(SENTENCED) 105 12 20 117 

Pending 
Disposition ...n _1, _3 -ll ....!!. (Sentence) 

• Total Admitted 
Or Removed After 
Plea in Supreme 

Court 132 13 3 30 178 
Dismissed,ACD, 
wi thdrawn or 
Transferred 160 8 2 170 at Fact Finding 

• Pending 
Fact Flonding 67 10 1 78 

Case Status 
Not Availabl~ _6 

TOTAt. FAMlt.y 
COURT 365 31 6 30 432 

• 

• 
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An average of 51 days and a median of 43 days elapsed between 

fact finding, and' disposition and in Family Court. The differences 

between boroughs appear to be minor. 

AVERAGE AND'r.1EDIAN DAYS FRON FACT FINDING* TO 
FAMILY COURT DISPOSITION (SENTENCE) , BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

BROOKLYN BRONX NAN HATTAN QUEENS s. I. TOTAL 

AVERAGE 45.0 50.3 58.4 54.1 35.5 50.8 

MEDIAN 40.5 42.5 41. 5 34.5 28.5 43 

Number of Juveniles 24 44 16 30 4 118 

. 
4 1 19 Days Not Avai~able 8 3 3 

TOTAL DISPOSED 32 47 19 34 5 137 
(SENTENCED) 

* For juveniles whose cases were removed from Supreme Court after 
disposition there for disposition (sentencing) in Family Court, the 
number of days was calculated from first Family Court appearance. 

The term of the disposition imposed by the Family Court was 

available for only 20 of the 28 juveniles placed in secure facilities 

and 16 of the 19 placed in non-secure facilities. The terr~s ranged 

from three months to 

months of detention. 
to two years. Half 

five years, with three quarters given eighteen . 
The length of probation ranged from three months 
of the 60 juveniles in this category were to 

remain on probation for one year and an additional 38% were given two 

years probation. 
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• 
LENGTH OF DISPOSITION (SENTENCE) IN FAMILY COURT* 

SECURE NON-SECURE TYPE NOT TOTAL 

• PLACEMENT PLACEMENT AVAILABLE PLACEMENT PROBATION TOTAL 

3 Months 1 5% 1 3% 2 3% 3 3% 

6 Honths 1 5 1 3 3 5 4 4 

• 12 Months 1 6% 1 2 5 31 52 33 33 . 

Up to 18 
Months 1 5 1 6 2 5 - ' - 2 2 

18 Months 13 65 13 82 . 2 28 72 1 2 29 29 

• 1-:-3 Years 1 6 1 3 i 1 

2 Years 23 38 23 23 

3 Years 1 5 1 3 1 1 

• Up to 
3!.:i Years 1 5 1 3 1 1 

5 Years 2 10 2 5 2 2 --
• 20 100% 16 . 100% 3 39 100% 60 100% 99 100% 

Length of 
Disposition 
Not 8 3 1 12 ,2 14 

e Available -
TOTAL 

DISPOSITIONS 
~VITH PLACE- " , 

HENT OR 28 19 4 51 62 ' 113 

• PROBATION 

Disposition: Other 16 
Disposition Type Not Available 8 
Pending Disposition 39 

• TOTAL ADHITTED OR REMOVED FROM 
SUPREME COURT FOR FAMILY COURT DISPOSITION 176 

e' 

• 
--------------------------- -- -
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CHAPTER VI 

PRE'l·.t<.~AL DETENTION AND POST-l\RRAIGNMENT RELEASE 

This chapter discusses the length of pretrial detention and 

type of release secured by the 446 interviewed juvenile offenders who 
were held at the Department of Correctio~'s Juvenile Offender Deten­

tion Center (JODC) as of Criminal Court arraignment. The vast 

majority of these juveniles (412 o~ 92%) were held on bail while the 

remaining detainees (3~ or 8%) were remanded at arraignment with no 

bail set. The seven remanded juveniles whose cases were removed to 

Fa mil y Co u r tat a r r a i g n men t c\ r e not inc Iud e din t his c hap t e r • The y 
were housed at Spofford House, the Ci.ty's secure detention facility 

* for juvenile delinquents. 

Throughout the following discussion, detention time is measured 

from the date of Criminal Court arraignment until release from JODC by 

any means -- ROR, the making of bail, or case disposition. Detention 

prior to Criminal Court arraignment is excluded from the calculations. 

The data also ex"lude detention time resulting from the 

revision of release conditions in the direction of greater stringency: 

Le., a remand replacing ROR or a bail-made release, or bond/cash 

alternative set higher than can be made repla~ing an ROR or bail-made 
release condition. It should also be noted that rearrests constitute, 

in this chapter, new cases, and the detent ion time is accoun ted for 

accordingly. 

* As of "July 9, 1979 all jcivenile offenders except those charged with 
A-I felonies are housed at Spofford. 
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• A. LENGTH OF DETENTION 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'. 
• 

• 

G 

• 

The detained juvenile offenders spent an average of 15 days in 

JODe. However, the med ian number 0 f day s detai ned is 6. Fou r of 

every ten juveniles were detained 3 days or less, two thirds were de­

tained one y,'eek or less! and more than seven of every ten deta'ined 

juveniles were held fQr two weeks or less. At the same tIme, one of 

every five juveniles was held more than a month, one of every six was 

held, more than two months, and one of every eight spent more than 

three months in detention as of August 1, 1979. It is important to 

note tha t th i s r epor t incl udes j uven i les ar r es ted th rough ~tay 31, 

1979. ' No juvenile arrested in ,May could be detained for more than two 

months as of the first of August when data collection ceased. The 

length of detention data presented here therefore understate both 

average detentio'i' and the proportion of juveniles \>1ho are held more 

than two months. 

LENGTH OF DETENTION AT JODC 

Nurrber of Status as of August 1, 1979 Number of Percent of Cumulative 
Days I::etained Not Detained Juveniles Total Percent 

1,,·3 172 172 40.0% 40.0% 
4 42 42 9.8 .4 9. a 
5 38 38 8.8 58.6 
6 23 23 5.4 64.0 
7 13 13 3.0 67.0 

8-14 23 23 5.4 72.4 
15-21 12 12 2.8 75.2 
22-29 12 12 2.8 78.0 
30-44 9 9 2.1 80.1 
45-59 14 14 3.3 83.4 
60-89 3 11 14 3.3 86.7 
90-119 4 9 13 3.0 89.7 

120-179 11 9 20 4.7 94.4 
180-282 17 7 24 5.6 100.0 

35 394 429 100.0% 

Detention Days Not Available 1 7 

TOTAL DETAINED AT JODC 
AT 1>.RRAIGNMENT 446 
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Over a third of the juvenile offenders detained' at JODe 

arraignment were Brooklyn arrests and almost three of every ten de­

tainees were Queens arrests. Bronx arrests account for less than a 

fifth of 1;:he detained juveniles while Manhattan arrests account for 

little more than one of every ten detainees. Although Bronx arrests 

represent a relatively ·.s·mal.1. proportion of all juvenile detainees, the 

averag0 and median lengths of detention for these juveniles are about 

50% longer th.an for juveniles in any other borough and about three 

times the· citywide figures. Brooklyn juvenile~ show the lowest 

aver,age and - median detention • Detained juveniles ar rested in 

Bronx were most likely to be detained eight days Of. more (53%) 

comp~red with 39% in Queens and 26% in both Manhattan and Brooklyn. 

L::NCTH OF OETE:NTION BY BOROUGH OF ,"-RR::ST 

AVERAGE 

~IEDI.:W 

1 - 7 Days 

8 or More Days 

Days Detained 
Not Available 

TOTAL DE:TA.!NED 
~T ARRA!GNMENT 

BROOKLYN 

18.9 

3 

133 78\ 

37 22 

170 100% 

7 

177 

40 

46 

86 

3 

89 

BRONX l".AIIHNi'TAN 

45.8 

B 

47\ 

53 

100% 

46 

16 

62 

2 

64 

36.3 

5 

7H 

26 . 

100\ 

32.6 

5 

60 6H 9 

38 39, 

98 100\ 13 

1 

102 14 

44.7 

4 

69\ 

31 

100\ 

29.8 

5 

288 67\ 

141 33 

429 100\ 

17 

446 

the 

as 

Thirty eight percent (38%) of the juvenile offenders detained 

at arraignment were held on bail of $500 or less and just over a fifth 

were held on $750 to $1500. The lowest monetary condition set for 14% 

of the detained juveniles was between $2000 and $4000 while bail of 

$5000 or more was set for an additional 18% of the detained juveniles. 

The remaining 8% detained at arraignment were remanded with no mone­

tary condition set. 
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As shown in the tabl e below" the mean (54 days) and med ian (13 

days) length of detention for juveniles with bail set at $5000 or more 

is about three times greater than for juveniles for whom lower bail 

was set a tar r a i g n men t • Th e me an ( 12 3 day s) , and me d i an (118 day s ) are 

highest for juveniles who were remanded at arraignment. Similarly, 

three quarters of the remanded juveniles and more than half of those 

with bail of $5000'or more set at arraigment were detained more than a 

week as compared with less than a third of the juveniles in, the 

$750-$1500 and $2000-$4000 category and only 17% of those with $500 or 

less bail set. 

LENGTH OF DETENTION B¥ LOWEST MONETARY CONDITION SET ~T ARRAIGNMENT 

$500 S7S0 - $2 0,000- $5,000 
Or Less S15,OOO $4,000 Or More REI".AND TOTAL 

AVERAGE 15.1 19.5 18.1 53.9 '123.2 31. 5 

).u:DIAN 3 4.5 4 13 117.5 •• 5 

1 - 7 134 83\ 64 69\ 41 69\ ,36 47. 8 25' 283 67' . 
8 or More 27 17 29 31 18 31 41 53 24 75 139 33 

161 100\ 93 100\ 59 100\ 77 100\ 32 100\ 422 100' 

Amount Not Available 7 

Length of Detention Not Available d 

TOTAL DET!UNED AT ARRAIGNMENT 446 

Almost half of all detained juvenile offenders were charged 

• with first degree robbery at arrest and an additional quarter were 

arrested on second degree robbery charges. More than one of every ten 

detained juveniles was charged with murder or attempted murder. Rob­

bery offenses account for only six of every ten juveniles detained 

beyond q week while murder and attempted 'murder comprise more than two 

of every ten juveniles who did not secure release within a week of 
• 

• 

• 

• 

their arraignments. 

Juveniles charged with murder show a particularly high rate of 

detention beyor.J one week; three quarters of them spent more than 

eight days in detention. More than half of the juveniles ~harged with 

attempted murder, arson or sodomy were detained beyond a week. The 

average (138.5 days) and median (124.5 days) length of detention for 

juv.enile offenders charged with murder is markedly 9reater than the 

comparable figures for those charged with any other· offenses. 
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Juveniles charged with first degree robbery spent an average of 25 

days in detention while those charged with rObbery in the second 

degree were detained an average of 20 days. The median detention for 

• these charge categories was four d.ays and three days, respectively. 

The arrest charge associated with the shortest detention is assault, 

for which the average w'as six days and the med ian three days. Only 

one of the nine juvenile offenders charged with assault was held more 
_. than one week. 

• 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

LENGTH OF DETENTI~N B¥ MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE 

Robbery 1 

Robbery 2 

Rape 

• Murder 

At':.. Murder 

Assault 1 

Sodomy 

Arson 

Other 

1 - 7 DAYS 8 OR ~ORE DAYS TOTAL 

147 

Sl 

23 

5 

12 

8 

5 

51' 57 40\ 204 48% 25.2 
.72% t8\ lOOt 

28 27· 19 108 25 19.9 
75\ 2?' 100\ 

8 . 11 
681 

2 16 
25\ 

4 15 
01 

3 1 
891 

2 
Hi 

7 

8 34 
HI 

11 20 
751 

11 28 
57\ 

1 9 
111 

5 12 
581 

8 43.7 
10 0' 

5 138.5 
100\ 

6 43.5 
1001 

2 5.9 
1001 

3 35.2 
10 0' 

4 1 5 4 9 2 31.3 
441 66\ 100i 

3 1 2 1 5 1 8.6 
_601 __ 401 __ ,oa' 

288 100% 141 429 100\ 31.8 
67\ 33\ 100\ 

Length of Detention Not Available 17 

ill TOTAL DETAINED AT ARRAIGNMENT 

MEDIAN 

4. a 

3.0 

5.0 

124.5 

18.5 

3.0 

11. 5 

17.0 

4.0 

4.5 

The length of detention is related to the Criminal Court 

disposition of the proceedings against the juvenile. Juveniles whose 

cases ar.e transferred to the Supreme Court comprise increasing propor­

tions of detained juveniles held for lengthier periods of time. These 

juveniles comprise aoout a third of the juveniles detained less than a 

week but represent three quarters of the juveniles detained one month 

or more. Similarly, juveniles whose cases are eventually removed to 

-------~------ --~------



• 
Family Court comprise almost half of the under one week detainees but 

• less than a tenth of those detained more than a month. Almost 90% of 

detained juveniles whose cases were·"removed, dismissed or are still 

pending in Criminal Court were detained less than a week as compared 

• 

• 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

to only 43% of the transfers to Supreme Court. Thus, the average (58 

days) and median (14 days) length of detention was substantially 

longer for transferred juveni~es than for those whose cases were re­

moved (eight days and three days), dismissed (six days and three days) 

or still pending in Criminal Court (both three days). 

LENGTH OF DETENTION AT JODC BY CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION 

PE:'IDIl'C DI Dr~SEO DI RDUlED TO TRA."~Pa> 'XU 
~ o:tJ"RT CRDIINAL a..""URI' F;;.'ITr:{ COJ"RT SUPRf:-lE CUlRI' rorAL 

AVERAGE 3.4 5.7 7.6 57.9 31.8 

MEDIAN 3.0 3.0 3.0 14 4:5 

1 - 3 days 13 65\ 29 54\ 73 49\ .... 56 28' 171 40\ 
n 171 43' 331 1001 

4 - 7 days 6 30 18 34 58 39 33 16 115 27 
5\ 161 Sal 39' 1001 

8 - 30 days 1 5 J 6 11 7 33 16 48 11 
21 6' 231 691 1001 

3l - 60 days 2 4 4 3 17 8 23 5 
21 17' 741 1001 

61 or !TOre 1 2 3 2 66 32 70 17 

- " _4' - _941 - --1.£.01 

20 100\ 53 100\ 149 100\ 205 100\ 427 100' 
5\ 121 35' m 1001 

Disposition Not Available 2 

Length of Detention Not Available 17 

TOTAL DETAINED AT ARRAIGNMENT 446 

Length of detention was also examined by the stage in the court 

process at which release was secured. As shown below, eight of every 

ten short-term detainees (one week or less) secured release in 

Cr iminal Cour t. Those who secured release after longer detention (one 

month or more) were more likely to be released between Criminal Court 

and Supreme Court or in the higher court. 
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l.E!lGTH OF DETENTION BY C.>,SE S':'A1'US hnEN RELE."SED 

1 - 3 4 - 7 8 - 30 31 - 60 MORE THhN 

~ ~~ ~ DAYS £..l!ONTH TOTAL 

-
In Criminal 

Court US 85\ 87 78\ 16 36\ 4 20\ 1. 1\ 243 60\ 

Between Criminal 
and Supreme 
Court 6 5 10 22 2 10 18 4 

In Supreme 
5 11 8 40 15 22 28 7 Court 

In Famly Court 6 4 9 8 9 20 1 5 2 3 27 7 

Not Released* 18 11 10 9 5 11 5 25 50 74 88 22 

159 100\ 112 100\ 4S 100\ 20 100\ 68 100\ 404 100\ 

Length of Detention Not Available 17 

Status Not Available 25 

TOTAL DETAINED AT ARRAIGNMENT 446 

* Throughout this chapter, the "Not Released" ~a~egory inc~udes both 
juveniles who were detained until the disposltlon of their cases as 
well as those detained as of August 1, 1979, the close of data 
collection on detention. 

Length of detention was also examined separately for juveniles 

who secured release on recognizance, release on bail, or who were not 

released either until case disposition or after data gathering was 

completed. Almost nine of every ten detained juveniles who were ROR'd 
subsequent to arraignment and almost two thirds of the juveniles who 

made bail subsequent to arraignment. were released within one week. 

Three quarters of the juveniles who did not secure release on bailor 

on recognizance were detained more than one week. 

LENGTH OF DETENTION BY TYPE OF RELEASE SECURED 

1 - 3 4 - 7 8 - 30 31 - 60 MORE THAN 
~ ~ DAYS DAYS 2 MONTHS ~ 

ROf( 74 47\ 76 68\ 11 24\ 3 l5t 6 9' 170 42' 
411 45\ 671 101 41 /001 

!!.AIL MADE 67 42 26 23 29 65 12 60 12 18 146 36 
46\ 1&\ 201 n " 1001 

NOT RELEASED 18 II 10 9 5 11 5 25 50 73 88 22 
%01 III 67\ 6\ 511 1001 

m 100\ ill lOOi 4! IllOi ~lOOi b8 lDOf lOT 100' 

Length of Detention not Available 17 

Type of Release Not Available 25 

TOTAL DETAINED AT ARRAIGNMENT 446 
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Among the juveniles detained one to three days; equivalent 

proportions. secured release on recognizance (47%) and release on bail 

(42~). However, two thirds of the fqur-to-s8ven day det~inees secured 

• release on recognizance. Juveniles who were detained more than a week 

were at least twice as likely to secure release on bail as release on 

recognizance. 

• B. TYPE OF RELEASE SECURED 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

More than four of every ten juveniles detained at arraignment 

eventually secured release on recognizance, a third posted bail and 

more than .t-w0··,of every ten were not released until case disposition or 
\ 

were still detained at the close of data collection. 

Borough differences in the types of release secured by detained 

juvenile offenders are of interest because of their magnitude. While 

little mo're than a quarter of detained Bronx juveniles and only a 

third of those in Queens or Staten Island were ROR'd s,ubsequent to'· 

arraignment, almost half the Brooklin juvenile detainees an~ more than 

half of Manhattan juvenile detainees were subsequently released on 

their own recognizance. The proportion of. detained juveniles who 

secured release on bail also varies by borough. Only a fifth of 

Manhattan detainees as compared with almost: forty percent citywide 

made bail after Criminal Court arraignment. When juveniles subse­

quently released on bailor own recognizance are examined together, 

Brooklyn shows the highest rate of rQlease (88%) followed by Manhattan 

(78%) and Queens (77%). The combined release rate is far lower for 

the Bronx (66%). Conversely, the proportion of detainees who were not 

released prior to disposition ranged from 12% in Brooklyn to 34% in 

the Bronx. 

TYPE OF RELEASE SECURED BY A~~ST BOROUGH 

BROOKLYN ~ MANHATTAN ~ ~ TOTAL 

ROR'd. 76 48' 25 28\ 36 56\ )3 34\ 4 33\ 114 42\ 

Bail Made 62 40 33 38 14 22 40 42 3 2S 152 36 

Not Released 19 12 30 34 14 22 23 24 5 42 91 22 -- --
157 100\ 88 100\ 64 loot 96 100' 12 100' 417 100' 

Type of Release 
Not Available 20 1 6 l 29 - -

TOTAL DETA WED 
AT ARRAIGNMENT 177 89 64 102 t4 446 
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• 
The proportion' of detained j,uvenile offenders who made bail . 

subsequent to arraignment (37%) is related to the amount of bail set 

• at arraignment. Half of the detained juveniles who were held on $500 

or . I ess even t ually pos ted bai I as cO[11pa.r ed with lit tIe mor e th a.n a 
quarter of the. juveniles held on $5000 or more. The bail ami)Unt is 

similarly related to the proportion of juveniles who did not secure 

• pretrial release before the close of data collection or .until their 

cases were disposed. However; the proportion of detainees who secured 

post-arraignment release on recognizance does not vary by the amount 

of bail set at arraignment. 

• 
Lm'JEST MONETARY CONDITION: 
CASH ALTEfu~ATlVE AMOUNT SET OR BAIL BOND BY TYPE OF RELEASE SECURED 

• $500 $750- $2000 - . $5000 
Or Less $1500 $4000 or !vlore REt-lAND TOTAL 

ROR'd. 

• Bail Made 

• 

• 

Not 
Released 

63 

79 

14 

156 

40% 41 

51 30 

9 16 

100% 87 

47% 26 46% 28 38% 12 35% 170 

35 20 35 21 28 150 

18 11 19 25 34 22 65% 88 

100% 57 100% 74 100% 34 100% 408 

Amount Not Available 9 

Type of Release Not Available 29 

TOTAL DETAINED AT ARRAIGNMENT 446 

Detained juveniles charged with arson (50%) or with robbery in 

• the second degree (49%) showed the highest rates of subsequent release 

on recognizance. Those charged with assault (60%) or attempted murder 

(52%) were most likely to secure release on bail. Only one of the 21 

juveniles detained a~ arraignment who was charged with murder posted 

• bail and almost two thirds of these juveniles did not ~ecure pretrial 

release. 

• 

42% 

37 

21 

100% 

~~- ----~--~~ 
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~lOST SEVERE ,~RREST CHARGE BY TYPE Of' RELEASE SECURED 

~~ BAIL M.lI.DE NOT RELEASED TOT,lI.L 

Robbery 1 87 44\ 81 41\ 30 15\ 198 100\ . 
Robbery 2 50 49 34 33 19 18 103 100 

Rape 15 116 8 24 10 30 33 100 

Att. ~urder 6 22 14 52 7 26 27 ~OO 

!1urder 7 33 5 13 62 21 100 

sodomy 2 20 3 30 5 50 10 100 

,"rson 5 50 2 20 3 30 10 100 

Assault 6 60 40 10 100 

Other 40 3 60 5 100 

174 42\ 152 36\ 91 22% 417 100\ 

Type of Release Not Available 29 

TOV,L DETAINED AT ARRAIGNMENT :jT6 

Detained juvenile offenders whose cases were removed to Family 

Court show a higher ROR rate (61%) than t~ose whose cases were trans-

ferred to Supreme Court (28%), although the 

higher bail made rate (45% versus 26%). 

Supreme Court (26%) than Family Court (13%) 

Supreme Court cases show a 

A g rea ter propor t ion of 

cases were detained until 

final disposition or until the close of data collection. Cases dis-

• missed in Criminal Court show a relatively low ROR; a surprisingly 

high '(36%) proportion of these juve':liles were detained until 

dismissal. The types of release secured by these juveniles are not as 

discrepant as they appear when viewed in light of the earlier finding 

• regarding their length of detention: detained juveniles whose cases 

are dismissed in Criminal Court spend an average of only 5.7 and 

median of 3 days in detention. All of the juveniles whose cases were 

pending Criminal Court disposition secured pretrial release, suggest-

• ing that these cases are unlikely to be transferred to Supreme Court • 

• 
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rYPE OF RELEASE SECURED BY CRHIINAL COURT 01 SEJC'SI 'l'ION ------- ---

Pending Removed Dismissed Transferred 
In Criminal To Family In Criminal to Supreme 

Court Court Court Court TOTAL 

ROR'd 9 5U% 88 61% 19 38% 58 28% 174 

Bail Made 9 50 37 26 13 26 93 46 152 

Not 
Released 19* 13 18 36 54 26 91 

18 100% 144 100% 50 100% 205 100% 417 

Disposition Not Available 1 
Type of Release Not Available 28 

TOTAL DETAINED AT ARRAIGNMENT 446 

* Subsequently detained at Spofford until case disposition in Family 
Court or until the close of data collection. 

C. STAGE IN THE COURT PROCESS WHEN THE JUVENILES WERE RELEASED 

Six of every ten juvenile offenders detained at Criminal Court 

arraignment subsequently secured release in Criminal Court. An 

addit~onal four percent obtained release between Criminal and Supreme 

Court, seven percent obtained release after their cases reached 

Supreme Court, and seven percent were released in Family Court. The 

remaining cases (91 of 418) did not secure release or their cases were 

still pending disposition. 

Two thirds of all juveniles detained at JODC secured release 

before their cases were sent to Family or Supreme Court. Nanhattan 
cases show the highest rate of release in Criminal Court (69%), 

followed by Brooklyn (68%) and Queens cases (60%). The Criminal Court 

~~~~~- --~ --~~-~-- - - ~- - ----

42% 

36 

22 

100% 
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release rate for detained juveniles arrested in the Bronx (42% ) is 
substantially lower than the citywide proportion. 

CASE S'rATUS WHEN RELEASED BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

BROOKLYN ~ ~~ ~ ~ TOTAL 

In Criminal 
Court 107 68\ 37 42\ 44 69\ 57 60\ 6 50\ 251 60\ 

Bet .... een 
Criminal and 
Supreme 
Court 10 6 3 3 6 6 19 4 

In Supreme 
Court 10 6 7 8 5 8 5 5 . 1 a 28 7" 

In Family 
Court 11 8 11 13 1 1 5 S 28 7 

Not Released 19 12 30 34 14 22 23 24 S 42 91 22 -- -
157 100\ 88 100\ 64 100\ 96 100\ 12 100\ 417 100\ 

Status Not 
Available 20 1 6 2 29 -

TOTAL DETAINED 
AT 

ARAAIGN~1ENT 177 89 64 102 14 446 

The table below displays the relationship between bail amount 

and the stage in the court process at which release was secured. 

Juveniles with lower bail amounts ($2000 or less) are more likely to 

• be released in Criminal Court than those with higher bailor who were 
remand'ed. Three quarters of the juveniles with bail of $500 or less 

and two thirds of those in the $750 to $1500 category secured pretrial 

release in Criminal Court as compared to less than four of every ten 

• whose bail was $500 or h'ight~r and barely a3uarter of the juveniles 
who were remanded. Similarly, remanded juveniles were most likely to 

remain in detention until disposition or beyond the close of data 

gather ing. 

• 

• 
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(28%) , 

61 

LOWEST MONETARY CONDITION: 

In Criminal 
court. 

Bet.ween 
Criminal 
and supreme 
Court 

In Supreme 
Court 

In Family 
Court 

Not Released 

. CASH ALTERNATIVE IF SET OR BAIL N-IOUN'r AT 
ARRAIGNMENT BY CASE STATUS miEN RELEASED 

$500 
OR LESS 

$750 - $2000- $5000 
ill..Qi... $4000 OR ~\ORE 

116 75\ 59 67\' 35 62\ 28 38\ 8 23\ 246 60\ 

7 4 6 7 1 2 5 7 19 5 

9 6 2 2 7 la 9 12 1 28 7 

10 6 5 6 3 5 7 9 3 9 28 7 

14 9 16 18 11. 19 25 34 22 65 88 21 

156 100\ 88 100\ 57 :100\ 74 100\ 34 100\ 409 100\ 

Case Status Not. Available 
~unt Not. Av~ilable 

9 
28 

TOTAL DET~INEO AT ARRAIGNMENT 446 

An examination of case status when released by most severe 

charge ind ica te s 

a t tempted murder 

that 

(30%) 

detained juveniles 

or sodomy (30%) are 

charged with murner 

unlikely' to secure 

release while their cases are in Criminal Court. Juveniles charged 

with attempted murder showed the highest rate of release in Supreme 

Court (22%) and between Criminal and Supreme Court while their cases 

were pending indictment (18%). Juveniles in the rape (15%) and arson 

(20%) charge categories were most likely to be detained until their 

release in Family Court. 

CASE STATUS h~EN RELEASED BY MOST SEVERE ARREST CI~RGE 

Robbery 1 

Robbery 2 

Rape 

Att. Murder 

Murder 

Sodomy 

Arson 

Assault 

Other 

134 68\ 6 3' 

71 69 4 4 

15 46 

8 30 

6 28 

3 30 

S SO 

5 SO 

4 80 

:2 6 

5 18 

1 10 

1 . 10 

251 60' 19 5\ 

IN 
SUPR.:lo1E 

~ 

18 9\ 

2 2 

1 3 

6 22 

1 5 

28 7\ 

7 7 

5 15 

1 4 

1 5 

1 10 

2 20 

1 20 

28 7\ 

30 15\ 198 100\ 

'19 18 103 100 

10 30 

7 26 

13 62 

5 SO 

3 30 

4 40 

33 100 

27 100 

21 100 

10 100 

10 100 

10 100 

5 100 

91 22' 417 100' 

Case St.atus Not Available 29 

TOTAL DETAINED AT ARRAIGNMENT H6 
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CHAprrER VI I 

FAILURES TO APPEAR 

Release from, pretr ial custody on personal recognizance or on 

bail entails a promise by the defendant that he or she will return to 

court voluntarily for every hearing date' the court has established. 

The breaking of that promise normally results in the issuance of a 

bench warrant authorizing the defendant's arrest. in order to compel 
attendance. If bail; either cash or bond, had bee~ posted, the defen7 

dant risks forfeiture of his (or a third party's)' money. For an adult 

criminal, an additional charge, bail-jumping, could be pressed by the 

prosecutor. This chapter discusses failure to appear r'ates and the 

factors that are related to failure to app,.~ar amons juvenile 'of~en-

• ders. The failure to appear or warrant rate is calculated as the pro-

• 

• 

• 

• 

portion of juveniles who secured release on bailor recognizance for 

whom bench warrants were issued for a missed appearance. The abbre­

viation "FTA" will be used as shorthand for "failure to appear." . 
Juveniles who miss a scheduled court appearance but for whom no bench 

warrant is issued are not tallied here as failures to appear. 

A total of 89 (11.8%) of the 755 juveniles who secured pretr~al 

release on bailor recognizance failed to appear for a scheduled court 
* adjournment. Five of these juveniles failed to appear in both 

" , 
Criminal and Supreme Courts, and one missed appearanceS in both 

Criminal and Family Courts. Criminal court appearances were missed by 

33 juveniles, Family Court appearances by 36 juveniles, and 26 missed 

a Supreme Court appearance. The juveniles who failed to appear' in 

Criminal Court represent 5.9% of all juveniles released there while 
the rate of failure to appear was 9.5% in Family Court and 16.9% in 

Supreme Court. 

• * Appearance histories were unavailable for an additional 50 juveniles 
who secured pretrial release. 

• 
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Strong borough differences are evident in the proportion of 

juvenile~ who failed to appear. Overall, only 4~8% of Bronx juveniles 

failed to appear as compared to 12.7%,13.0% and 13.6% in Brooklyn, 

Queens and Staten Island, respectively, and 15.8% of Manhattan juve-, 
niles. The Manhattan failures occurred principally while the cases 

were within the jurisdiction of Criminal Court. Manhattan juveniles 

comprise less than a quarter of Criminal Cour~ releases city~ide but 

represent almost half of all juveniles who failed to appear in the 

lower court. The Manhattan PTA rate in that court (13.7%) is more 

than three t:.imes the combined rate for the 'remaining boroughs (3.9%). 

J\t the same time, the Manhattan PTA rates in Supreme (10.0%) and 

Family (5.6%) COllrts are substantially lower than the citywide figures 

(16.9% and 9.5%). In Brooklyn, the Bronx and Staten Island, the FTA 

• rate was highest in Supreme Court while in Queens the rate was highest 

in Family Court. 

FAILURE TO APPEAR RATE BY BOROUGH OF ARREST 

• CRIMINAL COURT SUPREME COURT FAMILY COURT TOTAL ---

BrooklYI) 11/221 5.0% 15/60 25.0% 18/156 11.5% 39/308 12.7 

• Bronx 3/105 2.9% '1/21 4.8% 4/90 4.4% 7/146 4.8 

Manhattan 16/117 13.7% 2/20 10.0% 3/54 5.6% 21/133 15.8-

Queens 3/96 3.1% 5/43 11. 6% 11/72 15 .. 3% 19/146 13.0 

• Staten Island 0/19 0.0% '3/10 30.0% ' 0/8 0.0% 3/2~ 13.6-

3.3/558 5.9% 26/154 16.9% 36/380 9.5% 89/755*11.8" 

• 
* Throughout this chapter, the six juveniles (five in Brooklyn and one 
in the Bronx) who failed to appear in two courts are tallied only once 

• in the total. The nwnber of juveniles released in Family and Supreme 
Court do not sum to the C~iminal Court tota.l nor do thE~ numhe:r of 
juveniles released in each court sum to the grand total. because of 
overlaps and exclusions. For example, many juveniles released in 
Criminal Court never reached Family or Supreme Court an~ many were 

• also released in Family or Supreme Court. 
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• 
An exam.ination of failure to. appear rates within arrest charge 

• categories indicates that juveniles charged with first degree robb~ry 

(14.6%) are more likely to fail to appear than those charged with 

second degree robbery (10.9%) who in turn show a higher PTA rate than 

juveniles charged with all other offenses (7.4%). However r only 

• juveniles charged with first degree rob~ery showed a particularly high 

FTA rate in Criminal Court. In Supreme Court, the PTA rate was higher 

for juveniles charged with second than with first degree robbery. 

• 

• 

• 

FAIWRE TO APPEAR RATE BY HOST SEVERE JlRREST CHARGE . . 

CRIM1:NAI. COURT SUPRE.'IE COURT F .... "II~RT TOTA~ 

Robbery 1 19/237 8.0~ 11/79 16.5' 19/143 13.3' 49/336 14.6\ 

Robbery 2 9/211 4.3\ 8/40 20.0\ 13/158 8.2\ 28/256 10.9\ 

All Other 5/110 4.5\ 5/35 14.3\ 4/79 5.1\ 12/163 7.4\ 

TOTAL 33/558 5.9\ 26/154 16.9' 36/380 9.5' 89/755 11.8\ 

Females show a slightly higher PTA rate (13.8%) than males 

(11.6%). The greatest difference occurred in Family Court where the 
female FTA rate (18.5%) was ~ore than twice that of the males (8.8%). 

There · .... as no difference in Supreme Court, and ma.les (6.1%) showed a 

• higher rate than females (4.3%) in Criminal Court. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

FAII.URE TO APPEAR RATES BY GENDER 

~NAI. .COUR.! SUPREME COURT FA.'1II.Y C(;URT ~ 

Male 31/1512 6.1\ 25/148 16.9\ 31/353 8.8\ 81/697 11. 6\ 

Female 2/46 4.3\ 1/6 16.7\ 5/27 lB.5' 8/58 :1..3.8\ 

TOTAL 33/558 5.9\ 261154 16.9\ 36/380 9.5' 89/755 11. 8\ 

Juveniles who reported to CJA during their interview that they 

were currently on parole or probation were more than twice as likely 

to fair to appear (21.7%) as juveniles who reported no current parole 

or probationary status (10.4%). This factor was more strongly re­

lated to failure to appear in Family Court (24.7% versus 7.4%) than in 

.' . 
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Criminal Court (9.4% versus 5.3%). InS up rem e Co u r t , the' e f f e c tis 

reversed (12.5% versus 17.1%) However, about half as many Supreme 

Court releases as Criminal or Family Court r.eleases had reported that 

they were currently on probation or parole. "f' 

fAILURE TO APPEAR RATES BY S.ELF-REPORTS Of JUVENIL<:S 
PROBATION OR ?;ROLE stATUS 

• CRIMINAL COURT SUPRE.'-:E COURT f.'.'1ILY COURT TOT A!! 
On Probation 

or Parole 3/32 .9 • 4'% 2/16 12.5% 9/35 25.7% 13/60 21. 7% 

Not on 
Probation or 
Parole 2[,/474 5.3\ 22/129 17.1% 23/311 7.H 65/628 10.4\ ----

28/506 5': 6\ H/145 16.6% 32/346 9.2% 78/688 11.3\ 

Not Available 7/52 2/9 4/34 11/67 
----

TOT.~ 33/5sa 5.9% 26/154 16.9\ 36/380 9.5\ 89/755 11.8\ 

L ike ad u ,1 t d e fen dan' t s , j u v e nil e s wit h r e 1 a t i vel y 's tab 1 e 

re~idencest full-time occupations (i:e., schooling), ahd with friends 

• and relatives to vouch for them are more likely to consistently attend 

court than those lacking such community ties. Length of residence at 

a single address makes a difference. In each court, the juveniles who 

repor ted less than a year's residence showed a higher FTA rate than 

~t their current address. The overall those reported a year or more 

difference was 9.2 percentage 

strongly related to FTA rates 
points. However, this factor was more 
in Criminal' Court (13.5% versus 3.3%) 

than in Family Court (13.5% versus 8.4%) and showed only a 3.1% per-

• centage difference in Supreme Court. 

FAILURE TO APPE.;R RATES BY LENGTH OP RESIDE1lCE 
AT CURRENT ADDRESS 

CRIMINAL COURT SUPREME COURT FII..'1ILY COUR'Z' 1'OTAL 

Less than a 
year 12/89 13.sl 5/26 19.2\ 7/52 13.5\ 22/124 17.7% 

A year or 
rnot'e 14/420 3. Jl 19/118 16.1\ 25/299 8.4\ 54/569 9.5\ 

----
26/509 5.1\ 24/144 16.1\ 32/351 9.1\ 76/693 11. 0\ 

Not AvaHable 7/49 2/l0 4/29 13/62 ----
TOTAL 33/558 5.9\ 26/154 l6.9\ 36/380 9.5\ 89/755 ll.8\ 

, 
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Juveniles who did not report full-time school attendance were 

more than three times as likely to fail to appear as their counter-, 

parts who inqicated that they were attending school at the' time of 

their arrest (30.0% versus 9.4%). Again, this factor is most strongly 

related to failure to appear in Criminal Court where those not in 

SC0oo1 were more than five times as likely to miss a schedul~d 

appearance. These juveniles were three times more likely to skip a 

Family Court appearance and almost twice as likely to miss an appear­
~nce in,Supreme Court. 

FAILURE TO APPEAR RATES !l'i SELF-REPORTS OF SCHOOL ,\'l"!'ENDANCE 

CRIMINAL COURT SUPREME COURT F.'\,llIL'i COURT TOTAL 

In School 19/453 4.2% 18/119 15.1% 24/309 7/8% 57/608 9.4% 

Not In School 8/42 19.0% 5/18 27.8% 8/33 24.2\ 19/64 30.0% 

27/495 5.5\ 23/137 16.8% 32/342 6.1% 76/672 11. 3\ 
Not Available 6/63 3/17 4/38 13/83 

TOTAL 33/558 5.9% 26/154 16.9\ 36/380 9.5% 59/755 11. 8' 

During the CJA interview, juveniles were asked whether they 

expected someone other than the police or an attorney to attend their 

Criminal Court arraignment. The FTA rate among juveniles who did not 

expect anyone (20.0%) was twice the rate among juveniles who expected 

someone to attend (9.8%). The significance of' this expectation 

element ~.s apparent in Criminal Court (14.9% versus 4.0%) and Family 
Court (20.0% versus 7.6%) but not evident in Supreme Court (11.5% 

versus.17.6%) . 

FAILURE TO APPEAR RATES BY WHETHER TilE JlJV,,:, III':' 
EXPECT SOMEONE OTIIER THAN POLICE OR ATTORNEYS .v 

ATTEND TIIEIR CRIM!N,\L COURT ARRAIGNM"~:'_I'S __ 

CRI!'iINAL COURT SUPREME COURT F,a.M!LY COURT ~ 
Expect 17/424 4. 0\ 21/119 17.6\ 2:3/301 7.6\ 56/574 9. a, 
00 not expect 11/74 14.9% 3/26 11. 5\ 9/45 20.0' n/110 20.0\ -----

28/498 5.6\ 24/145 17,2\ 32/346 9.2\ 78/684 11.4\ 

Not Available 5/60 2/9 4/34 11/71 ----
TOTAL 33/558 5.9\ 26/154 16.9\ 36/380 9.5\ 89/755 11.8\ 
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CJA staff attempt to verify community ties information by 

communicating with a contact provided by the juvenile. Juveniles for 

whom ho information could be verified were twice as li~ely to fail to 

?ppear (16.2%) as their counterparts for whom at least one element was 

verified (7.8%). The relationship between the outcome of verification 

attempts and failure to appear is strong in both Criminal (10.4% 

versus 2.3%) and Supreme Court (21.9% versus 12.8%) bU.t ·is weaker in '. 
Family Court (10.4% versus 8.1%). 

FAILURE TO APPeAR RATES BY VERIFICATION 
OF LENGTH OF P~S!DENCE 

CRIMINM. COURT SUPRE.'!E COURT F.'<MILY COURT TOTAL 

Verified .7/288 2.4% 10/75 13.3\ 13/196 6.6\ 29/389 7.5\ 

Not Verified 21/213' 9.9% . 14/66 21. 2% 18/146 12. H 48/295 16.3% ----
28/501 5.6\ 24/141 17.0\ 31/342 9.1\ 77/684 11. 3% 

Not Available 5/57 2/13 5/38 12/71 
----

TOTM. 33/558 5.9\ 26/154 16.9\ 36/380 9.5\ 89/755 11.8\ 

FAILURE TO APPEAR RATES BY VERIFICAT10N 
'OF WHO THE JUVENILES Llv~ WITH 

CRIMINAL COURT SUPRE.'!E COURT F."'.NILY COURT TOTM. 

Verified 9/306' 2.9\, 10/78 12.8\ 15/209 7.2\ 33/ US B.O\ 

Not Verified 19/195 9.7\ . 14/63 22.2% 16/133 12.0\ 44/269 16.4\ 

29/501 5,6 24/141 17.0\ 31/342 9.1\ 77/684 11. 2\ 

Not Available 5/57 2/13 5/39 12/71 

TO'I'AL 33/558 5.9\ 26/154 16.9\ 36/38.0 9.5\ 89/155 11.8\ 

FAILURE TO APPEAR RATES BY VERIFICATION 
OF SCHOOL ATTENDANCE 

CRIMINAL COURT SUPRE.'1E COURT FA.'1ILY COURT TOTAL 

Verified 7/279 2.5\ 7/68 10.3% 14/189 7.4% 27/374 7.2\ 

Not Verified 21/219 9.6\ 17/72 23.6\ 17/151 11. 3\ 50/307 16.3\ 

28/498 5.6\ 24/140 17.1% 31/340 9.1\ 77/681 ll.3\ 

Not Available 5/60 2/14 5/40 12/74 

TO'I'AL 33/558 5.9t 26/154 16.9\ 36/380 9.5' 89/755 11.8\ 
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• 

• FAILURE TO APPEAR RATES BY VERIFICATION OF CURRENT ~~DRESS 

CRIMINAL COURT SUPREl1E COURT F."""'I1 .. Y COURT 'TOTAL 

Verified 9/307 2.9\ H/80 13.8' 16/210 7.6\ 34/417 8.2\ 

Not Verified 18/193 9.3\ 13/61 21. 3\ 15/132 11.4% 43/267 16.1\ 

• 2,7/500 5.4\ 24/141 17.0' 31/342 9.1\ 77/684 11. 2' 
Not ]lvai·lable 6/58 2/13 5/38 12/71 

TOTAL 33/558 5.9% 26/154 16.9% 36/380 9.5' 89/755 It. 8\ 

• 
FAILURE TO APP::..o.R ~;TES BY VERIFICATION 

BY PHONE IN RESIDENCE 

CRIMINAL COURT SUPREME COURT FAl,lILY COURT ~ • Verified 8/287 2.8\ 10/72 12.9\ 17/202 8-.4' 34/394 8.6% 

Not Verifie:a 20/213 9.4\ 14/69 20.3' 14/140 10.0t 43/289 14.9\ 

28/500 5.6\ 24/141 17.0' 31/342 9.1\ 77/683 1'1.3\ 

Not Available 5/58 2/13 6/38 12/72 

• TOTA ... 33/558 5.9\ 26/154 16.9% 36/380 9_5\ 89/755 11.8\ 

• 
FAILURE TO APPEk~ RATES BY VERIFICATION 

OF COMMUNITY TIES INFOI<.'~A'1'ION 

CRIMINAL COURT SUPRE.'IE COURT FA.'1ILY COURT TOTAL 

• None Ved fied 20/192 10.4\ 14/64 21. 9\ 14/134 10.a 43/266 16.2. 

At Lease One 
Verified 7/309 2.3\ 10/78 12.8' 17/211 8_1\ 33/421 7.8\ 

27.501 5.4\ 24/142 16.9\ 31/345 9.0\ 76/697 11.1\ 

Not Available 6/57 2/1~ 5/.:35 13/68 

TOTAL 33/558 5.9\ 26/154 16.9' 36/380 9.5t 89/755 11.8\ • 

• 
'" 
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CHAPTER VIII 

REARRESTS 

A total of fifty-three juveniles were arrested more than once as 
* juvenile offenders during the period covered by this report. 

seven were arrested twice and six were arrested three times. 

Forty­

For all 
of the mul tiple 

first or second 

arrests, 

degree. 

the new charge 

Ninety percent 

was usually robbery in 

of the rearrests were 

the 

for 

charges which were the same as or more severe than the first arrest. 

~ 

'" ;! 
a: 
.:: 
a z 
0 
u 
Wl 

'" 

Robbery 1 

Robbery 2 

MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGES ON FIRST AND SECOND 
____ =--:,lllVENILE OFFENDER ARRESTS 

FIRST ARREST 

~ Rob.2 Att.Nur. Ass. 1 Arson 1 

10 9 2 2 

5 12 1 

Att.~lurder 2 1 

Ra?e 1 

Sodomy 1 

NIl'. 

TOTAL 

3 2 

1 

_1 

22 

_1 

25 

More Severe 
Same 
Less Severe 

NI.~ 

2 2 

24 47\ 
22 0 

5 10 

51 100\ 

2 

53 

CASES ARRESTED THREE TIMES 

~ 

Rob. 1 
Burg. 2 
Rob. 2 
Rob. 2 
Rob. 1 
Arson 2 

2nd 

Rob. 1 
Rob. 2 
Rob. 1 
Rob. 1 
Sod. 1 
Rob. 2 

--
1 

3rd 

Rob. 1 
Rob. 2 
110b. 2 
Rob. 2 
Arson 2 
Rob. 1 

Burg.2 TOTAL 

23 

1 19 

1 

2 

1 53 

"* Six additional juveniles were rearrested for offenses allegedly 
committed prior to their incarceration as juvenile offenders and are 
not included here. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

.' 
• 

• 

•• 

70 

Not a 11 0 f the m u 1 tip 1 ear r c.s t s res u 1 ted ina pro sec uti 0 non 

each of the two or three arrest occasions. For example, an individual 

arrested on juvenile offender charges three times might have been 

prosecuted on the first and the third arrest (not the second) or the 

second and third (not the first) and so on. In actuality, the 

district attorney declined to prosecute the ch&.rges for nine first 
, . . 

arrests;.' six second arrests. and one ·third arrest. ',;'he remaInIng cases 

were arraigned in Criminal Court~ 

The release status set for juveniles on rearrest tended to be 

more restrictive than at the initial arraignments. The difference is 

most evident for juveniles charged with first degree robbery. Al­

though more than half of the juveniles charged ~ith robbry I at first 

arrest were ROR'd, only 18% of those charged with this offense at re-' 

arrest were r.eleased without bail '",eing set. The four juveniles 

arraigned on a third arrest were all detained by remand or failure to 

post bail. 
RELF.ASE STATUS AT CRIMINAL COURT ARRAIGN.'IENT 

FIRST ARREST 

ROB.l ~ ATT.MURDER ASSLT.l SURGL.2 ARSON 2 TOTAL 

ROR 

Bail Made 

Bail Held 

Remand 

TOTAL 
ARRAIGNED 

Declined 
Prosec.ution 

TOTAL 

ROR 

Bail Made 

Bail Held 

Remand 

10 56% 10 45% 

3 14 

8 44 9 41 

18 100\ 22 100\ 

4 3 

22 25 

~ ROB.2 

18' 7 47. 

1 5 1 7 

17 77 7 47 

2 100\ -

2 100\ -

2 

- -
2 2 

SECOND ARREST 

.'ITT. MURDER ~ 

2 100\ 4 100' 

~. 

1 100% 1 100\ 22 50% 

3 7 

- 19 43 

1 100\ 1 100\ 44 100\ 

9 

- -
1 1 S3 

NOT 
son.1 AVlIIt.ABLE ~ 

11 25t 

2 5 

1 100\ - )1 70 

SUBTOTAL 22 100\ 15. 100\ 2 100' 4 100\ 1 100\ - 44 100\ 

Dismissed at 
Arraignl1lent 

Not Available: 1 

T01'I'.L 
ARRAIGNE;D 

Declined 
Prosecution 

TOTAL 

23 

23 

1 

16 2 

3 1 

-
19 3 

1 2 

1 

S 47 

2 6 

- - -
5 1 2 53 
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THIRD ARREST 

ROBBERY 1 ROBBERY 2 ARSON 2 TOTAL 

Bail Held 1 2 

Remand 1 . 1 

SUBTOTAL 1 2 1 

Dismissed at 
Arraignment 1 1 

TOTAL 
ARJUIGNED 1 1 5 

Declined 
Prosecution t 

TOTAL 2 3 1 6 

The high rate of detention upon rearrest is a reflection of the 

bail amounts set for these juveniles at arraignment. Both the average 

and the median bail amounts are substantially higher for the second 

arrest than at an initial arrest. ($2,945 and $1,500 on second arrest 

compared with $1,359 and $500 on fi~st). 

Due to the lower ROR rate, juveniles were detained substantially 

longer on the second or third arrest than on their first arrest as a 

juvenile offender. 'This pattern of more sevl=re treatment at· subse-

• quent arrests follows the defendants through Criminal Court. On first 

arrest, twenty-four (24) juveniles were removed to Family Court and 

twelve were transferred to Supreme Court. When the same thirty-six 

were later rearrested, only fifteen were removed to Family Court and 

• nineteen were transferred to Supreme Court. 

LENGTH OF DETENTION 

FIRST ARREST SECOND ARREST THIRD ARREST 

• AVERAGE 

Detained at Arraignment 3.6 31.7 47.3 
TOTAL AAAIAGNED 1.5 21. 8 37. a 

~ 

Detained at Arraignment 3 5 91 
TOTAL ARRAIGNEP 0 3 4 

• 
Not Detained 26 59\ 14 31\ 1 20\ 

1 - 5 days 14 32 18 40 2 40 

7 - 21 days 4 9 5 11 1 20 

22 - 99 da~s 5 11 
100 or More .3 7 1 20 

• TOTAL 44 100\ 45 100\ 5 100\ 

Days Not Available 2 

TOTAL ARRAIGNED 44 47 5 

Decl in!!d Prosecution 9 6 1 

TOTAL S3 S3 6 

• 
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• 
CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION 

• 
FIRST ARREST SECOND ARREST THIRD ARREST 

Pending 1 2\ 1 2\ 

Family Court 24 55 15 33 2 40\ 

S'upreme Court 12 27 19 41 1 20 • Dismissed, 1 16 11 24 2 40 

SUBTOTAL 44 100\ 46 100, 5 100\ 

N'?t Available .1 

TOTAL ARRAIGNED 44 47 5 

• Declined Prosecution 9 6 1 

TOTAL 53 53 6 

• 
The release status of defendants at the time of Criminal Court . 

disposition folldws closely the pattern set at arraignment, indicating 

that the high rate and length of detention for defendants at their 

• second and third arrest is not wholly attr ibutable to decisions made 

at Criminal Court arr~ignment. Two thirds of the rearrested juveniles 

secured ROR in Criminal Court on their first arrest but only one,third 

were released on second arrest. 

• 

• 
-~~~~--- -~---~-----------------
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It is difficult to draw any definite conclusions about the 

ou tcome of f ac t ';'f ind·ing and d i spos i tions (sen tences) in Fami ly Cou r t 

becau::ie of the small number of rearrested juveniles. However, it 

appears that on rearrest a juvenile who is removed to Family Court is 

less likely to be ACD'd, dismissed or to have the charges withdrawn. 

Analysis of Supreme Court dispositions and sentences also suffers from 

too few juveniles for findings to be conclusive. 

F;"''1It.Y COURT FACT FINDING 

Pending 

Admitted 

A::O 

Dismissed 

Withdra-.m 

Warrant Ordered 

Removed After Disposition 
in Supreme Court 

TO~~ F~'1It.Y COURT 

Declin~d Prosecution 

Not Found in Family 
Court 

Not Removed 

TOTl>.L REARRESTS 

FIRST ARREST 

- .. 

2 

1 

7 

5 

1 

1 

20 

9 

6 

18 

S3 

15\ 

10 

5 

35 

25 

5 

5 

100\ 

SECOND ARREST 

4 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

12 

6 

6 

29 

~3 

34\ 

34 

8 

8 

a 

6 

100\ 

TYPE OF F~ILY COURT DISPOSITION (SENTENCE) 

Placement Secure 
Placement Unknown 
Probation 

FIRST ARREST 

1 
1 

TOTAt. DISPOSED (SENTENCED)-2 

ACD,Dismissed, Withdrawn 12 
Pending Disposition (Sentence) 1 
Pending Fact Finding S 
Not Found in Family Court 6 
Declined Prosecution 9 
Not Ren,oved 18 

TOTAt. CASES 53 

SECOND ARREST 

2 

-5 

2 

5 
6 
6 

29 

S3 

THIRD ARREST 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

6 

100% 

100\ 

TH I RD AR1:EST 

1 

2 
1 
2 

6 
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The rned ian 1 ength of t irne be tween ar r es ts was 39 days. More 

than half of ,the rearrests occurred while a previous court case was in 

progress. Of this group, 80% 'were rearrested while on pretrial 

release on recognizance. 

AT REARREST, THE PREVIOUS CASE WA'S: 

SECOND ARREST THIRD ARREST 
PENDING IN -, i 

Criminal Court 13 1 
Family Court 11 
Supreme Court 8 1 

32 2 

No Longer Pending 9 2 
Declined Prosecution 9 
Status Not Available 3 2 

53 6 

AT REARREST, THE JUVENILE HAD SECURED PRETRIAL RELEASE ON: 

ROR 
Bail 
Status Not Available 

TOTAL REARRESTED WHILE 
ON PRETRIAL RELEASE 

SECOND ARREST 

25 
6 
1 

32 ' 

THIRD ARREST 

1 
1 

2 






