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The statutory respensibility of the New York State Division of Parvle is to
detanni:ntmtinaa'rﬂtmcmditimsofrelease, and to supervise upon release
ﬂbsepermservinganirﬂetemﬂmtesmtminsuteandlocalconectimul
facilities. This responsibility was extended by the enactment of Chapter 481 of
the Laws of 1978 to include those 13-, 14~, and 15-year olds, convicted and
mtmwedinadult&iminal&nrttoanindetennﬁntemminasecuresute
Division for Youth facility.' Since the inception of the new law, the Division of
Parole with the cooperation and assistance of the Division for Youth, has carried
wtthismndatetosattmmleauofandtosupewisethismw.andymmger
population.

The Division of Parole has been better able to maet these new respongibili-
ties, tc a significant degree, because of the funding supplied through the Division

Fund. This funding has supported a diverse effart which included the establishment
of a unique set of Parole Board release guidelines, the develcpment of a discrete
caputer file, the presentation of a juvenile-oriented training program for parvle
officers as well as the implementation of a pilot supervision ptogrmn characterized
by intansive pre-releass intarvention, increased family contact, reduced caselcad
size (1:25) and a full-tims rescurce specialist to identify and broker services for
this younger clientele.
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In the continuing effort to meet the new statutorv responsibilities, the
Division recognizes the unicueness of each client and the individual consideration
necessary for each case, while at the same time, ackncwledges the usefulness of
identifying broad categories of characteristics, needs and problem areas for the
purpose of making policy and program adjustments to better supervise the Juvenile
Offender. For that purpose, this study presents data collected over the duration
of the more than four years since the enactment of the Juvenile Offender Law of
1978, ‘

This demography includes the total Juvenile Offender releases to parole
through December 15, 1982, There is an additional analysis of those Juvenile
Offenders whose paroles have been revoked and who have been returned to State OFY
facilities or to the Depaﬁimt of Correctional Services. Finallyv, there is a
brief look at those Juvenile Offenders who have been discharged from parole
supervision,

There were 239 cases which had been, or were about to be, released to parovle
supervision as of December 1982. In the intensive, active or non-reporting
status there were 137 (57%) Juvenile Offenders. Included in the 239 cases wers
fifteen (6%) cases in a status of conmmity preparation, 2 eight (3%) in an
absconder status and eighteen (8%) cases i a delinquent status. In addition *o

these categories, there were twenty-eight (12%) cases in the revnked and returned

Non-reporting status includes those cases whiuh for a variety of reascns
{incarceration, hospitalization) cannot report to the supervising parcle
officer. These cases would otherwise be under active supervision. Thev are
nct considered to be in a delinquent status at that time,

Camunity preparation status includes those cases which have hot. et been
released but which have an irminent parcle eligibility date. :

category as well as thirty-three (14%) cases which have been discharged from rarole
supervision., These various categories can be grouped according to pesitive,
marginal, or negative adjustment. The marginal adjustrent group includes the
delinquent and absconder cases. These releasees are nct considered to be rarcle
violators at the present time, but are nevertheless in scme Jecpardy by virtue of
scme circumstance; for example, 3pparent failure tc fulfill a coenditicn of release.
The Juvenile Offender parole Population is presented below in Table 1:

Table 1: Juvenile Offender Releases
March 27,1980 Throuch December 15, 1982
Supervision Status Nurmber Percent
Pogitive Adjustment
Intgnsive 104 43%
Active ' 22 o%
Nm—Regort:.ng 11 5%
Community Preparation 15 6%
Discharged 33 i85 148 77%
Marginal Adjustment
Delinguent 18 8%
| Absconder 8 26 : 3% 11%
Negative Adjustment
Revoked And Returned 28 28 12% 12%
239 100%
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Age, Sex And Ethnicity

Of those Juvenile Offender releasees in an active, intensive or non-reporting

status as of December 15, 1982, the typical Juvenile Offender paroclee was male
(95%), Black (74%), and 17 to 19-years old (92%).

Included in the releases were 5% females, 7% in the 15 and 16 vears-ol-age

bracket with only 1% in the 20-vear-old group. The releasees also included 12%
Hispanic and 10% White vouths,




Depicted below in Figure 1 are the distributions of these Juvenile Cffenders
according to age, ser and ethnicity:

Figure 1:

AGE
N= 137
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Seventeen Nineteen

SEX ETHNICITY
N= 137 N = 137
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Crime Of Conviction

Robbery 1° and 2° accounted for 58% of the convictions. An additional 28%
had veceived the Youthful Offerder adjudication with the remainirg 14% convicted of
a variety of other seriocus vioient felenies including Rape/Sodcmy (7%), Burglary
(3%), Assaulc (2%), Murder/Manslaughter (2%). See the graphic distribution in
Figure 2 below:

Figure 2: CRIME OF CONVICTION
N= 137
Robbery
58%
:4 ~Murder/Mansl. 2¢
z Assault 2%
:‘ Buraiary 3%
) Youthful Offender Hary
R 28% , Rapz/Sodomy 7%
e TAH

Time In State DFY Facility

Eighty-six percent of these relessees had served two years or less in a State
vazszon for Yeuth facility. More than one third of tae releasees had served a
year or less in a State facility. Ninety-eight percent had served no mere than
three years. Table 2 on the following page depicts this distribution by ethnicity
and sex:




Table 2: ' Cumulative Time In State

DFY Facility sthnicity And Sex

. Bthnicity And Sax
BLck Wit Tspante ey
M F

Months M F F M ¥ M F N %

0-12 37 1 4 1 5 - 3 - 49 2 51 3

1324 0 1 7 1 8 - - . & 3 & 0%

25-36 8 3 1 - 3 - 1 < 93 3 16 i2%

37-48 ! = = - 1 . 1 - 3 - 3 o

Total 5 12 02 17 - 5 - 13 7 139 100%
Prior Education |

This categery simply accentuates the fact that this population, <or the most
part, had not entered high school at the time of conviction. Forey-six percent of

the Juvenile Offenders, Upcn entering a DFY facility had not campleted a level

beyond the eighth grade while 44% had completed at least one yrade level in high

school. The distribution is presented in Figure 3 below:

Pigﬁxe 3:

PRIOR EDUCATION
N= 137

High Sthool
44%

Grade School
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Alcchol/Substance Abuse

Twenty percent of the releases have been reportad to have had sore involve~

[P
-

ment with alcohol while 25% have been reported to have had scme degree ¢f stkhstance

abuse. The category "None Peported” refers +o a negative self-report or cther

negative evidence stated in the record. "Not reported® indicates that cata have

not been reported by the marole officers in charge in Juvenile Offencder cases. “The

followirg two charts in Figure 4 depict the proportions in various categories:

ALCOHOL ABUSE
N= 737
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Figure 4:
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Area of Sumervisicn

New York City Parvle field staff was responsible for the supervision of 78% &f

the Juvenile Offenders, Ninetsen per cént were being supervised in {'pstate areas
or on Iong Island., Three percent of iy Juvenile Offenders vwere being supervised
in other states.

Of tne 139 within New York City, 37% were Srroklyn-based, 1% were in the
Bronoxt, 25% in Queens and 6% in Manhattan.

The Upstate and Loog Islend zrea offices were regpensible for 34 (19%)
Juvenile Offenclers. The Albany area had 26% of these cases, Rochester 15%,;
Syracuse 12%, Poughkeepsie 9%, Buffalo 3%, Hempstead 138% with 17% unassigred. Toe
distribution by area is shown beleow in Figure 5:

Figure 5: — TOTAL
‘ SUPERVISION BY AREA
N= 178
Upctate

’Q%

New York Cfty
78%

Ut of State 3%

NEW YORK CITY
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Supervision Starus

From the pre-release level of cammmity preparaticn, théiruvéhiié Dffender
enters a status of intensive supervision from which he/ste m&y proceed to the less
intensive stage of active Supervision for the duraticn of hié/her sertence, Near
the end of 1982, disregarding the discharged as well as the revoked and returned
cases, 71% of the cases were in the intensive or active categories with 8% in a
pre-release status. Eleven cases (6%} were reported to be in a nen-reporting
status; it was further reported that in all these cases, the non-reporting was due
to incarceration. Eight J.0.'s (5% were in an absconder status with eighteen
{10%) reported to be in same delinquency. See Figure 6 below for the status of
s Jervision:

Figure 6: ) ; 3

" SUPERVISION STATUS'
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Program/Emplovment

Of those Juvenile Offerjers in an active or non-reporting status in the State,
30% were reported to be in an educational or vocational program. Seventeen percent
were enployed; 23% were unemoloyed. A detailad break-down of the various
categories of activity wiile urder parole wpervi:im is presented in Table 3
below:

Table 3:
N = 132
(Excludes out-of-state cases)
_ . Ethnicity Sex
Black Hispanic White  Other “Hale  Temale Total
M—u—-.m
N $* N $t N $ N % N & N % N %
Program/Sctiool 32 33% 4 2% 4 29% - - 39 31% 1 17a 10 308
Receiving .
Agsistance - - - - 1 7% 1 20% 1 1% 1 17% 2 2%
Employed 15 15% 3 158 2 14% 2 40% 22 1% - - 22 17%
Unemployed 20 21y 6 38 4 29% 1 208 30 24% 1 i7% 31 23% ?
Not Able to Work - - . e - 1 20% 1 1% - = 1 1%
Detained 11 1% 1 6% -« -« -~ - 12 9§ - ~ 12 9%
Unknown 19 208 2 138 3 21% - - 331 17( 3 50% 24 18%
Total 97 160% 16 100% 14 100% S 100% 126 100% 6 1008 132 100%
*Percentagasmy,mtmlmOdmmmﬂdm.
10 N
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Revoked And Returned Juvenile Offenders

In the course of the pericd under study, 28 Juvenile Offencers had, for either
substantial tachnical violations or because of a new conviction, had their paroles
revokad; they had either been returned to a DFY facility or to a State adult
correctional facility. In this group 96% were male, 86% were Black and 14%
Hispanic; 89% were 17 or l18-years old at the tire of revccacion. Eightv-two
perzent had been released by the Board with the rerainder being released after
having reached the statutory conditional release date. tew York City had been the
original area of sentencing for 68% of thase revokees with Upstate and Long Island
having been responsible for the sentences of 32%,

The original crime of conviction for 54% of these cases was Pobbery 1° or 2°;
39% of the revocked group had received a Youthful Offender adjudication with the
remaining 7% having been convicted of Assault or Burglary.

The median time spent in a State Division for Youth facility by these revokees
had been 16 months and the median time under supervision before revocation of
parole had been 5 months.

Alcohol depandency was reportsd in 7% of the revoked group, with drug
dependency noted in 29% of the cases.

2t the time of violation, 54% of these Juvenile Offenders were reported to
have heen unenmployed. With the employment/program status of 32% of these revokees
unknown, B%M‘meemplcye.dardlltmreportedtohavebeenina

school program.
Technical violations accounted for 79% of the returns, with 21% having been

,.ﬂmmofammwm.

11




Discharges From Parole Supervision

Offenders. Approximately one fourth (24l)mmmployedﬁulorpart-tim, with
amtherlstmportedtobeinmlhga,mms%inamtimloraucmdaxy
educational program, Still,atthatdnuofdiadurgawswarereportedtobe
unemployed: the remaining 15% were receiving public assistance or their program
status was unknown. ﬁmmmﬁﬂimﬁmofalcdnldepmﬂqu,butlatm
repcrtedtohxvamdegmofcmmuodm‘mlvmt.

ISM Conclusions

Tha majority of the Juvenile Offenders under parcle jurindictim are male
(95%), Black (74%) and betwsen 17 and 19 years of age. Most had not vet entered
highdeolattMtimofmictjm;mthAdbomcmvictadofRobberymﬁ
2pproxcimately one fourth were reported to have had scme degree of controlled
substance abuse with slightly fmrreporbadtohavamifutadmdeqmeof
alcohol abuse,

12

older group, however, nly 44% were reported to have finished at least one grade in
high school prior to detention, while in the revoked croup, 61% were reported to
have done so. There was reported substance dependency in 29% of the revoked cases

mtiauloredmatiaulprogrm,wuleinﬂumvokedgroup,cnlylnwere
rEport:edtobewployedormascfnolorvocatiaulprogrmnatthetimof
violation. Fifty-four percent of the revokees wars reported to have been

unerployed at the time of violation while only 23% of those under continuing

suervision ware so categorized,

vention and initial intenaive supervision with the purpose of cbviating likely
violations within the first six months on parole, These early interventions should
be aimed at establishing a relationship with the youth, and his/her family if
appropriate, at setting up in cooperation with the parclee a job or a vocational or
educaticnal program, mataddmsmganydrwdepumcypmblmoroﬂw
coumnseling needs.

The degree of successful reintegration of the youth into the larger society
was, no doubt, affectad by a myriad of factors, sone of which may be attributable

refinement of these activities and efforts by the Division of Parole. It weuld
sean appropriats that the two Divisions try, in time, to determine the correlation

betweer: the Prgrane and stratagies of their respactive agencies and the positive -

reintegration of this shared client.
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