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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

FOREWORD 

This report provides a narrative overview of all the youth placed by the courts in 
DFY's custody, regardless of the setting in which they were served. Pertinent data 
relating to both residential and non-residential services are included. This format 
recognizes the importance of the entire range of care provided to adjudicated 
youth. It also reflects DFY's goal of providing care, where appropriate, in the less 
restrictive environments associated with non-residential treatment settings. 

This Annual Heport, combined for 1991 and 1992, also reflects the benefits of 
DFY's Classification System and reconfigured youth database which were both 
implemented on July 1, 1989. The changes engendered by the new system permit 
the reporting of information, especially with regard to youth needs, which was 
unavailable prior to its implementation. 

The aim of this report is to provide interested persons with a summary of the 
Division's activities during each of the two years covered. In addition, the five-year 
trend data which are provided allow the reader to place recent changes in 
historical context. 

Questions regarding the data presented should be directed to NYS Division For 
Youth, Bureau of Program Evaluation and Research, Capital View Office Park, 52 
Washington Street, Rensselaer, NY 12144. 

REPORT HIGHLIGHTS 

* While there has been little change in the numlJer of admissions to DFY custody 
over the two years covered by the report, there was a 14 percent increase in 
admissions between 1988 (2,030) and 1992 (2,323). 

* While non-Latino white youth comprised 32 percent of all custody admissions in 
1988, this figure declined to 19 percent in 1992. At the same time, admis<',ions of 
non-Latino African-Americans increased from 52 to 57 percent and Hlose of 
Latinos of all races from 15 to 22 percent. 

* Between 1988 and 1992, the number of youth adjudicated as JOs increased 158 
percent. The largest increase occurred between 1990 and 1991, when such 
admissions grew by 74 percent. 

"" For the first time since this report has been issued (1979), more youth were 
placed with the Division for having committed a "person" crime as compared to a 
"property" crime. The number of youth admitted for a "person" crime as their 
most serious offense increased 45 percent between 1988 (506) and 1992 (732). 
Conversely, the number of admissions where most serious offense was a 
"property" crime decreased from 46 percent in 1988 to 38 percent in 1992. 

* Compared with any other single offense, a greater number of youth were 
admitted with robbery as their most serious offense in both '1991 (306) and 1992 
(366). In fact, between 1988 and 1992 the number of youth admitted with 
robbery as their most serious offense more than doubled (180 vs 366). 
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* The number of youth admitted with homicide as their most serious offense 
increased 111 percent between 1988 (27) and 1992 (57). 

* Of the approximately 2,000 youth who had intake assessments in 1992: 
14% were anticipated to be in need of surrogate housing following 
residential care. 
With respect to housing composition: 
51 % came from households which did not have two adults; 
17% came from households where there was no parent. 

* Almost four out of five youth entering custody in 1992 who were screened at 
intake had at least one special service need; two of five had from two to six such 
needs. The following service needs were most prevalent: 

substance abuse, 58%; 
mental health, 27%; 
special education, 25%; 
sex offender, 8% 

* Although having increased in both 1991 (9.1 months) and 1992 (9.2), the 
median length of residential stay for JOs, PINS and Others who were served only 
in OFY facilities was approximately one and one-half months shorter in 1932 
than it was in 1988 (10.8). Additionally, the residential stay for these youth was 
approximately two and one-half months shorter than it was for those youth 
served only in voluntary agencies (11.8). 

* In 1992, OFY provided either additional residential treatment or post-residential 
treatment to 66 percent of the youth who left cooperating voluntary agencies and 
to 22 percent of those who left replacement voluntary agencies. 

* The end of year in-care population was five percent greater in 1992 (3,441) than 
it was in 1988 (3,275). 
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iNTRODUCTION 

DFY's DIRECT SERVICE SYSTEM 

The Division For Youth serves two populations. The general youth population is 
served by local programs receiving financial aid and technical assistance through 
DFY's Office of Local Services. Youth placed by the courts into DFY custody are 
served through a continuum of direct service settings. The focus of this report is on 
DFY's direct service operations. 

DFY's direct service system includes residential and non-residential programs 
operated by DFY or voluntary agencies. Residential programs are further divided 
into DFY-operated centers and homes, voluntary agency-operated programs and 
foster care. DFY centers and homes are organized into three risk control levels: 
secure, limited secure and non-secure. The non-secure risk control level is 
subdivided into two service settings, non-community based centers and 
community-based homes. 

Youth in voluntary agency-operated services are of two types, those cooperatively 
placed by DFY and those placed by the courts with DFY specifically for "re
placement" with a particular agency. Although this administrative distinction has 
no significant programmatic impact (the same agencies accept youth in both 
categories and make the same programs available to them), cooperative and 
replacement cases often have different characteristics and have different service 
sequences while in custody. Cooperative cases may be "returned" to DFY service 
with as little as five days notice, whereas replacement youth must be returned to 
family court for a placement order modification before they may enter a DFY
operated residential service. We have kept these types distinct in this report so as 
not to blur these differences. 

Non-residential Services are divided into community care and day programs. The 
latter category, during 1991, contained Home-based Intensive Supervision, Sports 
Academy, Evening Reporting Centers, and Independent living. --In 1992, In Home 
Intensive Supervision and Treatment, and Youth Leadership Graduates were 
added. 

Taken as a whole, these categories denote the array of service settings through 
which DFY provides service to youth in its custody. This report uses these service 
settings extensively to organize the presentation of admission, in-custody, 
movement and discharge data. Figure 1 displays the service setting distributions 
of youth admitted to, in-care, and discharged from DFY custody for the two years 
covered by this report. 



Figure 1: Service Setting Distributions of Admissions, Youth in Care and Discharges by Year 
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to find in any subset of the same population. For example, if 14 percent of all 
admissions are females, then, other things being equal, 14 percent of the 
population of every service setting should be female. To the extent that the actual 
proportion of females in a setting deviates from this "expected" value, we have 
reason to believe that factors other than "chance" are responsible. 

Admittedly, this approach will appear to be overly simplistic to those readers who 
are very familiar with either the judicial process or the statutes and regulations 
which inform Division policies and operations. To be sure, there are a number of 
legitimate factors which simultaneously operate to determine, for example, the 
service setting to which a youth is initially admitted. Yet, the types of analyses 
which would be required to examine fully the complex relationship among the full 
range of pertinent factors go well beyond the purpose and scope of this report. I', is 
hoped, however, that by presenting the more pronounced deviations from the 
overall "expected" pattern, the interested reader will subsequently examine in 
greater detail the data presented in each of the tables. 

In deciding what service setting deviations from the total (expected) distribution of 
a characteristic were "substantiaP' enough to warrant attention in the narrative, the 
following criteria were used. First, the observed percent of a setting's population 
with a specific characteristic had to be eithEr more than double or less than half of 
the percent with this characteristic in the tocal population (the expected percent). 
For example, if females made up 14 percent of all admissions, only service 
settings with more than 28 percent or less than 7 percent females would be 
considered to have substantial deviations. 

In addition, to be included in the narrative, the expected number of cases had to 
be at least five. This rule insures that substantial deviations, though large, are also 
based on more than a few cases. Both these rules act to insure that all reported 
deviations are more than temporary fluctuations of the data and are meaningful 
differences between the distribution of a characteristic within a service setting and 
its distribution in the total population. 

This report seeks to provide the key information about DFY services. To this end, 
a subject index is provided for quick reference to specific characteristics. 
Individuals with questions or who require more detailed information should 
contact: NYS Division For Youth, Bureau of Program Evaluation and Research, 52 
Washington Street, Rensselaer, NY 12144. 
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GLOSSARY: DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED IN "JI"HIS REPORT 

The following definitions are provided to assist thG reader in understanding the 
data presented in the report. 

Adjudication: legal category applied by the court which regulates, among other 
things, the types of settings in which a youth may be served. 

Juvenile Offender (JO) - a person who was 13 years old when slhe committed 
Murder 2nd degree, or a person who was 14-15 years old when slhe 
committed certain crimes of homicide, kidnapping, arson, assault, rape, 
sodomy, aggravated sexual abuse, burglary or robbery who is convicted in 
adult criminal court. These youth must go to secure centers. 

Juvenile Offender I Youthful Offencier status (JONO) - JOs without prior criminal 
convictions who have been awarded YO status by the court which provides 
for shorter sentences and sealed records. 

Juvenile Delinquent (JD) - a person who was 7-15 years of age at the time slhe 
committed an act that would constitute a crime if committed by an adult. 

Restricted (RJD) - a JO committing specific designated felony acts, including 
certain crimes of homicide, kidnapping, arson, assault, rape, sodomy, 
aggravated sexual abuse, burglary or robbery. These youth must start their 
custody in secure centers, but after a specified time may move to less 
secure settings. 

Title III (,10-111) - a JO who may be placed in any setting except secure, and who 
may be transferred to a secure center following a transfer hearing. 

Title 111-60 Oay Option (JO-III(60)) - a JO-/il who may be placed in a secure center 
without a transfer hearing at any time during the first 60 days of custody. 

Title II (JO-II) - a JO who may not be placed in a secure or limited secure center. 
Person In Need of Supervision (PINS) - a person less than 16 years of age who 

does not attend school in violation of the education law, or who is 
incorrigible, ungovernable or habitually disobedient and beyond the lawful 
control of parent or other lawful authority or who unlawflllly posses~es 
marijuana. These youth may not be placed in a secure or limited secure 
center. 

Other and None - include youth sentenced as youthful offenders, youth placed 
after a criminal finding in Family Court, youth placed with OFY as a 
condition of probation, youth whose cases are adjourned in contemplation 
of dismissal, temporary adjournments, youth voluntarily admitted under 
Section 358(a) of the Social Services Law, or youth placed under interstate 
compact agreements. 

Youthful Offender (YO) - an adjudication in which the court substitutes a YO 
finding for an adult conviction. 

Admission: initial permanent entry into OFY custody resulting from one or more 
placement orders or interstate compact. 

Average: see mean. 
Custody: a status effected by a court order making OFY a youth's custodian. 
DFY-operated programs: direct services (residential and non-reSidential) 

provided by DFY staff or foster parents as contrasted with voluntary agency
operated and other contracted programs. 

Direct service: service provided to adjudicated youth pursuant to a placement 
order. This contrasts with DFY's delinquency prevention programs for 
which non-adjudicated youth are eligible. 

Discharge: exit from OFY custody. 
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LOS: length of stay excluding any absence time beyond seven days (the point at 
which residential service slots are no longer held). 

Program LOS - length of stay in current or discharging program. 
Residential LOS - total length of stay· in residential service settings (DFY

operated centers and homes, Family Foster Care or voluntary agencies) 
during custody. 

Total custody LOS - total length of stay during custody. 
Mean: the arithmetic average of a series of numbers (e.g., age or LOS); it is the 

expected value (one which minimizes error in estimating the actual value) 
for a youth chos.;:;n at random from the series of numbers. For example, if 
five youth stay 3, 6, 12, 18 and 36 months, the average LOS of the five is 
(3+6+ 12+ 18+36)/5 or 15 months. 

Median: in a series of numbers (e.g., age or LOS), the value above and below 
which half the values in the series occur. For example, if five youth stay 3, 
6, 12, 18 and 36 months, the m8dian value is 12 montbs since two youth 
are above and two are below this value. 

Movement: entry into initial permanent service setting or discharge from DFY 
custody or authorized and non-temporary transfer between programs or 
service settings. 

Non-residential services: treatment settings in which youth reside in their own 
homes, but receive supervision and service from DFY; currently, community 
care is the principal setting in this category with Home-based Intensive 
Supervision, In-home Intensive Treatment and Supervision, Independent 
Living, Evening Reporting Centers, Sports Academy and Youth Leadership 
Graduates. 

Placement: Court order placing a youth in the custody of the Division. 
Placements either mandate DFY to provide service to a youth or direct the 
Division to "re-place" a youth with a court-designated voluntary agency. A 
youth not placed for "replacement" (see below) may nevertheless be 
admitted to a cooperating voluntary agency by mutual agreement between 
DFY and the agency. More than one placement order may apply to a youth 
at any point in time. Thus, a single custody entry may be the result of more 
than one pla:ement. 

Placement type: There are five distinct types of placement orders by which 
courts assign custody to DFY. 

Court to DFY - by far the most common placement. It mandates DFY to directly 
supervise a youth, but permits the Division to admit a youth to a cooperating 
voluntary agency by mutual agreement between DFY and the agency. 

Replacement - the next most common placement. It directs the Division to retain 
custody, but to admit a y'outh to a program operated by a specific voluntary 
agency. 

Section 358-a Voluntary - an infrequently used placement in which the youth 
voluntarily enters DFY custody with the approval of the Family Court. 

Condition of probation - infrequently the court will designate some period of DFY 
custody as a condition of placing a youth on probation for an offense. 

Interstate compact - this entry to custody results from a reciprocal agreement 
between NY and other states in which youth adjudicated outside NY whose 
families reside in NY will be supervised by DFY following any incarceration 
outside NY. At the same time, out-of-state youth adjudicated in NY can 
receive supervision in their home state under this agreement. 

Post-release home: determination made at intake of the type of housing which 
will likely be available to a youth following release from residential 
treatment. 
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Prior custody status: distinguishes admissions with prior DFY custody 
histories from youth entering custody for the first time. 

Program: a set of services organized for youth rehabilitation (may be residential 
or non-residential, DFY-operated or not). For example, a program can be a 
facility, post-residential service or incarceration alternative. Programs with 
similar characteristics are combined into service settings. 

Release: movement from residential to non-residential care. 
Residence county: county in which youth resided at time of placement. 
Residential services: treatment settings providing room and board. These 

may be DFY-operated centers or homes, voluntary agency-operated 
facilities or Family Foster Care. 

Responsible county: for non-JOs, county in which youth was adjudicated; for 
JOs, residence county is responsible county. 

Service category: groups of youth with similar service patterns which permit 
meaningful analyses of residential LOS. The categories are: 

JOs, JONOs and RJDs - these youth have legally restricted residential LOSs in 
secure centers. The entire custody of JOs and JO/YOs is restricted to 
secure centers, while RJDs have a minimum LOS in a secure porgram 
before they can be transferred to a less secure setting. 

JDs. PINS and Others with DFY Service Only - youth who have no restricted LOS 
in a secure program. These youth may have a required minimum 
residential LOS of up to six months, however none is required in a secure 
program. Youth in this category have received only DFY residential service 
during a single continuous stay; 

Voluntary Agency Oniy - youth whose only residential service was during a single 
continuous stay in voluntary agency programs; 

Family Foster Care - youth whose only residential service was during a single 
continuous stay in Family Foster Care; 

Mixed - youth who received residential service during a single continuous stay in 
any combination of more than one of the above service categories; 

Discontinuous Service - youth who received residential service during two or 
more discontinuous stays regardless of where that service was received. 

Service needs: results of preliminary screening at custody entry (intake) 
indicating youth requiring further assessment to determine if specialized 
intervention services are necessary. 

Health - need for specialized health services such as on-site medical personnel, 
access to a medical specialist, handicapped accessible facilities, etc. 

Limited EngliSh. - need for English as a second language instruction. 
Mental health - need for professional services for a mental health problem. 
Mental retardation - need for special education and other services for mental 

retardation. 
Sex offender - need for sex offender treatment services. 
Special education - need for related services, resource room or special class as 

designated by a Committee on Special Education. 
Substance abuse - need for substance abuse treatment services. 

Service sector: a combination of service settings with similar characteristics. 
There are four service sectors used in this report: DFY-operated residential 
sector (secure, limited secure and non-community based centers, and 
community-based homes); voluntary agency sector (for both cooperatively 
placed and replacement youth); family foster care sector, and non
residential sector (community care and day treatment). 

Service setting: administrative and programmatic environments in which youth 
in DFY custody are served. They are: secure, limited secure and non-
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community based centers, community-based homes, cooperative and 
replacement voluntary agencies, family foster care, community care and 
day programs (see Table 2 column headings and section on "OFY's Direct 
Service System," above). 
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CHAPTER I. YOUTH ADMITTED TO DFY CUSTODY 

FIVE-YEAR TRENDS 

Between 1988 and 1992 there was a 14 percent increase in the number of youth 
who entered DFY custody. Of the years considered, the greatest number of youth 
entered custody in 1990 (2,489) and the fewest in 1988 (2,030). Table 1 provides 
the data pertaining to the tcllowing discussion of these trends. 

Gender. Male admissions increased 16 percent between 1988 and '/992. The 
number of male admissions peaked at 2134 in 1990 and had declined slightly to 
2015 by 1992. From 1988 through 1992, the number of female admissions 
increased by eight percent. During this period, females ranged from 12 to 14 
percent of all youth entering custody (see Figure 2). 

Age. Since 1988, the aVflrage age of youth entering custody has remained 
stable, fluctuating between 15.2 and 15.3 (see Figure 3). Youth under age 16 
ranged between 74 and 77 percent of all custody entries during the five years. 

Racebethnicity. Prior to July 1, 1989, youth who identified themselves as 
"Latino," "Puerto Rican," etc. were assigned a separate category, regardless of 
race. Thus, in Table 1, the row "Latino: Race Unspecified" is substantially reduced 
in 1989 and becomes zero in 1990. 

In place of this racially undifferentiated category, the current system treats Latino 
ethnicity as a characteristic separate from race. For this reason, the majority of 
youth who would have been categorized as "Latino" under the earlier sy~tem now 
appear either as "African-American Latino" or "White Latino." The presence of 
these race-ethnicity combinations prior to 1989 is a result of the few youth who 
returned to DFY custody after July 1989 and had their race-ethnicity on prior 
admissions re-categorized according to the current system. 

Although the current system provides more accurate ra\~e counts, the fact that 
Latinos of all races have increased from 15 to 22 percent 0'1 youth entering custody 
from 1988-92 is not obvious from Table 1. Yet, as depicted in Figure 4, non-Latino 
whites dropped from just under a third of all entries to less than a fifth. Non-Latino 
African-Americans rose from 52 percent to 57 percent of all yG'uth admitted 
between 1988 and 1992. Youth identifying themselves as either Native 
Americans or Asians each continued to constitute less than one percent of all 
custody entries. 

The current system permits youth to indicate the fact that they do not identify with 
any of these racial categories. Such youth appear as "Other" in Table 1. In 1992, 
such youth made up over two percent of all custody entries and were twice as 
likely to be Latino as compared to Non-Latino. Youth who say they do not know 
which race category to identify with appear as "Not Specified By Youth" in Table1. 
There was villy one such youth among all 1992 admissions. 
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TABLE 1: CHARACTERISTICS OF ADMISSIONS TO DFY CUSTODY BY YEAR 

YEAR ENTERED CUSTODY 

TOTAL ADMISSIONS 
GENDER 

AGE AT ADMISSION 

Males 
Females 

8 - 10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
1 9 
20 

Mean Age at Admission 
Median Age at Admission 

RACE/Ethnicity 
AFRICAN~AMERjbAN 

, • " , ••• ,~~,."':' A"':_ v ., N"," 

" 

Non-Latino 
Latino 

""-,, , 

Non-Latino 
Latino 

LATi'Nb~ RACE UNSPECIFIED'" 
NATIVE AMERICAN 
ASIAN 
Q11-1~: 

Non-Latino 
Latino 

Nqf~Fgg(EigD~Y'YQQlli"." "".'>'" 

ADJUDICATION 

Non-Latino 
Latino 

Juvenile Offender 
Juvenile Offender/Youthful Offender 

Restrictive Juvenile Delinquent 
Juvenile Delinquent Title 3 
Juvenile Delinquent Title 2 

PINS 
Youthful Offender 

Parole Violator 
None/Other 

PRIOR CUSTODY STATUS 

CONTINUED 

First DFY Custody 
Prior DFY Custody 

1988 1989 

2030 

1744 
286 

8 
13 
59 

198 
460 
774 
423 

57 
16 
12 
10 

15.3 
15.4 

1052 

4 ... " ....... -...... , ...... . 

1 
1 

50 
53 

3 
957 
656 
239 

7 
32 
33 

1912 
118 

2388 

2108 
280 

2 
16 
74 

236 
549 
885 
507 

89 
11 
12 

7 
15.3 
15.4 

8 
30 
53 
26 
27 

75 
68 

6 
1178 

760 
230 

6 
26 
39 

2285 
103 

* Prior to 7/1/89 Latino ethnicity was not categorized by race. 

1990 

2489 

2134 
355 

10 
19 
95 

263 
551 
985 
482 

71 
6 
6 
1 

15.2 
15.4 

16 
22 

78 
86 

6 
1338 

643 
289 

2 
8 

39 

2399 
90 

1991 

2301 

1999 
302 

7 
12 
66 

230 
543 
888 
480 

61 
11 

2 
1 

15.2 
15.4 

6 

116 
122 

7 
1226 
575 
235 

20 

2170 
131 

1992 

2323 

2015 
308 

3 
16 
54 

239 
529 
900 
480 

85 
10 

4 
3 

15.3 
15.4 

134 
132 

14 
1080 

685 
229 

6 
43 

2182 
141 
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TABLE 1 Page 2 YEAR ENTERED CUSTODY 

1988 1989 1990 

TOTAL ADM!SSIONS 2030 2388 2489 
INfflAL SERVICE SETTING 

Secure 159 180 183 
Limited Secure 589 707 778 

Non-community Based 382 592 736 
Community Based 210 197 104 

Voluntary Agency - Cooperative 251 254 226 
Voluntary Agency - Replacement 392 414 407 

Foster Care 20 1 7 22 
Non-Residential 27 27 33 

1991 

2301 

245 
628 
772 

33 
190 
397 

13 
23 

1992 

2323 

288 
643 
599 

15 
208 
507 

12 
51 

,.>.0' .•. " .. ::: ... : 
'329 .,:: 

TYPE & CATEGORY OF MOST SERIOUS ADJUDICATED OFFENSE 
DROOCFFENSES'" .. : .. , ··..: .. 'T::::· ···22·{ •.. , ::345': ,.... ' ... 2. .... '.8.' .. 7 .... · . ·".2.69 
...... > ••• ., ... " .................. " .............. " ... , ........... ......... .M. '., ........•.. ::.: , ... ' ................. : ..... .. ...... . 

qRIMg~~~'I&~~~~~~W~2?9~1) I, '~6~' .... $~~, ····lil ..•. 1 .... :.:~:,:···~l~, 
ASSAULT (PL 120) 228 235 283 230 234 
HOMICIDE (PL 125) 27 34 41 64 57 

KIDNAPPING (PL 135) 10 11 5 16 11 
ROBBERY (PL 160} 180 213 213 306 366 

.," , " ,SEX (PL 130) 61 79 74 ........ }:~' .. I::<c§.~ 
QA'iry1~§A~IN§fRfPP~BTY ,.: ......... , .... '1927 . It92.T •.• : •. ·T.i>;33 '~.?~ :.... ...?T§> 

ARSON (PL 150) 1 7 9 8 9 1 0 
BURGLARY (PL 140) 204 175 175 121 126 

CRIM. MISCHIEF (PL 145) 100 79 98 93 112 
LARCENY (PL 155) 299 313 294 283 258 

UNAUTH, USE OF MOTOR VEH. 
(PL 165.05-6) 

CRIM. POSSESS OF STOLEN PROP. 
(PL 165.40-52) 

................. , ....<?TljEI3 TH.EF,T' (PL 165.:XX) 
9IH§39BIJv.1e:$. . .. 

FIREARM,WEAPON (PL 265 ) 
VIOL. OF PROBATION 

OTl-lER 

193 

101 
13 

1.02 
51 

1 
50 .......... ··1 

1 ,274 

290 305 

147 148 
8 5 

"v' ... .. 

177 ....... 185 
111 112 

17 
49 

273 

9 
64 

•. ··326 

242 233 

123 126 
5 10 

" ............. .. 

, .. ,.. .:t~:~·· . ..'. .17,13 
i 17 127 

6 
66 

2 
47 

211 

3 
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Figure 2: Total Number of Admissions by Gender and Year 

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

Figure 3: Percent of Admissions by Age and Year 

1989 1990 1991 1992 

Figure 4: Percent of Admissions by Race And Ethnicity by Year 

African-American 

O%+-------------~------------~------------~------------~ 
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
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Adjudication. The most significant change in the distribution of adjudication 
categories over the time period covered has been the increase in the number of 
JOs. From 1988 to 1992, JOs increased from 5 percent to 11 percent of custody 
entries (Figure 5). Overall, the number of JO admissions increased 158 percent 
between 1988 and 1992. Throughout the period, ,JO-YOs have constituted 
approximately one-half of all JOs. 

JD III admissions had a net increase of 13 percent over the five year period. 
Between 1988 and 1990 such adm issions rose 40 percent from 957 to 1338 and 
then declined over the next two years to 1080 in 1992. While the net increase of 
JD lis during the five years was four percent, the number of such admissions 
ranged between 575 and 760 during this time. 

PINS admissions remained stable during this period, constituting between 10 and 
12 percent of all entries. Restrictive Juvenile Delinquent (RJD) and "Other" 
adjudications, never a large proportion of admissions, have continued to represent 
only a small number of admissions. 

Prior Custody Status. Although realizing an increase of 19 percent between 
1988 (118) and 1992 (141), youth entering DFY custody for other than the first time 
constituted only 6 percent of all custody entries in 1992. 

Initial Service Setting. The distribution of youth across initial service settings 
changed markedly in some settings and remained stable in others between 1988 
to 19~') (Figure 6). In part, this distribution is a reflection of th8 shift in residential 
capac\, necessary to accommodate the changes in the distribution of adjudication 
statuses. 

Between 1988 and 1992, there was a 57 percent increase in the number of 
custody entries initially admitted to non-community based centers. Replacement 
agency admissions also rose substantially from 392 in 1988 to 507 in 1992 (29%). 
Additionally, initial admissions to secure centers increased from 8 to 12 percent of 
all custody entries over the same period. Limited secure center admissions (to 
which only JD Ills may be initially admitted) increased slightly (9%). 

The reverse pattern is observable for community-based settings. In 1992, these 
settings were used for youth entering custody much less often than they had been 
in 1988 (1 % versus 10%). The percentage of DFY youth placed cooperatively in 
voluntary agencies fell from 12 percent in 1988 to 9 percent in 1992. Foster care, 
which never accounted for a large number of initial admissions, reached a low in 
1992 and declined 40 pero'3nt for the five-year period. Non-residential settings, 
also rarely used for initial ac.missions, increased during the period from 27 in 1988 
to 51 in 1992. 

Most Serious Offense. Throughout this or any consideration of offense data, it 
must be remembered that adjudicated offense is a product of a mUlti-stage 
process. As such, it is subject to many factors other than the actual crime 
committed. Thus, any changes in offense distributions over time may be the result 
of shifts in such factors as plea bargaining or prosecutorial practices, rather than 
any actual change in criminal behavior. Furthermore, to the extent that these 
practices exist, the offense for which a youth is adjudicated will under-represent 
the seriousness of the behavior which prompted the initial arrest. 
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Figure 5: Adjudication of Admissions by Year 

Juvenile Offender 

1992 

Figure 6: Initial Service Setting of Admissions by Year 
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Recent evidence suggests that upwards of 80 percent of all initial arrest charges 
are eventually plea~bargained down to a lower crime class by the time of 
adjudication. Additionally, formal adjudication categories do not always reflect the 
seriousness of the offense for which a youth is actually placed with DFY. For 
example, in 1992 alone, over 100 youth who were placed with the Division as 
Juvenile Delinquents were placed for offenses for wtlich they CQuid have been 
convicted as Juvenile Offenders. This is offered only as a caution against too 
literal an interpretation of what "most serious offense" means. 

Over the five years under consideration, drug offenses constituted between 11 and 
14 percent of a/l entries, ranging from a low of 221 (1988) to a high of 345 (1989). 
Between 1988 and 1990, "person" crimes remained relatively constant as a 
percent of each year's admissions (24 to 25%) and then rose to 30 percent in 
1991 and to 32 percent in 1992. The percent of admissions whose most serious 
offense was "against property" declined over the five year period from 46 percent 
to 38 percent. "Other" crimes increased from five to eight percent of admissions. 
Most of the growth in "Other" crimes was due to the more than doubling of the 
number of Weapons offenses. "Status Offense" admissions fluctuated between 
255 and 274, with the exception of 1990, when they rose to 326. 

There were also changes within crime types between 1988 and 1992. The 
"property" offense category with the largest number of custody entries in 1992 was 
Larceny (11 %). Despite this, larceny offenses have decreased 14 percent 
between 1988 and 1992. Unauthorized Use of a Motor Vehicle (UUMV) was the 
most serious crime for another ten percent of admissions in 1992, rising 21 
percent between 1988 and 1992. Another change within the "Property" crime 
category pertained to Burglary, which declined 38 percent over the period from 10 
to 5 percent of yearly entries. 

The changes in the most serious offense were equally dramatic in "Person" crime 
categories. Having gradually increased each year between 1988 and 1992, there 
was a pronounced increase of 45 percent in the number of youth admitted for a 
"person" crime as their most serious offense. The number of youth adjudicated for 
robberies increased 103 percent between 1988 and 1992. Nine percent of youth 
entering in 1988 were adjudicated for robbery, but over 16 percent had this as 
their most serious offense in 1992. It is also important to note that the number of 
youth convicted of homicides more than doubled between 1988 and 1992, 
increasing from 27 to 57. These youth now account for almost three percent of all 
admissions. 
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CHARCTERISTICS OI~ YOUTH ADMITTED DURING 1991 

In all, 2,301 youth entered DFY custody during 1991. Table 2A provides the 
supporting data for the following discussion. 

Service setting. In 1991, 73 percent of the youth entering custody were initially 
admitted to DFY -operated residential centers and homes. Another 26 percent 
were admitted to voluntary agencies and the remaining 1 percent was divided 
among foster care, community care, and day programs. 

Within these categories, non-community-based centers received 34 percent of the 
youth entering custody, limited-secure centers admitted 27 percent, secure 
centers, 11 percent, and community-based homes, 1 percent. Eight percent of the 
admissions went to cooperating agencies at the request of DFY and 17 percent 
were sent as court-ordered "replacements." Having expanded in 1991, the "Day" 
programs now include Independent Living, Evenirg Reporting Centers, Home
based Intensive Supervision, and Sports Academy. Since these programs are 
usually used to ease the transition from institution to community, it is not suprising 
that they received only three custody entries during the year. 

Gender. Females made up just over 13 percent of all admissions in 1991. 
However, females made up 52 percent of all admissions to community-based 
homes and only 4 percent of the initial admissions to secure centers. Males made 
up 87 percent of all custody entries, but were only 8 percent of initial admissions to 
foster care. 

Age. The average age of youth entering custody in 1991 was 15.2 years old; the 
median age was i 5.4 (39 percent were 15). A little less than a quarter of the youth 
were 14 and just over a fifth were 16. Nearly 14 percent of admissions were less 
than 14 years old and the remaining 3 percent were over 16. 

Youth initially admitted to secure centers were older (mean~ 16.1) than those 
admitted to other settings. While 37 percent of all admissions were under 15, only 
7 percent of secure center admissions were in that age category. Only JOs and 
youth accepted under Interstate Compact are admitted over the age of 18. Thus, it 
is not surprising to find that all the youth entering custody at age 18 or older were 
admitted to secure centers or community care. By contrast, 17 year-olds were 
under-represented among admissions to both types of voluntary agency settings. 

The primary role of community care is to provide post-residential treatment and 
supervision. However, some of this service is provided to youth who enter DFY 
custody after residential treatment in other states. Therefore, initial admissions to 
community care are Interstate Compact youth who tend to be older (mean= 17.3) 
than initial admissions from New York (who have yet to receive residential 
services). 

Race-ethnicity. Independent of ethnicity, African-American youth constituted the 
majority (61 %) of custody entries in 1991, while White youth made up 34 percent 
of all admissions. Latino youth of all races accounted for 24 percent of total 
custody entries in 1991. Native Americans and Asians each comprised less than 
one percent of the year's admissions. 



Page 1 TABLE 2A: CHARACTERISTICS OF ADMISSIONS TO DFY CUSTODY -1991 BY ADMITTING SERVICE SETTING (NUMBER) 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 
rOTA~ DFY OPERATED FACILITIES VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 

ADM IS, SECURE LTD. SEC NON-SECURE COOP P.EPL FOSTER TOTA!:-
SIONS NONCOMM COMM. ' TOTAL TOTAL CARE RESSERV 

TOTAL ADMISSIONS 2301 245 628 772 33 1678 190 397 587< 13 2278 
GENDER 

Males 1999 236 546 684 16 1482 171 326 497 1 HJ80 
Females 302 9 82 88 17 196 19 71 90 12 298 

AGE AT ADMISSION 
9 - 11 19 4 8 12 1 4 5-;.' 2 19 " 

12 66 15 26 41 7 17 24 1 66 
13 230. 77 88 2 167 23 37 60 2 229 
14 543 16 185 181 9 391 57 92 .- 149 1 541 
15 88~ 105 218 307 12 642, 72 167 239 5 886 
16 480 94 114 149 10 367 29 76 105 2 474 
17 61 21 15 13 49 1 4 J) 5 54 

18 - 20 14 9 .9 \, 9 
Mean Age at Admission 15.2 16.1 15.1 15.1 15.4 15.3 15.0 15.1 15~ 14.4 15.2 

Median AQe at Admission 15.4 16.0 15.1 15.3 15.5 15.4 15.1 15.3 15.3 15.2 15.3 
RACE/Ethnicity .,. 
N:Rit,AtfAMEI~i9At-! .- 1894 .,".1,~6 . 4.0~ 4flg 17 1053 72. ??!} 3.11 9 1373 

Non-Latino 1263 149 364 409 15 937 68 229 297 9 1243 
Latino 131 17 44 53 2 116 4 10 14 130 \ 

w.HfTE 773 
"' 

50 .1~3. 12"1.1 I . 14 528 107 133 240 3 771 
Non-Latino 438 9 112 146 8 275 

~~ I 57 153. 3 431 
Latino .34() 41 81 125 6 253 76 87 .3.40 

NATIVE AMERICAN 1 
.w,·· 

9 3 3 1 7 1 .;.:;: .. ", 1 9 
ASIAN 19 S 8 4 18 . 1 1 19 
01J-iER 96 19 15 29 t 64 10 22 32 96 

Non-Latino I .' 21 5 3 6 14 3 4 7 21 
Latino 7.5 14 12 23 1 50 7 18 25 I 75 

NOT SPECIFIED 13YYOUTH 10 4 1 3 8 2. 2 10 
- Non-Latino 4 1 2 3 1 1 4 

Latino 6 3 1 1 5 1 1 6 
POST RELEASE HOME 

• 

Available 1498 73 420 547 20 1060 139 278 417 8 1485 
Not Available 217 7 70 83 5 165 23 25 '. 48 4 217 , 

HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE . 
.- ... I' . . 1 . I'" NO XbULTHQUSEOOuJ' 31 .3 11 10 24 5 6 1 3.1 

91NGLE Abl,!lTtl9.hlSEHQ/,J:) 884 40 254 3;3~ 15 647 90 13B 228., 
I·· 

e 881 .,. 

2~£\c Male Parent 61 14 24 1 39 10 12 
\' 

61 
Female Parent 701 32 209 260 14 515 74 105 179 . ,i.- 5 699 

Other Adult Male 8 1 3 3 7 1 1& 8 
Other Adult Female 114 7 28 51 I as 6 20 26 1 113 

"iw¢+.IIQ.YLTH9.ljSEI-j()LD ' , 949 4.~ 2~6' 32/l 15 ..... 658 ,92 180 272 6 93t; 
Two Parents 457 24 140 146 4 314 55 81 136 1 45,1 

I 
One Parent 351 18 91 128 8 ,245 24 75 9,9 3 347 

___ No parents _ ,14L_ 7 35 5_4, 3 \JS9 13 24 37 2 138 

CONTINUED 

NON-RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 
TOJ!,!:-

DAY COMM. NQN.REs 
PFOGRAM3 CARE SEFM::ES 

3 20 
" 

23 

1 18 19 
2 2 4 

0 

1 1 
1 1 2 

2 2. 
1 5 6 

7 .1 
5 5 

14.8 17.3 17.0 
14.7 17.3 17.1 

3. _1~ 21 
3 17 20 

1 1 
2 2 .. . 

2 2 

.~-, 

2 11 13 

2 1 3 
" 

1 1 2 

1 I 1 
1 12 13 
1 5 6 

4 4 
3 3 

j. 

o 
'Tj 
~ 

> ::; 
::; 
c:: 
~ ...... 
it' 
.g 
C' 
'"'! 
~ 

en 

I-' 
\0 
\0 
I-' 

I 
\0 
N 

\0 
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TOTAL 
ADM!S. 
SIONS SECURE 

TOTAL ADMISSIONS 2301' 245 
RESPONSIBLE COUNTY 
@WY9R.K'C[y ~;1354 21.0 

Bronx 216 68 
Kings 490 90 

New York 278 26 
Queens 326 26 

Richmond 44 
~@ijfjg:i. 926 .... 34 

Albany 54 
, 

1 
Allegany 7 
Broome 13 1 

Cattaraugus 10 
Cayuga 24 

Chautauqua 6 
Chemung 12 
Chenango 1 

Clinton 4 
Columbia 4 
Cortland 1 
Delaware 
Dutchess 24 2 

Erie 63 1 
Essex 3 

Franklin 
Fulton 8 1 

Genesea 1 .' 
Greene 6(~ 

Hamilton 
Herkimer 3 
Jefferson 4 

Lewis 
Livingston 1 

Madison 10 
Monroe 136 5 

Montgomery 6 
Nassau 158 
Niagara 29 
Oneida 47 1 

Onondaga 50 2 
Ontario 3 
Orange 18 2 
Orleans 4 
Oswego 13 
Otsego 1 
Putnam 1. 

CONTINUED 

ADMITTING SERVICE SETTING -1991 -
RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

DFY OPERATED FACILITIES VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 
NON-SECURE COOP REPL 

LTD. SEC NCNCOMM COMM. TOTAL TOTAL 

628 772 33 1678 190 397 587 

p'.!?O 46.7 14 1081 20 
~ 

249 269 
49 71 2 190 4 I 21 25 

181 156 4 431 3 53 56 
78 124 3 231 6 41 47 
69 97 5 197 7 122 129 
13 19 32 12 12 

2~a. . 305 19 596 1.70 148 318 
11 21 33 12 9 21 

2 2 5 5 
6 6 13 
4 6 10 

11 11 1 23 1 1 
3 2 1 6 
3 4 1 8 4 4 
1 1 

4 4 
3 3 1 1 

1 1 

9 7 3 21 
13 33 3 50 2 2 4 

1 1 2 ? 1 1 

1 1 3 5 5 
1 1 
2 3 5 1 1 

:i 
2 2 1 1 

1 3 4 

1 1 I 3 6 9 1 1. 
22 43 1 71 41 24 65 

1 3 4 2 2 
16 22 38 14 106 120 

9 10 1 20 9 9 
7 23 1 32 15 15 

17 17 36·, 13 1 14 
2 2 1 1 

14 1 17 1 1 
3 1 4 
8 3 1 12 1 1 

1 1 
1 1 

FOSTER TOTAL 
CARE AESSERV 

13 2278(;0 

4 1354 
1 216 
3 490 

278 
325 

44 
!? .923 

.; .. 54 
7 

13 
10 
24 

6 
12-

1 
4 
4 
1 

21 
9 63 

3 

8 
1 
6 

3 
4 

1 
10 

136 
6 

158 
29 
47 
50 

3 
18 

4 
13 

1. 
1 

NON-F"iESIDENTIAL SERVICES 
TOtAL 

DAY COMM. NCJN.RES 
PR:X3FWVIS CARE SERVlCES 

3. 20 . 23 

'_.,'-

..... 

.:? 3 

3 3 

,.-

I-' 

o 

tj 
~ 
~ 

> :::s 
:::s 
t:: 
~ 
'-' 

~ .g 
o 
'"'1 .... 
'" 
I-' 
\0 
\0 
I-' 

I 
\0 
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TABLE 2A Page 3 ADMITTING SERVICE SETTING -1991 
,. RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

TOTAL DFY OPERATED FACILITIES VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 
ADM IS· NON-SECURE COOP REPL 
SIONS SECURE IID.SEC NONCOMM COMM. TOTAL TOTAL .. · 

TOTAL ADMISSIONS 2$01 245 628 772 33 1678 190 397 587 
RESPONSIBLE COUNTY 

Rensselaer 17 6 8 1 15 2 2 
Rockland .5 2 3 5 

51. Lawrence 1 1 1 
Saratoga 10 3 4 7 3 3 

Schenectady 32 7 13 

2~ I 9 3 12 
Schoharie 5 2 2 1 1 
Schuyler 6 3 3 $ 

Seneca 1; l 2 2 
Steuben 6 5 11 1 1 

Suffolk 32 5 12 11 28 2 2 4 
Sullivan 5 2 1 2 5 

Tioga 6 2 3 5 1 1 
Tompkins 2 2 2 

Ulster 11 5 4 9 2 2 
Warren 3 1 2 3 

Washington 5 2 1 3 2 2 
Wayne 13 2 4 6 7 7 

Westchester 30 13 13 4 30 
Wyoming 3 

c 

3 3 
Yates 1.~ ( 1 1 

oUTc>i=~rfAn: 21 ((1' 1 ~ 

PLACEMENT TYPE 0,. 

Court to DFY 1879 245 628 771 30 1674 189 189 
Court to DFY 10 Voluntary 397 397 397 

Court to DSS (, 1 1 1 
Condition of Probation 4 1 3 4 

Interstate Compact 20 
ADJUDICATION 

Juvenile Offender 116 116 ,116 
Juvenile Ollender - YO Status 122 122 122 

Restrictive Juvenile Del. 7 7 7 
Juv. Delinquent 60 Day Option ' 16.C 94 45 139 21 21 

Juvenile Delinquent Title 3 1066 534 425 12 971 81 12 93 
Juvenile Delinquent Title 2 675 193 8 201 56 314 370 

PINS 235 109 13 122 32 71 103 
Other 20 

PRIOR CUSTODY STATUS 
First DFY Custody 21"[9 212 576 740 31 1559 187 389 576 
Prior DFY CUstody 131 33 52 32 2 119 3 8 11 

CONTINUED 

FOSlER TOTAL 
CARE RESSERV 

13 2278 
.' 

17 
5 
1 

10 
32 

5 
6 
2 

12 

~2 
5 
6 
2. 

11 
$ 
5 

13 
30 

3 
1 
1 

13 1876 
397 

1 
4 

116 
122 

7 
160 

1064 
4 575 
9 234-

13 2148 
130 

NON-RESIDENTIAL SERVICl=S 
TOTAL 

DAY COMM. NC:lIw.ES 
PA::X3FW ... S CAHE SERVICES 

3 20 23 

<:.' 

20 2Q 

3 3 

P 
20 20 

2 2 

1 1 
20 20 

3 19 22 
1 1 

!! 

I 

0 
~ 
~ 

>-
~ 
::3 c: 
~ ...... 
~ 
(1) 

"Cj 
0 
>--I .... 
Cfl 
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\0 
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\0 
tv 
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TABLE 2A Page 4 ADMITTING SERVICE SETTING - 1991 
~ RESIDENTIAL SERVICES NON-RESIDENTIAL SERVICES I 

TOTAL DFY OPERATED FACILITIES VOLUNTARY AGENCIES TOTAL 
ADMIS- NON-SECURE COOP REPL. FOSTER TOTAL DAY COMM. NONflES 
SIONS SECURE LTD. SEC NONCOMM COMM. TOTAL TOTAL CARE RESSERV PROGRAMS CARE SEF\\IO:S 

TOTAL ADMISSIONS 2301 245 628 772 33 1678 190 397 587 13 2278 3 20 23 ." 
TYPE & CATEGORY OF MOST SERIOUS ADJUOICATED OFFENSE 

D.fi®~.' 2$7 .. '.62 140 202 ,10')5 . 85 287. .": ... : .. 
CONT'LSUBSTANCE (PL220-1) 287 62 140 202 10 75 85 287 
CAlMESAGAINSTPE~\JS" 694 235 258107 3 60333 5790'1' i. 694 . .. ............................................ ............ ........... ............ . .... ..... .... .. ........ .. 

ASSAULT (PL 120) 230 18 97 66 1 182 19 28 47 1 230 
HOMICIDE (PL 125)64 61 3 64 . 64 

KIDNAPPING (PL 135) 16 2 9 2 1 14 1 1 2 i.. 16. 
ROBBERY (PL 160) 306 137 110 28 1 276 4 26 30 306 

.. S~X(PL 130) 78 17 3~ 11 67 9 2 11 18 
CRlMESAGAINSTPFIOPERTY 876 10 I 238 351 15 614 98159 257 3 874 2 2. 

... .... . ...... ARSON(PL 150) 9 1 . 4 1 .. , 6 2 2 1 9 

BURGLARY (PL 140) 121 8 49 33 1 91 13 17 30 121 
CRIM. MISCHIEF(PL 145) 93 22 39 2 63 17 12 2 .. 9 1 93 .. 

LARCENY(PL 155) 283 1 74 120 4 I.' 199 32 50 82 281 2 2. 
UNAUTH USE OF MOTOR VEH. 

(PL 165.05-6) 242 51 101 7' 159 26 57 83 242 

CRIM. POSSES OF STOLEN PROP. I \\ I 
(PL165.40-52) 123 36 54 1 91 8 23 31 1 123 

OTHER THEFT (PL 165.xX) 5 2 3 5 5 
oiHEFlbFl.iMES 189 I 70 ., 65 2137" 17 3§.. 62 189 

FIREARM,WEAPON (265) 117 51 4596 4 1 7 21. 117 
VIOL OF PROBATION 6 1 5 6 6:': I 

OTHER 66 1!J 20 2 41 12 13 25 6a 
NONE -STAii.JSOFFENSE 255 10913 122 32" 71 1039 . 234 \: 1 20 21 
SERVICENEEDS (ATINTAKE) ; 
HeALil;' .. 12733 32 48 5 118 9 NA!l 127 '. 

On-Site Medical Personnel 69 31 1 3 22 66 3 3 69 
Access to Med. Specialist5? 2 18 28 3 51 6 6 57. 

Wheel Chair Bound 1 11 1 
I... . ..... .. Pregnancy Services 1 0 3 3 4 1 0 . .. 19 
UMITEDENGUSH 117 45 31 36 2 114 3 NA ';3 1i7 I . 
MENTAL HEALTH 500 34 211 205 12 462 34 NA34 4 I 500 
MENTALRETARDAll0N 56 3 I 28 18 2 51 4 NA 4 I 1 56 . .. . ..... ........ ..... ....... ......... .. ..... .... .. .. -. .......... . 

10 = 60 or Less 4 2 1 3 1 ;.4 
10 = 61 to 75 5.2 3 26 17 2 48 4 4 1"52 

SEX9fI"EN[)ER.~gE 175 268? 37 3 . 154 19 NJ'.19 1 174 11 
Violent Sex Olender 116 26 58 21 2 .107 9 :9 116 

Non-Violent Sex Offender 59 30 16 147 10 10 1 58 1 .1 
SPECII\I..EDtJCAlloN 432 15. 169 188 8380 50 NA 50 1 431 I' '1 1 

Emotionally Disturbed 297 6 118 135 4 263 33 ,33 296 1 ' 1 

Learning Disabled 101 8 37 42 2 89 12 12 1 Ct. 'I" 
Mentally Retarded 1 5 1 5 4 1 11 3 3 1 1 5 

~~ . . t 
Multiply Handicapped 19 9 7 117 2 2 19,.: . 

SUBSTANcE ABUsE 992 109 354·.·· 435 '7 _..":9Jl§_ 1.84NA 84 I .1 990 I 1 1'· 2 
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Nine percent of African-American youth (six percent of aI/ admissions) and 44 
percent of the White youth (15 percent of all admissions) additionally identified 
themselves as Latino. Over 4 percent of the youth admitted did not identify with 
any racial group, but 78 percent of this group claimed Latino ethnicity. Less than 
one percent of the youth admitted did not know what racial category they belonged 
to. Of this group, over half were Latino. 

Non-Latino White youth made up only 4 percent of the admissions to secure 
centers, but were 19 percent of all admissions. 

Among both types of voluntary agency placements, Latino youth who also 
identified themselves as African-Americans made up less than three percent of 
admissions to each setting, yet were six percent of all admissions. At the same 
time, White youth who identified themselves as Latino were 15 percent of all 
admissions, but less than 6 percent of cooperating agency admissions. By 
contrast, White youth who did not indicate Latino ethnicity made up 51 percent of 
cooperating agency admissions, but only 19 percent of all admissions. 

Post-Release Home. As part of the intake procedure for cllstody entries begun 
in mU-1989, an attempt is made to ascertain the probable post-release home 
status of each youth. The critical determination resulting from this is that a youth 
may require a surrogate home following release from residential care. 

During 1991, the second full year of the new intake procedure, three-quarters of 
the custody entries had post-release home determinations made. Of those 
assessed, 13 percent were anticipated to need surrogate housing following 
release. 

Household Structure. Another feature of the intake procedure for custody 
entries is an improved description of the structure of the household from which 
each youth comes. During 1991, such data in this area were collected on 81 
percent of all custody entries. 

Of the youth so assessed in 1991, 51 percent came from households containing at 
least two persons "B and over. However, in less than half these households were 
there two parents present. In 47 precent of the households, only one adult was 
present, but the single adult in these households was the parent in 86 percent of 
the cases. In two percent of the households, no adult was present. However, 
regardless of the number of adults present, 16 percent of the youth assessed 
came from households where there was no parent present. 

The most frequent household structure (38%) was single adult households 
headed by the youth's mother. An additional six percent of the households were 
headed by an adult female other than the youth's mother. Two parent households 
were the next most frequent category (25%). 

Responsible County. Well over half (59%) of the admissions during 1991 
came from the five boroughs of New York City. Accounting for over a third of the 
New York City total, Kings County (Brooklyn) constituted 21 percent of all 
admissions. Other counties accounting for five or more percent of the admissions 
were: Queens (14%), New York (Manhattan) (12%), Bronx (9%), Nassau (7%) 
and Monroe (6%). 



14 DFY Annual Reports: 1991-92 

Bronx and Kings Counties accounted for 65 percent of secure center admissions, 
but only 31 percent of all admissions. Counties under-represented among secure 
admissions were Albany, Erie, Monroe and Onondaga. 

Youth adjudicated in Orange County were over-represented and those from 
Nassau County under-represented among all admissions to limited secure 
centers. 

Nassau, Orange and Westchester Counties were all under-represented among 
admissions to non-community based centers. 

The use of. voluntary agencies varies widely from county to county. Seven 
counties deviated from their expected proportion of all admissions. Queens and 
Nassau Counties were oveHepresented among replacements, while Onondaga 
was under-represented. Monroe County was over-represented among 
cooperative admissions, while Bronx, Kings, New York and Queens Counties 
were under-represented among such admissions. 

Placement type. "Court to DFY" accounted for 82 percent of the placements 
among youth entering custody during 1 991. "Replacements" to voluntary 
agencies accounted for another 17 percent. No other placement type accounted 
for even one percent. 

Adjudicatioli1. The most frequent adjudication among youth entering custody in 
1991 was JD III (46%). Another seven percent of admissions were JD Ills with 60-
day options (permitting transfer to a secure center). JD II was the second most 
frequent adjudication (25%), followed by JO and PINS (10% each). There were 
seven RJDs admitted and "Other" adjudications accounted for another one percent 
of admissions. JDs of all kinds made up 79 percent of admissions. Together, 
PINS, JDs and JOs accounted for 99 percent of all admissions. 

Since adjudication constrains service setting placement, proportional distributions 
of adjudications across service settings cannot be expected. For example, the law 
stipulates that all JOs and RJDs must initially enter secure centers. Conversely, 
Title II youth (JD II, PINS, etc.) may never be permanently placed in a secure or 
limited secure setting. Additionally, service setting selection among those legally 
available is determined by a number of other youth characteristics. Hence, within 
the range of settings dictated by particular adjudications, there are differences. 

In 1991, JD Ills with 60-day options made up seven percent of all custody entries, 
but none were initially admitted to secure centers. 

Among admissions to limited secure programs, JD 11I(60}s were over-represented 
(15%). Among replacement admissions, JD lis were over~represented, while both 
types of JD ;ils were under-represented. 

Prior Custody Status. Youth entering DFY custody for the first time constituted 
94 percent of all 1991 admissions. Youth with prior DFY history made up 13 
percent of admissions to secure centers, but only 6 percent of all admissions. 
Youth with prior custody histories were under-represented among both types of 
voluntary agency admissions. 
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Most Serious Offense. To understand admission offenses, it must be kept in 
mind that the adjudicated offense may very well be the result of plea bargaining. 
Furthermore, plea bargaining policy undoubtedly varies by Family Court 
jurisdiction. Therefore, the less serious crime categories will likely contain youth 
who actually committed more serious offenses. 

The foregoing notwithstanding, the most prevalent admission offense type in 1991 
was "Crimes Against Property" (38%), with the most prevalent category within this 
type bein'1 "Larceny" (12%). The next mo~.t prevalent category was "Unauthorized 
Use of a . iotor Vehicle" (11 %). 

"Crimes Against Persons" accounted for the most serious type of admitting offense 
for 30 percent of all admissions. Within this group, "Robbery" was the most 
prevalent category, accounting for 13 percent of all admissions, with "Assault" 
accounting for another 10 percent. 

Following Property and Person crimes, the next most frequent offense types were 
"Controlled Substance" (12%) and "Status Offenses" (11%) (including no offense). 
"Other" crimes accounted for an additional eight percent of admissions. 

Since a youth's adjudication is related by law and practice to the crime committed 
and, as indicated above, adjudication constrains the service setting into which a 
youth can be admitted, specific crime categories are not proportionally distributed 
over service settings. For example, youth adjudicated for "Controlled Substance" 
were never admitted to secure centers in 1991. 

Given the nature of JO offenses, it is not unexpected that youth adjudicated for 
Person crimes made up 96 percent of the admissions to secure centers, yet were 
only 30 percent of all admissions. Youth adjudicated for "Person Offenses" were 
under-represented among admissions to non-community based, community 
based, replacement and communtiy care. Additionally, youth adjudicated for 
Property Crimes were under-represented among community care admissions, 
while those adjudicated for drug offenses were under-represented among 
cooperative placements. 

Service Needs. An integral part of the intake process is needs screening. This 
information is used to assist in the selection of the optimal initial program setting 
for each youth. 

In mid-1989, DFY began implementation of a process to screen each youth 
entering custody. Screening is done in the areas of health (up to 10 different 
service needs are allowed), limited English, mental health, menta I 
retardation, sex offender services, special education and substance 
abuse. Only replacement and interstate compact youth entering custody are 
excluded from this screening process. 

Among 1991 custody entries who were screened, 78 percent had at least one 
screened service need, 25 percent had two such needs and 11 percent had three 
or more service needs. The high proportion of screened youth with various 
service needs underscores the intrinsic connection between delinquency and 
human service needs in general. 
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Over half of the youth screened in 1991 (53%) indicated substance use or 
involvement to the degree that assessment for intervention services was 
warranted. More than 26 percent of the youth screened had evidence of prior 
mental health treatment and/or current symptoms. Over 23 percent were 
currently on the special education registers of their home schools. Nine 
percent presented a history of sex offenses severe enough to warrant 
a.ssessment for formal intervention services. The English language 
proficiency of over six percent of the youth was so limited as to warrant 
assessment for the appropriateness of English as a second language (ESL) 
instruction. The vast majority of such youth spoke Spanish as their primary 
language. 

Almost four percent of the screened admissions required on-site medical 
personnel and three percent required access to an off-site medical 
specialist for pre-existing conditions. Almost three percent of screened 
admissions were mentally retarded (by NYS Education Department criteria). 
Eleven females were pregnant and one youth required wheelchair
accessible facilities at custody entry. 

Nineteen percent of screened secure center admissions needed Limited 
English Proficiency services, although only six percent of all admissions had 
such a need. Secure center admissions also had an over-representation of youth 
in need of on-site medical personnel. Admissions to secure settings had an 
undeHepresentation of youth in need of off-site medical specialist services 
and special education needs. 

Among admissions to non-community based centers, youth who screened in need 
of non-violent sex offender services were under-represented. Replacement 
admissions to voluntary agencies are not routinely screened. However, among 
cooperative admissions, youth in need of access to on-site medical personnel 
and limited English services were under-represented. Among youth admitted to 
Foster Care, those needing substance abuse services were under-represented. 
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CHARACTERISTiCS OF YOUTH ADMITTED DURING 1992 

In 1992 a total of 2,323 youth entered DFY custody. Table 2B provides the 
supporting data for the following discussion. 

Service setting. In 1992, 67 percent of the youth entering custody were initially 
admitted to DFY-operated residential centers and homes. Another 31 percent 
were admitted to voluntary agencies and the remainder were divided among foster 
care, community care, and day programs. 

Within these categories, limited-secure centers received 28 percent of the youth 
entering custody, non-community based centers admitted 26 percent, secure 
centers, 12 percent, and community-based homes, 1 percent. Nine percent of the 
admissions went to cooperating agencies as part of an agreement with DFY and 
22 percent were sent as court-ordered "replacements." Almost two percent of 
admissions entered community care via interstate compacts. The "Day" programs, 
which include Independent Living, Evening Reporting Centers, Home-based 
Intensive Supervision, In-home Intensive Treatment and Supervision, Youth 
Leadership Graduates, and Sports Academy, are typically used to ease the 
transition from institution to community. Thus, it is not unexpected that these 
programs received only 11 custody entries during the year. 

Gender. Females made up over 13 percent of all admissions in 1992. However, 
no females initially entered community care. Males made up 87 percent of all 
custody entries, yet were only 33 percent of initial admissions to foster care. 

Age. The average age of youth entering custody in 1992 was 15.3 years old; the 
median age was 15.4 (39 percent were 15). A little less than a quarter of the youth 
were 14 and just over a fifth were 1l3. Just over 13 percent of admissions were 
less than 14 years old and the remaining 4 percent were over 16. 

Youth initially admitted to secure centers were older (mean= 15.9) than those 
admitted to other settings. While 36 percent of all admissions were under 15, only 
15 percent of secure center admissions were in that age category. 

Only JOs and youth accepted under Interstate Compact are placed over the age of 
18. Thus, it is not surprising to find that all the youth entering custody at age 18 or 
older were admitted to secure centers or community care. By contrast, 17 year
olds were under-represented among admissions to both types of voluntary agency 
settings and over-represented among secure center admissions. 

The primary role of community care is to provide post-residential treatment and 
supervision. However, some of this service is provided to youth who enter DFY 
custody after residential treatment in other states. Therefore, initial admissions to 
community care are mostly Interstate Compact youth who tend to be older (mean= 
17.4) than initial admissions from New York State. 

Race-ethnicity. Independent of ethnicity, African-American youth were the 
majorit)1 (62%) of custody entries in 1992. White youth made up 34 percent of all 
admissions. L~tino youth of all races accounted for 22 percent of the custody 
entries in 1992. Native Americans and Asians each comprised less than one 
percent of the year's admissions. 



Page 1 TABLE 2B: CHARACTERISTICS OF ADMISSIONS TO DFY CUSTODY -1992 BY ADMIITING SERVICE SEITING (NUMBER) 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 
TOTAL DFY OPERATED FACILITIES VOLUNTARY AGENCIES ..... 
ADMIS~ SECURE LTD. SEC NON-SECURE COOP REPl. FOSTER TOTAL 
. SIONS NON COMMI COMM. TOTAL TOTAL CARE RESSERV 

TOTAL ADMISSIONS 2323 .. " 288 643 599 15 1545 208 507 71.5 12 2272 
GENDER 

. 

Males '2015 266 580 519 9 1374 175 411 586 4 1964 
Females 308 22 63 80 6 171 33 96 129 8 308 

AGE AT ADMISSION '.' 
". 

9 - 11 19 2 9 11 2 6 8. is 
12 54 15 17 '32 8 12 20 2 54 
13 239 4 68 63 135 26 76 102 1 238 
14 529 39 159 152 3 353 52 119 171 2 526 
15 9.00 114 240 246 5 e05 88 197 285 4 894 
16 4&0 100 138 99 5 342 30 92 12.2' 2 466 
17 ~5 26 21 13 2 62 2 5 .7 1 70 

18 - 20 17 5 5 5 
Mean Age at Admission 15.3 '. 15.9 , 15.2 15.1 16.0 15.3 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.2 

Median Age at Admission 15.4 15.9 15.3 15.3 15.8 15.5 15.2 15.2 15;2 15.4 15.4 
11~.c:E;!!=!~Eli.C:,i.!~ .. " ...... 

4,?1 . 94 I\ffi!9Af+tMsRI£N'~ 1447 I ~;: 3,53 8, 1003 ~q() ....... 400 10 141.3 
Non-Latino 1323 385 310 8 897 88 297 385 10 1292 

Latino 124 'C.7 36 43 106 6 9 15 121 wfiE ..... ...... 789 ,57. 201 ,?13 7 478 107 c 188 295 2 775 
Non-Latino 434 15 113 124 7 259, 84 80 164 2 425 ". 

Latino 355. 42 88 89 219 23 108 131 350 NkiiVEft.MER'iCAN····· 13 '. 
",'" 

.1 5 6 1 6 "l 

~j:: ASiAN 16. 5 5 4 14 2 2 
OTIffi 57 . , 5 15 24 44 6 4 10 II ~; Non-Latino 18 3 4 7 14 1 2 3 

Latino 39 2 11 17 30 5 2 7 37 
NOt§p~gIFi~I:)$YYoUjli" .. 1 .. 

1 
. ... 

1 1 
Non-Latino 1 1 1 1 

Latino I . 

POST RELEASE HOME ". 

Available 11727 ! 153 481 466 8 110a 156 431 587 7 1702 
Not Available 286 10 108 82 5 205 29 47 76 5 286 

HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE ... , .' 
NOA5UCTAOiJSEHOL6 .24 8 8 16 1 6 7 T 24 
:;;INc,;[.,§. N2YLItl9.\J§I:=tf9!:P .....•. 1035. , ....... I.!'L 

" 
.307 g62 .. 7 651 95 264 359 8 1018 

Male Parent 58 1 17 19 37 5 15 20 57 
Female Parent 797 61 227 20.0 7 ' •. 495 77 205 282 6 783 

Other Adult Male 11 5 1 6 3 2 5 11 ;, 
" Other Adult Female Hl9 13 58 42 113 10 42 . 52 2 167 

rN9±'A[)tJ~T}!Q~§gH9W:i ... 101.1 
.. . 

.2!10 " 101 ?1~ 317 91 282 0 669 3 989 
Two Parents 461 43 127 129 4 303. 55 98 153 ." 1 457 

One Parent 406 39 112 122 1 274 34 84 118 2 394 
No Parents 144 9 43 39 1 9.2 12 34 46 138 

CONTINUED 

NON-RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 
TOTAL 

DAY COMM . .~ 

PF03RAMS CARE ;·SERIIICES 

11 40 5L 

11 40 51 

1 1 
1 2 3 
2 4 6 
5 9 14 
2 13 15 

12 12 
15.9 17.4 17.1 
16.1 17.4 17.2 

5 29 I 34 ........ 

3 28 31 
2 1 3 
5 9 14 
4 5 9 
1 4 5 

1 2 3 
1 1 

1 1 2. 

10 15 25 

.7 10. 17 
1 1 
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TOTAL 
,ADMIS. 

sioNs 
TOTAL ADMISSIONS 11.2323:" 
RESPONSIBLE COUNTY 

N§wY§fiKQIT.X~:=.·.~::::~·<> .................... ,. 

290 
.322 
45 

Q1t!€B@.@g~f.__.....905 

CONTINUED 

Albany 47 
Allegany 10 
Broome 11. 

CattaraugusS 
Cayuga 1.4 

Chautauqua 1'3. 
Chemung 9 

Chenango ,i.. .3 
Clinton '10 

Columbia' 8 
Cortland" . 
Delaware 
Dutchess 19 

53. 
p 
6 

10 
2 

Greene 6 
Hamilton 
Herkimer 4 
Jeiferson14 

Lewis 
Livingston 

Madison 
Monroe 

Montgomery 
Nassau 
Niagara" 
Oneida 

Onondaga 
Ontario 
Orange 
Orleans 

Oswego 
Otsego 
Putnam 

1 
a 

137 
7 

1M 
3:2 
32 
47 
2 

14 
2. 

11 
3 

ADMITIING SERVICE SETIING -1992 
RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

DFY OPERATED FACILITIES 
SECURE r L TO. SEC r NON-SECURE 

NON COMMI COMM. TOTAL 

288 643 599 

239 "1 401····1 "33(f """'55' .' .... ""51 ..... ······51 
111 177 115 

40 
25 

8 

·A.~ .. 
3 
2 

5 

10 

2 

8 

89 
70 
14 

Mg ... 
17 

95 
66 

9 
?.~[ 

11 

6 4 
3 

10 3 
3 6 
1 4 
3 

7 
3 4 

6 
9 

4 

3 

8 

4 
15 

3 
17 

5 
15 
15 

7 
2 
8 
1 

10 
23 

2 
5 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
6 

4 
33 

2 
15 

4 
12 
15 

1 
6 

3 

15 II 1545 

.. ···11 
9.83 
158 

4 II 407 
224 

2 II 163> 
31 

.. ?TI "$59 
31 .. 

2. 
10 
.4 
13 
10 
,6 
;3 
.8 
1 

16 
38 

2. 
P 
q 
2. 
5 
1. 
S 

14 

t 
8 

59, 

n 
34 
10 
27 
38 

2. 
14 

2. 
1.1 

1 

VOLUNTARY AGENC!!::IE~S_-l 
COOP I RE:::i.._ ! r 

208 

12 

4 
6 
2 

j96 
10 

7 
1 

3 
2 

2 
1 

5 
2 

5 

73 
2 

13 
21 

5 
9 

507 

.!},t,t .. , 
56 
91 
57 

156 
14 

. .•... J?? .. 
6 

2 

5 

112 

I 

I 

I 

I. 

TOTAL 

715 

S86 
56 

rC'I! 
1W II 
'·14''''-''''' 
329 
is 

7 
1 
2 
1 
3 
:3 

2. 
1 

5 
:2 

5 

1 

78 
2 

125 
21 
5 
9 

2 

NON-RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

FOSTER 
CARE 

12 

··-··~·I ... 

3 

. TOTAL III DAY I COMM. 
AESSERV FfmRAMS CARE 

2272 

1372 ' 
214 
'002 
2.90 
321 
45 

11 40 

'3: ... ",\ .... '. (, 
2 

"11 8.97 ... .47" 
.• 10 

11 
.6 
14 
1:3 
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9. 
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TABLE 2B Page 3 ADMITTING SERVICE SETTING - 1992 
, 'C' RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 
TOTAL' DFY OPERATED FACILITIES VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 

ADMIS{ SECURE LTD. SEC NON·SECURE COOP REPL 
SIONS NON COMM/ COMM. TOTAL: TOTAL 

TOTAL ADMISSIONS 2323 288 643 599 15 1545·' 208 507 715 
RESPl)NSIBLE COUNTY ". ". 

Rensselaer 1,0 2 3 2 7 2 1 3 
Rockland 5 5 5 . 

St. Lawrence 2 1 1 2. .•.• 
1 I '11 

.... 

Saratoga 2 3 5 '. 6 6 
Schenectady 35 8 16 i 24 6 4 Hi 

Schoharie 3' 2 2 1 1 
Schuyler 

Seneca .S· 1 3 4 1 1 
Steuben .6 .• 4 4 2 2 

Suffolk 57 7 25 22 

I 54 2 1 3 
Sullivan :3 ...••. 2 1 3 

, 

Tioga 
Tompkins 

Ulster 7 6 1 7 
Warren 1 1 1 

Washington 3 2 1 3 
Wayne 16 1 3 8 1 13 5 5 

Westchester 25 3 17 5 25 
Wyoming 6 1 1 5 5 

Yates 2 .. · .... 1 1 2 
OUTOFSTATE' 

... 
43 3 ., 3 

PLACEMENT TYPE 
Court to DFY 1774 288 643 599 14 1544 208 208 

Court to DFY to Voluntary 507 507 507 , 
Condition of Probation 2 1 1 

Interstate Compact 40 .... 

ADJUC:CATION '. 

Juvenile Offender 134 134 134 
Juvenile Offender· YO Status 132 132 132 

Restrictive Juvenile Del. 1.4 14 .14 
Juv. Delinquent 60 Day Option 254 2 167 63 2.32 20 20 

Juvenile Delinquent Title 3 I" 826 476 263 5 744 66 11 77 
Juvenile Delinquent Title 2 685 178 3 181 86 413 499 

PINS 2.29 95 6 101 35 83 ,118 
Parole Violator 6 6 6 

Other 43 1 1 1 1 
PRIOR CUSTODY STATUS 

First DFY Custody 2Hl2 256 592 570 13 1431 196 497 693 
Prior DFY CUstocly 141 32 51 29 2 114 12 10 22 

COtmNUED 

FOSTER TOTAL' 
CARE RESsERv 

12 .2272 
"". 

,10 
S 
2. l' .' 

34 
3 

5 
6 

57 
3 

7 
1. 
3 .. ' 

18····' 
25. 
,6 
2 
3 

11 1163 
507 

1 2 

." 134 
132 
"1.4 

1 253 . 
2 823 
2 ,682 
6 225, 

6 
1 3 

11 2135 
1 137 

NON·RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

I TOTAL 
DAY COMM. "NON:RE$ > 
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TABL.E 2B Page 4 ADMITIING SERVICE SETIING -1992 
RESIDENTIAL SERVICES NON-RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

TOTAL DFY OPERATED FACILITIES VOLUNTARY AGENCIES TOTAL 
ADMIS~ SECURE LTD. SEC NON-8ECURE COOP REPL. FOSTER TOTAL DAY COMM.NONflEs 
SIONS .' NONCOMM COMM. TOTAL TOTAL CAREAESSEFW PROORAMS CARE SERVICES 

TOTAL ADMISSIONS 2323 288 643 599 151545 208 507715 12. 2272 11 40 51 
lYPE & CATEGORY OF MOST SERIOOS ADJUDICATED OFFENSE 
DRUG~ ..... ... ... ...... 269" .......... - . '6-9 98 16710 I 90100 I, ........ ~ ..... ····267····· 1 .2 
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ASSAULT(PL120) 234 24 103 I 49 2 178 14 40 54 2 234 ... · 
HOMICIDE (PL 125) 57 50 7 57 57' 

KIDNAPPING (PL 135) 11 4 I 5 9 2 2 11 
ROBBERY(PL 160) 366 188 109 26 323 5 38 43 366 

SEX (PL 130) 64 16 35 2 53 6 5 1164 
CFilMES~~FrrY 875 ,10 .. 234 276 I> ... 526 lSi 210 34:1 ,~ 870 ,.S' '.. 5 
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CRIM. POSSES OF STOLEN PROP. '. 
(PL165.40-52) 126 29 41 1 11 21 34 55 126 

OTHER THEFT (PL 165.xX) 10 4 2 6 3 3 ., 9 1 1 
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Oll-ER 47 22 17 39 2 6 8 47 
",iQ'NE-STATuSOFFENSE 271 95 7 102 36 83 119 i" 7 228 4 39 43 
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HEALTH 115 1.1 40 4.0 5 96 14 NA 14 5 115 
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Access to Med. Specialist 53 1 20 20 1 42 8 8 3 55 
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. . .. . Pregnancy Services 21 2 .... 6 5 5 1 8 3 .21 ... 

UMrrEDENGUSH 11.3 59 32 19 110 3 NA 3 113 

ME .. NT ... A. ,l.HEAl..: ... TIi.'. .. 484 I 44 2C7. 176 4 431 45 N. A. 45. .6 482 2 2 
MENTAL:AEfARDAll0N 53 3 2() 17 242 9 Nt.. .. 9 51 1 1 2 

IQ = 60 or Less 1 ;'~ 1 1 1 
". IQ =61 to 65 52' 3 20 17 2 ,,; 4.2 8 8 50 . 1 1 2 

SEX OFFENDER SERVIGI;. 143 :25 74 251.24 18 NA 18 142. 1 1 
.. "',lioientS~xOfender 87 23 45 11 79 7 7 86 1 1 

Non-Violent Sex Offender 56 2 29 14 45 11 1156 
SPECIALEDUCAIDN ., 449 38 169 160 5 372 75 NA ... . 75 447 22 . ,,',- .. 1-
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Nine percent of the African-American youth (5 percent of all admissions) and 45 
percent of the White youth (15 percent of all admissions) additionally identified 
themselves as Latino. Over 2 percent of the youth admitted did not identify with 
any racial group, but 68 percent of this group claimed Latino ethnicity. 

Non-Latino White youth made up only 5 percent of the admissions to secure 
centers, but were 19 percent of ali admissions. 

Among replacement voluntary agency entries, Latino youth who also identified 
themselves as African-Americans made up less than two percent of entries, but 
were five percent of all admissions. Non-Latino youth who identified themselves 
as White were 19 percent of ail admissions, but more than 40 percent of 
cooperating agency admissions. Latino youth who chose not to identify with any 
racial group were under-represented among "replacements." 

Post-Release Home. As part of the intake procedure for custody entries begun 
in mid-1989, an attempt is made to ascertain the probable post-release housing 
status of each youth. The critical determination resulting from this is that a youth 
may require a surrogate home following release from residential care. 

During 1992, 87 percent of the custody entries had post-release home 
determinations made. Of those assessed, 14 percent were anticipated to need 
surrogate housing following release. 

Household Structure. Another feature of the intake procedUie for custody 
entries is an improved description of the structure of the household from which 
each youth comes. During 1992, data in this area were collected on 89 percent of 
custody entries. 

Of the youth so assessed in 1992, 49 percent came from households containing at 
least two persons 18 and over. However, in less than half these households were 
there two parents present. In 50 percent of the households, only one adult was 
present, but the single adult in these households was a parent in 83 percent of the 
cases. In one percent of the households of custody entries no adult was present. 
However, regardless of the number of adults present, 17 percent of the youth 
entering custody came from households where there was no parent present. 

The most frequent household structure (34%) was single adult households 
headed by the youth's mother. An additional seven percent of the households 
were headed by an adult female other than the youth's mother. Two parent 
households were the next most frequent category (20%). 

Responsible County. Over half (59%) of the admissions during 1992 came 
from the five boroughs of New York City. Comprising more than a third of the New 
York City total, Kings County (Brooklyn) accounted for 22 percent of all 
admissions. Other counties accounting for five or more percent of the admissions 
were: Queens (14%), New York (Manhattan) (12%), Bronx (9%), Nassau (7%) 
and Monroe (6%). 

Bronx and Kings Counties accounted for 58 percent of secure center admissions, 
but only 31 percent of all admissions. The only county under-represented among 
secure admissions was Nassau. 
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Youth adjudicated in Westchester County were over~represented and those from 
Monroe and Nassau Counties undeHepresented among all admissions to limited 
secure centers. Nassau County was under-represented among admissions to 
non-community based centers. 

The use of voluntary agencies varies widely from county to county. Seven 
counties deviated from tt1eir expected proportion of these admissions. Queens 
and Nassau Counties were over-represented among replacements l while Eriel 

Monroe, Onor:rbga, One-ida, and Westchester were under-represented. Monroe 
County was .over-represented among cooperative admissions, while Bronx, Kings l 

New York and Queens Counties were under-represented among such 
admissions. 

Placement type. "Court to OFY" accounted for 76 percent of the placements 
among youth entering custody during 1992. "Replacements" to voluntary 
agencies accounted for another 22 percent. Interstate compacts accounted for 
almost two percent. 

Adjudication. The most frequent adjudication among youth entering custody in 
1992 was JO /I, (36%). Another 11 percent of admissions were JO Ills with 60-day 
options (permitting transfer to a secure center). JO II was the second most 
frequent adjudication (29%), followed by JOs (11 % ) and PINS (10%). There were 
14 RJOs admitted and "Other" adjudications accounted for another two percent of 
admissions. JOs of all kinds made up 77 percent of admissions. Together, PINS, 
JOs and JOs accounted for 98 percent of all admissions. 

Since adjudication constrains service setting placement, proportional distributions 
of adjudications across service settings cannot be expected. For example, the law 
stipulates that all JOs and RJOs must initially enter secure centers. Conversely, 
Title /I youth (JO II, PINS, etc.) may never enter a secure or limited secure setting. 
Additionally, service setting selection among those legally permissible is 
determined by a number of other youth characteristics. Hence, within the range of 
settings dictated by particular adjudications, there are differences. 

In 1992, JO-/lls with 60-day options made up 11 percent of all custody entries, but 
less than one percent were initially admitted to secure centers. 

Among initial admissions to limited secure programs, both JO 'I/(60)s (26%) and 
JD Ills (74%) were over-represented. Among replacement admissions, JO lis were 
over-represented, while both types of JO Ills were under-represented. 

Prior Custody Status. Youth entering OFY custody for the first time constituted 
94 percent of all 1992 admissions. Youth with prior custody histories ware un ':3r
represented among replacement voluntary agency admissions. 

Most Serious Offense. To understand admission offenses, it must be kept in 
mind that the adjudicated offense may very well be the result of plea bargaining. 
Furthermore, plea bargaining policies undoubtedly vary across Family Court 
jurisdictions. Therefore, the less serious crime categories may very well contain 
youth who actually committed more serious offenses. 
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The foregoing notwithstanding, the most prevalent admission offense type in 1992 
was "Crimes Against Property" (38%), with the most prevalent category within this 
type being "Larceny" (11 %). "Unauthorized Use of a Motor Vehicle" (UUMV), the 
most serious crime category for ten percent of all admissions, was the second 
largest offense within property offenses. 

"Crimes Against Persons" accounted for the m;!'!3t serious typo of admitting offense 
for 32 percent of all admissions. Within this group, "Robbery" was the most 
prevalent category, accounting for 16 percent of all admissions. Similarly, 
"Assault" accounted for ten percent of total admissions. 

Following Property and Person crimes, the next most frequent offense types were 
"Status OHenses" (including no offense) and "Controlled Substance" (12% each). 
An additional eight percent of youth admitted had an "Other" crime as their most 
serious offense. 

Since a youth's adjudication is related by law and practice to the crime committed 
and, as indicated above, adjudication constrains the service setting into which a 
youth can be admitted, specific crime categories are not proportionally distributed 
over service settings. For example, youth adjudicated for "Larceny," although one 
of the most prevalent crime categories, were never admitted to secure centers in 
1992. 

Given the nature of JO offenses, it is not unexpected that youth adjudicated for 
Person crimes made up 97 percent of the admissions to secure centers, yet were 
only 32 percent of all admissions. 

Youth adjudicated for "Person Offenses" were under-represented among 
admissions to non-community based, cooperative, replacement and communtiy 
care. In addition to this, youth adjudicated for drug offenses were under
represented among cooperative placements. 

Service Needs. An integral part of intake is needs screening. This information 
is used to assist in the selection of the optimal initial program setting for each 
youth. 

In mid-1989, DFY began implementation of a process to screen each youth 
entering custody. SCrG~j"j:j"j9 is done in the areas of health (up to 10 different 
service needs are allowed), limited English, mental health, mental 
retardation, sex offender services, special education and substance 
abuse. Only replacement and interstate compact youth entering custody are 
excluded from this screening process. 

Among 1992 custody entries who were screened, 80 percent had at least one 
special service need, 25 percent had two such needs and 13 percent had three or 
more service needs. The high proportion of screened youth with various service 
needs underscores the intrinsic connection between delinquency and human 
service needs in general. 
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Over half of the youth screened in 1992 (58%) indicated sUbstance use or 
involvement to the degree that assessment for intervention services was 
warranted. More than 27 percent of the youth screened had evidence of piior 
mental health treatment and/or current symptoms. Over 25 percent wer\~ 
currently on the special education registers of their home schools. Eight 
percent presented a history of sex offenses severe enough to warrant 
assessment for formal intervention services. The English language 
proficiency of over six percent of the youth was so limited as to warrant 
assessment for the appropriateness of English as a second language (ESL) 
instruction. The vast majority of such youth spoke Spanish as their primary 
language. 

Over three percent of the screened admissions required on-site medical 
personnel and three percent required access to an off-site medical 
specialist for pre-existing conditions. Almost three percent of screened 
admissions were mentally retarded (by NYS Education Department criteria). 
Twenty-one females were pregnant and one youth required a wheelchair
accessible facility at custody entry. 

Twenty-one percent of screened secure center admissions needed Limited 
English Proficiency services, although only six percent of all admissions had 
such a need. Among admissions to secure settings, youth in need of off-site 
medical specialist services and with special education needs were under
represented. 

Among admissions to secure settings, youth who screened in need of non-violent 
sex offender services were under-represented. Those who screened in need of 
violent sex offender services were under-represented among admissions to 
non-community based centers. 
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CHAPTER II. YOUTH IN DFY CUSTODY AT THE END OF THE YEAR. 

Admissions provide the earliest information on how youth entering DFY custody 
are changing and what the immediate future holds for the ,A,gency. Analyses of 
youth in custody, by contrast, provide information regarding current youth 
circumstances and characteristics. 

FIVE-YEAR TRENDS 

At the end of 1988, almost 3,300 youth were in DFY custody. The number of youth 
in custody increased in both 1989 (3,402) and 1990 (3,760), decreased in 1991 
(3,386) and then rose slightly in 1992 to 3,441. Table 3 provides the supporting 
data for the discussion of in-custody trends which follows. 

Gender. The five-year pattern for youth in custody mirrors that of admissions (see 
Chapter I). Compared to 1988, there were the same number of females in custody 
and six percent more males at the end of 1992. During this period, females 
comprised between 13 percent (1989 and 1991) and 15 percent (1988) of all 
youth in custody. See Figure 7. 

Age. Figure 8 shows that only minor variations occured in the average age of 
youth in custody between 1988 and 1992; over the period, the average age varied 
between 16.0 and 16.2 and the median, between 16.1 and 16.2. 

Race-ethnicity. The effects of the mid-1989 change in the categorization of race 
and ethnicity are clearly visible in Table 3. The row IILatino: Race Unspecified" 
begins a sharp decline in 1989 and is further reduced in 1990 and 1991 as fewer 
youth categorized under the old system remain in custody. In place of this racially 
undifferentiated category, the majority of youth who would have been categorized 
as "Latino" under the earlier system now appear either as "African-American 
Latino" or IIWhite Latino", 

While the current system provides more accurate race counts, the fact that Latinos 
of all races have increased from 15 to 22 percent of youth in custody from 1988-92 
is not obvious from Table 3 (see Figure 9). During this period, non-Latino Whites 
declined from a third to under a fifth of youth in custody, while non-Latino African
Americans went from 51 percent to 57 percent of all in-custody youth. Native 
Americans and youth of Asian origin together continue to account for about one 
percent of all youth in custody. 

Under the current categorization, youth who do not identify with any of the four 
racial groups (presumably of mixed ancestry) can choose to be classified as 
"Other" or "Race Not Specified". In 1992, "Other" youth made up three percent of 
the end-of-year population and youth of unspecified race made up less than one 
percent. It should be noted that such youth, especially those identifying with 
"Other, II are most often Latino. 

Adjudication. The most important change regarding adjudication has been the 
in-custody increase of Juvenile Offenders (JO). Between 1988 and 1992 this 
adjudication category grew by 71 percent, from 248 in 1988 to 424 in 1992 (Figure 
10). 
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TABLE 3: CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTH IN DFY CUSTODY ON DECEMBER 31 BY YEAR 

TOTAL IN CUSTODY 
GENDER 

AGE AT END OF YEAR 

3275 

Males 2789 
Females' 486 

8 - 10 
1 1 
12 
1 3 
14 
15 
1 6 
17 
18 

4 
7 

46 
121 
380 
799 

1092 
642 
113 

1989 

3402 

2950 
452 

1 
8 

44 
163 
444 
925 

1128 
551 

77 
19 45 43 

20 - 21 26 18 
Mean Age End of Year 16.2 16.0 

Median AQe End of Year 16.2 16.1 

YEAR 

1990 

3760 

3238 
522 

4 
12 
48 

213 
450 

1004 
1259 

638 
81 
29 
22 

16.0 
16.1 

1991 

3386 

2938 
448 

4 
12 
41 

150 
510 
903 

1083 
501 
126 

38 
1 8 

16.0 
16.1 

1992 

3441 

2955 
486 

1 0 
38 

161 
429 
966 

,083 
539 
123 

66 
26 

16.1 
16.1 

Non-Latino 1679 1842 2056 1885 1960 
Latino 6 48 120 182 181 

WHLT~:.~~~:~-"~::=-::-.-·~- ... -... =.~-:iQ~}.:.,·}qfL -'-:1}~J -.~ ... I{6~2:"" :~'<j:1. ~P .. < ._ 

Non-Latino 1084 905 907 674 659 
Latino 13 166 384 428 477 

L:AllNO:RACE'UNSPECIFIEO;'--v,,--- - - ... -4-62"-- - 322 -"-'124-~ .. -~.,·--36~-~-·~·-1-8.- .. 
NATIVEAMERrCAN 13 12 20 i 7 21 
ASIAN. 11 20 15 2.3 24 ,'. 
QlliJ~EL .... , _. __ _. .. _.. .. . _., __ 6 ., __ .. 41, 91 __ . J g~. _ .__ __ .... ~J... .. 

Non-Latino 8 1 8 26 20 
Latino 6 36 73 97 71 

_.~. ___ .. _,~¥.,.. ________ ..".....,..... .. ..,. ____ .~ __ ._" .~._ .,~ _~... ~, .. ..,. ~ "'"". . ,,>O'''-~~~r~~'''' _ ~~'" -, • __ , - .... ~'" •. -..,. .•. ~ 

~.9I§esQlfIED .l3.Y Yq!HtL.. . _ .. 1 . 4: .3_.__._ 4'3 .. _ 1 a... . ......... J 0 
Non-Latino 1 23 21 1 1 4 

Latino 20 22 7 6 
ADJUDICATION 

Juvenile Offender 248 237 270 373 424 
Restrictive Juvenile Delinquent 28 23 24 24 36 

Juvenile Delinquent Title 3 1784 1866 2141 1864 1734 
Juvenile Delinquent Title 2 823 904 905 783 884 

PINS 360 343 401 319 332 
Youthful Offender 7 3 

None/Other 25 26 1 9 23 31 
SERVICE SETIING 

Secure 279 267 287 392 458 
Limited Secure 736 676 742 689 652 

Non-community Based 398 557 677 700 611 
Community Based 317 376 309 195 210 

Voluntary Agency - Cooperative 264 269 264 217 242 
Voluntary Agency - Replacement 399 429 438 460 566 

Foster Care 51 71 108 116 134 
Non-Residential 831 757 935 617 568 

* Prior to 7/1/89 Latino ethnicity was not categorized by race. 
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Figure 7: Total Youth in Custody December 31 by Gender and Year 
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Figure 8: Age of Youth in Custody December 31 by Year 

Figure 9: Race-Ethnicity of Youth in Custody December 31 by Year 
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From 1988 to 1992, the percent of youth in care adjudicated as JD II remained 
relatively constant at about a quarter of all youth in care, as did PINS at about ten 
percent of youth in care. JD Ills, who constituted about 50 percent of the 1992 
population, decreased slightly over the five years as a percent of the total in
custody population. Youthful Offenders, along with Restrictive Juvenile 
Delinquents and "Other adjudications," Gontinue to represent extremely small 
proportions of in-custody youth. Pinally, there have been no Non-JO YOs in 
custody since the end of 1990. 

Service Setting. The distribution of youth in custody across service settings 
(Figure 11), in part, reflects the realignment of service settings made by DFY from 
1988 to 1992 in order to accommodate the changes in the adjudication of youth 
placed in its custody. The proportion of the in-custody population in secure, non
community based, foster care and replacement voluntary settings increased 
during this period, while the proportion of youth in custody at limited-secure, 
community-based and cooperating voluntary settings declined. 

The end-ot-year population in non-community based centers increased 54 
percent, from 12 percent in 1988 to 18 percent in 1992. Secure centers increased 
from 9 percent in 1988 to 13 percent of youth in custody in 1992. Conversely, by 
1992, the number of youth in non-residential programs (25% to 17%) and 
community-based homes (10% to 6%) declined by over 30 percent from their 1988 
levels. 
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Figure 10: Adjudication of Youth in Custody December 31 by Year 
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Figure11: Service Setting of Youth in Custody December 31 by Year 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTH IN CUSTODY AT THE END OF 1991 

There were 3,386 youth in DFY custody on December 31, 1991. Table 4A 
provides the supporting data for the discussion that follows. 

Service setting. Fifty-eight percent of the youth in custody at the end of 1991 
were in DFY-operated residential service settings. Non-residential settings 
(Community Care, Home-based Intensive Supervision, Evening Reporting 
Centers, Sports Academy, and Independent Living) accounted for an additional 
18 percent. Both types of voluntary agency placements accounted for another 20 
percent, and foster care, 3 percent. 

Within residential settings, non-community based centers held 21 percent, and 
limited secure, 20 percent, of the youth in custody. Secure centers accounted for 
12 percent and community-based homes, 6 percent. Cooperating voluntary 
agencies accounted for another 6 percent of the youth in custody and court
ordered "replacements" an additional 14 percent. Foster care contrib'lted three 
percent. 

Gender. Overall, females made up just over 13 percent of all youth in custody at 
the end of 1991. Females were over-represented among youth in foster care 
(36%) and under-represented among youth in seCUl", c;enters (2%). 

Age. The average age of youth in custody on December 31, 1991 was 16.0 years 
old, and the median, 16.1 (32 percent were 16). Twenty-seven percent were 15 
years old and another 15 percent were 17. Fourteen year-olds were 15 percent of 
the population in custody; 6 percent of the youth were less than 14 years old and 5 
percent were over 17. 

Secure center residents were older than youth in all other settings (mean= 17.0 
years; median= 16.9 years). Youth 18 and older were over-represented and youth 
under 15 were under-represented in this setting. Although they comprised 15 
percent of all youth in custody, only 6 percent of the youth in non-community 
based centers were 17 years old. Youth 18 and older were under-represented in 
both limited and non-community based centers. 

Race-ethnicity. As previously noted, the current categories for race and 
ethnicity were not used until July 1, 1989. Because some youth admitted prior to 
this date were still in custody at the end of 1991, data for this characteristic 
regarding Latino youth are displayed under both the old and new categories. 

African-American youth comprised the majority (61 %) of all youth in custody at the 
end of 1991. This includes the five percent of all youth in custody who aiso 
identified themselves as Latino. White youth constituted one-third of youth in 
custody (33%), including 13 percent of all youth additionally identifying 
themselves as Latino. Looked at another way, Latino youth, regardless of race 
and including Latinos undifferentiated by race under the older system, comprised 
22 percent of youth in custody. About four percent of the youth did not identify with 
any racial group. Native Americans and Asians each comprised less than one 
percent of the in-custody population. 
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TOTAL IN CARE 3386111 392 I 689 I 700 I 195 II~l91611 217 ,- 460' 11;.677>11 116 112769 104 513 
GENDER 

Malesll...~9~l '··111 384 603 602 153 II' \742111 195 388 II·'. 
Females '. 448 .. ' 8 86 98 42 '. 234 .... 22 72" 

74 
42 I. 2~1~;< 90 

14 
449 

64 
AGE 

9·12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

20 - 21 
Mean Age 

Median Aile 
RACE I Ethniclly 
~FBi¢AifAMgBiQI\f\J :: ... 

Non-Latino 
Latino 

WEim; 
Non-Latino 

Latino 
tAl1NO:-FlAceuNSpeCIFIED' . 
NATIVEAMER(CAN 
ASIAN .'. 

()l"f::I=FI 
Non-Latino 

Latino 
@TSPE91f=.:Igi5s1XWfH· ... 

Non-Latino 
Latlno 

RESPONSIBLE COUNlY 
N'E~\AlY05J<¢ITY ..... . 

Bronx 
Kingsll 

New York 
Queens 

Richmond 
QiBsR,CQiJ@§§': 

CONTINUED 

Albany 
Allegany 
Broome 

Cattaraugus 
Cayuga 

Chautauqua 
Chemuf!9. 

57 
.. 150 
51~ 
903 

1083 
501 
126 
38 
18 

1.6.Q 
16:1-

'< 1; 

.2Q·F 
1885 

,(82 
1102 .. 
674 
42:8 

3$ 
11 
23 

123 
26. 
97 
18 
11 

7 

7 
66 

136 
106 
49 
20 

8 

14 
45 

140 
219 
195 

76 

17 
46 

144 
229 
220 

44 

2 
8 

35 
42 
71 
33 

4 

33 4 11 
>,99 13 21 

····320 43 68 
556 59 132 
62:!:. 65 138 
25.9 20 59 
53· " 9 21 
20' 4 5 

8 5 

17.0 15.6 15.5 16.0 11.··.1~,9 .1115.8 16.011 .. 15.9 
16.9 15.6 15.6 16.1 _ 16.0 15.8 16.0 15.9 

.:g?~. " .. lt~I.'127o<7.lf 
243 391.1139 75 
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Among residents of secure settings, Non-Latino White youth were under
represented. African-American Latino youth were under-represented among 
residents of both replacement and cooperating voluntary agencies. Cooperating 
agencies had an over-representation of Non-Latino White youth. The only other 
substantial deviation from the overall race-ethnicity distribution was the under
representation of White Latinos and African-American Latinos among residents of 
foster care. 

Responsible County. Well over half (58%) of all youth in custody at the end of 
1991 were adjudicated in the five boroughs of New York City. Kings County 
(Brooklyn) accounted for 20 percent of all youth in custody and over a third of the 
New York City total. Other counties accounting for five or more percent of youth in 
custody were: Queens and New York (Manhattan) (13% each), Bronx (10%), 
Monroe and Nassau (6% each). 

Although 43 percent of all youth in custody were adjudicated in Bronx, Kings and 
New York Counties, these three counties accounted for 74 percent of all secure 
center residents. Youth adjudicated in Richmond (Staten Island), Albany, 
Dutchess, Erie, Monroe, Nassau, Niagara, Oneida, Onondaga and Schenectady 
Counties were under-represented among residents of secure centers. 

Youth adjudicated in Orange and Nassau Counties were under-represented 
among the end-of-year populations in non-community based centers. In 
community-based homes, youth from Nassau County were under-represented. 

As previously discussed, great inter-county variability exists with respect to the use 
of voluntary agencies. Furthermore, any differences between admitted and end
of~year populations will largely be a function of the duration of initial placements. 

The most frequent pattern of deviation from the overall county distribution of youth 
in custody involved those cases where a county had the expected number of youth 
in cooperating agencies, but less than the expected number of youth in 
replacement agencies. Eight counties had this pattern: Dutchess, Erie, Niagara, 
Oneida, Orange, Schenectady, Suffolk and Westchester. Nassau County also 
had the expected number of youth among cooperating agency placements, but 
was over-represented among replacements. 

Onondaga County was over-represented among youth in cooperating agencies, 
but under-represented among replacements. Queens County was under
represented among youth in cooperating agencies, but over-represented among 
replacements. Albany and Monroe Counties were over-represented among youth 
in cooperating voluntary agencies, but Ilad the expected number of replacements. 

Bronx, Kings and New York Counties all were under-represented among youth in 
cooperating voluntary agencies, but had the expected number of replacements. 

Placement type. "Court to DFY" accounted for 85 percent of the placements 
among youth in custody at the end of 1991. "Replacements" to voluntary agencies 
accounted for another 14 percent. No other type (see Glossary) accounted for 
even one percent. By definition, a ~ ~. ,placements reside in replacement voluntary 
settings. It has been customary fot dll Interstate Compact youth to be admitted to 
community care. 
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Adjudication. Almost half (48%) of the youth in custody at the end of 1991 were 
adjudicated as JD III. JD Ills with 60-day options accounted for another seven 
percent. JD II was the second most frequent adjudication (23%), followed by JO 
(11 %) and PINS (9%). Taken together, JDs of all I<inds [RJD, JD II, III and 111(60)] 
made up 79 percent of youth in custody. With PINS and JOs, the three groups 
accounted for 99 percent of youth in custody. 

As described in Chapter I, adjudication constrains service setting placement such 
that proportional distributions of adjudications across all service settings cannot be 
expected. 

Most Serious Offense. The most prevalent offense type among youth in 
custody at the end of 1991 was Crimes Against Property (39%) while the most 
frequent individual crime category was Larceny (13%). The next most prevalent 
category within this crime type was Unauthorized Use of a Motor Vehicle (10%). 
Crimes Against Persons accounted for 31 percent of the offenses. Robbery was 
the most prevalent category within this crime type, accounting for 12 percent of all 
youth in custody. The next most frequent was Controlled Substance offenses 
(12.%). Status Offenses made up ten percent of youth in custody and Other 
Crimes, seven percent. 

As described in Chapter I, because specific crime categories are related to 
adjudication, they are not proportionally distributed over initial service settings. 
This difference is mitigated in the in-custody population because youth initially 
admitted to high control level settings who demonstrate progress are reintegrated 
into their home communities through stays in programs with lower levels of control. 
Conversely, some youth insufficiently controlled at their initial levei can, through a 
variety of procedures, be moved to a more restrictive setting. Thus, at any point in 
time following initial admission, a youth's location will be the product of his legal 
characteristics at admission and his subsequent behavior while in custody. 

Service Needs. As described in Chapter I, in mid-1989, DFY began 
implementation of a process to systematically screen each youth entering custody. 
This process specifically exempts replacements and interstate compacts who do 
not go to DFY residential settings. Nevertheless, by the end of 1991, 79 percent of 
all youth in custody and 90 percent of non-replacement youth had been screened 
at entry. Of the 2,683 youth screened, 78 percent had at least one special need at 
intake. Thirty-eight percent had from two to six needs. 

Over half the youth screened (54%) indicated substance use or involvement 
to the degree that assessment for intervention services was warranted. Twenty
nine percent of the youth screened had evidence of prior mental health 
treatment or symptoms. Twenty-five percent had been on the special education 
registers of their home schools. Ten percent had presented a history of sex 
offenses severe enough to warrant more formal assessment for intervention 
service need. 

The English language proficiency of five percent of the youth was so limited 
as to warrant assessment for the appropriateness of English as a second 
language instruction. The vast majority of such youth spoke Spanish as their 
primary language. 
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Four percent required on-site medical personnel and an additional three 
percent required access to an off-site medical specialist for a pre-existing 
condition. Two percent of screened youth were mentally retarded according to 
State Education Department criteria. Seventeen females had screened 
pregnant at intake. One youth required a wheel chair accessible facility at 
custody entry. 

Among secure center residents, youth in need of on~site medical services and 
those needing further assessment for limited English were over-represented, 
while youth in need of special education services for emotional disturbance, 
mental retardation services and non-violent sex offender services were 
under-represented. Amor1 those residing in non~community based centers, youth 
in need of violent sex oftender services were under-represented. Those youth 
needing further assessment for limited English were under-represented among 
community-based facilities. 

Although replac@ment cases do not have to be screened, these screens are 
administered to youth who are cooperatively placed. Youth who screened as 
needing further assessment for limited English and those in need of on-site 
medical services were under-represented among the end-of-year cooperating 
voluntary populations, while those in need of non-violent sex offender services 
were over-represented. Community care had fewer youth needing services for 
mental retardation than would be expected. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTH IN CUSTODY AT THE END OF 1992 

There were 3,441 youth in DFY custody on December 31, 1992. Table 4B pro~ 
vides the supporting data for the discussion that follows. 

Service setting. Fiftywsix percent of the youth in custody at the end of '1992 were 
in DFY-operated residential service settings. Non-residential settings (Community 
Care, Home-based Intensive Supervision, In-home Intensive Treatment and 
Supervision, Youth Leadership Graduates, Evening Reporting Centers, Sports 
Academy, and Independent Living) accounted for an additional 17 percent. Both 
types of voluntary agency placements aJcounted for another 23 percent, and 
foster care, 4 percent. 

Among residential settings, limited secure centers accounted for 19 percent, and 
non-community based centers, 18 percent of the youth in custody. Secure centers 
accounted for 13 percent and community-based homes, 6 percent. Cooperating 
voluntary agencies accounted for another 7 percent of the youth in custody and 
court-ordered "replacements" added 16 percent. 

Gender. Overall, females made up just over 14 percent of all youth in custody at 
the end of 1992. Females were over-represented among youth in foster care and 
under-represented among youth in secure centers and day programs. 

Age. Both the average and median age of youth in custody on December 31, 
1992 was 16.1 years old (31 percent were 16). Twenty-eight percent were 16 and 
another 16 percent were 17 years old. Fourteen year-olds were 12 percent of the 
population in custody, 6 percent of the youth were less than 14 years old and 6 
percent were over 17. 

Secure center residents were older than youth in other settings (mean, 17.1 years; 
median, 17.0 years). Youth 18 and older were over-represented and youth under 
15 under-represented in this setting. Although they comprised 16 percent of all 
youth in custody, those 17 years of age made up only 7 percent of all youth in non
community based centers. Youth 18 and older were under-represented in limited 
secure and non-community based centers and community-based homes. Twelve 
year-olds were under-represented in non-community based centers, while 13 
year-olds were under-represented in community-based homes, day programs, 
and cornunity care. Youth 14 and under were under-represented in community 
care. Like secure centers, but for different reasons, youth 18 and over were over
represented in foster care (mean, 16.7 years; median, 16.6 years). 

Race-ethnicity. As previously noted, the current categories for race and 
ethnicity were not used until July 1, 1989. Because some youth admitted prior to 
this date were still in custody at the end of 1992, data for this characteristic 
regarding Latino youth are displayed under both the old and current categories. 

African-American youth constituted the majority (62%) of those youth in custody at 
the end of 1992; this included the five percent of all youth in custody who also 
identified themselves as Latino. Whites constituted one-third of youth in custody 
(33%), including those youth (14%) identifying themselves as Latino. Looked at 
another way, Latino youth, regardless of race and including Latinos 
undifferentiated by race under the old system, comprised 22 percent of youth in 
custody. About three percent of the youth did not identify with any racial group. 
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Non-Latino 
Latino 

RESPONSIBLE COUNTY 
NEWYO:~KcifY' . 

Bronx 
Kings 

New York 

Queensll 
Richmond 

Q1HEFI.@~g§,,,,?;, . '. 
Albany 

Alleganyll 
Broome 

Cattaraugus 

CayugaJJ 
Chautauqua 

ChemUl}ft 

181 . 
1130 .i 
659 
477 

",18 
. 21 .. 

24 
91 
20 
11, 
10 

4. 
6 

2007 
357 
70$ 
452 
423 . 

72. 
1402 

83 
'1(1' 

.21 
is. 

'·28 
14 
23 

DFY OPERATED "'ACILITIES 
SECURE I L TO. SEC I NON-SECURE 

458 

439 
19 

11 
85 

131 
126 

64 
30 
10 

17.1 
17_0 

339 
311 

28 
§§ 
24 

I .... 6~ 
4. 
:1 
8 

14 . 
4 

10 
4 
1 
3 

~n. 
104 
156 

66 
42 

9 
78 

2 
1 

2 

NON COMM COMM. 

652 

551 
101 

9 
35 

115 
215 
215 

61 

15.7 
15.8 

611 

523 
88 

18 
54 
99 

212 
183 

44 
1 

15.5 
15.7 

210 

165 
45 

2 
2 

25 
64 
71 
43 

3 

16.1 
16.2 

423 1 36~ r' 115 

381 I 333 
42 36 
gp~ .....?Q~ 

1~;1. 1~~ 
1 
2 
7 

15 
4 

11 

I , .. 
,?lJ9 

63 
158 
85 
67 
16 

2'63 
27 

6 
2 

.24 
4 

20 
1 . 

f ~24 
41 

121 
87 
66 

9 
.}:~~-7· 

20 
1 

11 6 
2 3 
9 4 

5 

103 
12 
f! 
58 
29 

1 

7 
2 
5 

1.08 
24 
35 
22 
22 

5 

1p~\ 
8 

5 

5 6 

'TOTAL 

1931 

16.78 
253 

29 
"92 
.250' 
576 
600 
2~4 
68. 
$1 
11 

16,0 
16.0 

1198 
232-
470 
260 
t97 

39. 
730 

57 
2 

19 
5 

20 
7. 

11 

VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 
COOP I REPL 

242 

207 
35 

4 
19 
36 
79 
70 
22 

6 
4 
2 

15.8 
15.8 

11,3. 
109 

4 
1H 

94 
20 

$ 
1 

1Q 

9 

1 

3'(: 
6 
8 

14 
9 

205 
6 
7 

~ I 

566 

473 
93 

11 
41 
90 

149 
174 
73 
13 
10 

5 
15.9 
15.9 

339 
329 

10 
gj?4 
82 

122 
5 
5 
3" 
7 
2 
5 
3 

2 

420 
73 

100 
80 

150 
17 

14.6 . 
7 

2 

"TOTAL' 

80a 

680 
128 

15 
so 

12.?:' 
228 
244 
95 
1$ 
14 

.7 
15.8 
15.9' 

452. 
438· 

14 , ... ~ .. 
318 
176 
14.2 

8 
6 
3 

17 
.3 
'14 

4 
1 
3 

457 
79 

108 
94 

.159 
1.7 

351 
13 
T 

3. 
1 
3 
6 

FOSTER 
CARE 

134 

100 
34 

2 
5 
9 

28 
33 
31 
14 

9 
3 

16.7 
16.6 

I 79· t,,: .~; ..... :;. 

I 

71 
8 

.4~ ... 
39 
10 
"S' 
,) 1 

1 
1 

64 
13 
16 
18 
13 

4 
70 

3 
2 

3 

2 

'"TOTAL I'll DAY I COMM. 
F$SER\f FfKJGflAfvIS CARE 

2873 

2458 
415 

4~ 
157 
1~ 
8~ 
~n 

400 
101 
54 
~ 

lELO 
'16.0 

1777 
1.637 

140 
;95a 
·~54.3 

4.10 
17 
18 

. ?1 
I 78 

17 
.51 

9 
:3 
6 

'. 171.9 
324 
594 
372 
369 
60 

.115.1 
73 
11 
19 
11 
21 
12 . 
18 . 

145 423 

128 369 
17 54 

2 
1 3 

23 21 
32 102 
54 152 
29 110 

5 17 
11 

5 
16.2 16.6 
16.3 16.5 

~ o.2c .gS?, 
84 239 
18 23 
39 '14:C '1"8' " ...... , .. 

98 
46 21 

1 I ~ i 2 
.2.. . 11 

2 
3 
8 
1 

73 ?1$ 
18 15 
28 81 
17 63 

9 45 
1 11 

72 179 
5 5 

5 
2 
2 
7 
2 
5 

CONTINUED * The 37 youth receiving non-residential services in conjunction with residential services are classified under the residential service setting. 
A Prior to 7/1/89 Latino ethnicity was not categorized by race. 

TOTAL 
~ 
SEF!VKE> 

568 

497 
71 

2. 
4. 

44 
134 
206. 
139. 
22 
12 

5 
16.5 
16A 

364 
323 

41 
183 
116 

67 
1 
3 
:3 

13 
3 

10 
1 
1 ' 

28S' 
33 

109 
80 
5.4 
12 
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1,0. 
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2. 
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5 
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TABLE 4B Page 2 SERVICE SEn-1NG ON DECEMBER 31,1992 
RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

TOTAL IN CARE 1"3441 III 458 652 I 611 I 210 II 1931 242 566 ,,808",' 
RESPONSIBLE COUNTY 

Chenango 
Clinton 

Columbia 
Cortland 1 I 
Delaware 

:3 
1.2 
1.0 

39.+ ..... 11
1 

a.9 . 
.5, 

Frankiin . SU 

CON11NUED 

Fulton'''ft 
Genesee ,,:!,. 

Greene L', .7 
Hamilton 
Herkimer 

Jefferson 
Lewis 

LiVing~tcnll"'" 
Madison, 
Monroe 

Montgomery 
Nassau 
Niagara 
Oneida 

Onondaga I I 
Ontario 
Orange 

. Orleans 
Oswego 
Otsegoll. :' 
Putnam 

Rensselaer 
Rockland 

SI. Lawrence 
S<lratoga 

Schenectady 
Schoharie 
Schuyler 

Senecal I 
Steuben 

Suffolk 
Sullivan 

Tioga 
Tompkins 

Ulster 

'.,1. 
"6 
11 

2. "'" 
16 

227( 
:12 
196, 

.. /.!5'2 
69 
80 
:9 

2: "1' :'17 ., .•.... 
4: 
~" .j 

·.it> 
',. '.8 

.. ~ 

15 
50. 

.... .' .. 
4 

····/7 

14" 

$~: 
3 
.1 
9 

2 
7 

15 

6 

2 
7 

3 

2 

12 

3 

4 

5 
6 
1 
1 
3 

2 

4 

7 
16 

3 
20 

4 
20 
23 

7 
4 
7 

4 
5 
2 
4 

11 
1 

15 

5 

7 
2 

6 
19 

2 
3 

2 

3 
5 

3 
3S 

6 
18 

6 
18 
20 

4 

5 
2 
2 
6 

5 
14 

5 
17 

2 

8 
6 

2 
.0 
1 
4 
5 
6 
4 

3 

2 

3 

6 

2 
6 

J , 3 

7 
7. 

21., 
,S8 

3.. 
4 
4 
2 
3 
.j-

4 

c 

: '~-.' ;.;.~. ill····.··'''.:l.o .•.... : •.. F 
1'2. 

,_iTS'" 
1.0 

I· '4l:l 
i6 

,4$ 
$4' 
"'.2"' 
17 

4 

14 
::3 ~, 

,2 .. 
15 

t'i 
2 
9 

3g 
3 
2-

···~··II 
.50 
2 
3 

7 

3 
1 

11 

5 

2 

77 

15 
20 

9 
7 

2 

2: 
6 

2 
2 
4 

15 

115 

3 

2 

L' 
: 

$> 
j 

e' 

/

,' 

:~~J' 

1.1 
1 

II'S 
':'2. 

I ,." t 
.>, ." 

r, 92 <,., 1 

11~~ 
{/ 

8 I· .' 

L. 

I 

I 

1. 

,1' 

,2 

2 
9 
1 

2 
2 
$ 

134 

4 
21 

5 

2 
5 
1 
5 

NON-RESIDENllAL SERVICES 

TOTAL 
'TOTAL"III DAY I COMM. II ~ES 
AESSEFlV f'FOGR.Alv1S CARESEFI'\I1CES 

,2873 

S 
10 

8 

25 
70,' 

4 
4 
9 

,2 
·5 

1 
5 

·10-

1 
13 

176 
'11 
180 
41. 
56 
67 
'2 

,1.9 . 

4 

145 

6 
15 

25 

2 

11 

423 

2 
2 

8 
4 

2 

2 

3 
26 

1 
16 

9 
12 

2 
3 
5 
2 

568 

2 
2 

'114 
I 

19 
1 
1 
2 

2 

1 
1 

1. 
'3 

.51 
.1 
16 

.11 
1$ 
13 

3 
6 
2. 

I 1: 1 

I 

2 
18 . 

6. 
·2 
12 
42 

4 
3 
6. 

11 
57 

: 1 

2 

2 

2 

2 
1 
3 
6 

3 
6 
1 

3 
2 
1 
3 
8 

1 
1 
S. 
6. 
1 

2 
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TABLE 48 Page 3 

DFY OPERA'F.D FACILITIES ".,.OTAl.:.·, 
~<W1E;' 

;'i2131/92 
SECURE I LTD. SEC I NON-SECURE 

NON COMM COMM. 

i TOTALIN CARE I [\344f 458 652 611 
RESPONSIBLE COUNTY 

Warren 
Washington 2 3 

Wayne 
Westchester 

1 
10 

3 8 
15 5 

Wyoming 
YatesS' 

15lifoFSTATif"'" ''' .....• ".. . 32 
PLACEMENT TYPE 

3 , I 

Court to DFY 

Court to DFY to Voluntary I I' 
Condition of Probation , . 

2835' 
574 

458 652 I 609 
2. 

Section 358-A Voluntary 
Interstate Compact 

ADJUDICATION 

1. 
2 

i:a 

Juvenile Offenderll,30~ '. 
JO with YO status ··1 22 . 

Restrictive Juv. Del. 36 6 
Juv. Del. 60 Day Option 

Juv. Delinqu:,nt Title 311 
Juv. Delinquent Title 2 

PINS 

354 
1380 
'88.4 ' 

302 
122 
23 
10 

1 
159 62 
4137 290 

332 
Otherll 31 

TYPE & CATEGORY OF MOST SERIOU~ .ADJUDICATED OFFENSE 

pg~~~~~~'(2~6;~)' . "'~:~'I' ~····:"~r 
CRl~~i\GAlNSTPERSONs ". 11fl.4 .431 ·.279 
"'''''''''ASSAULT'''(pL'120) -359:'39"'" 88 

HOMICIDE (PL 125),1 58 147 10 
KIDNAPPING (PL 135) 1.9 3 6 

ROBBERY (PL 160) 487 206 119 
SEX (PL 130) 141 36 56 

~:~~ffiY,:;,128{J ...•. .. i~··.... ····2.59 
ARSON (PL 150) 18 2 4 

BURGLARY (PL 140)215 19 45 
CRIM. MISCHIEF (PL 145) 153 36 

LARCENY (PL 155)424 75 
UNAUTH USE OF MOTOR VEH. 

(PL 165.05-6) 
CRIM POSS STOLEN PROP 

291 

9~~~~?~:~1~~~~~11 17: 
2 

'1 

48 

30 
2 

7l'!. I 

51 

154 
104 

···.~~9 
80 

1':12,', 
65 

4 
37 

I) 

,274 .. , I 
2 

47 
34 
93 

54 

40 
4 

4.? 
27 FIREARM,WEAPON (PL265) 

VIOL. OF PROBATION 
OTI-lER 

NON§SiATUS6fi=ENllE .., 

,. 240 

1'64 

"2 
74 

362 
I ...• 21 . 11'6: 

CONTINUED 

210 

2 
2 

209 

22 
122 

39 
27 

+,€l. 
26 
49 
23 

2 
13 
11 

92. 
21 

9 
27 

23 

11 

1!L 
8 

8 
,27 

SERVICE SEn-ING ON DECEMBER 31, 19S2 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

TOTAL. 

.1931 

3 \. 

I'·' 192.8 
~, 

1 

_m 

302 
12.2. 
-3(l 

253 
900 

. 193 

131 

169 
169 
871 
215 
157 
15 

375 
109 
631 

.9. 
132 
'80 

19 If 

127 

81 
6 

130 
86 

44 
130 

VOLUNTARY AGf.NCIES 
COOP I REPL. 

242 

3 

5 

240 
2 

17 
81 
99 
45 

1,() 
16 
32 
19 

5 
8 

1~9 
1 

21 
15 
47 

35 

20 

.9,:; 
4 

5 
46 

I··· .. · .' 

566 

2 
564 

2 
11 

468 
85 

J1~ '. 
113 

.10? 
43 

3 
48 

8 

22.1 

25 
14 
67 

77 

36 
2 

45 
36 

2 
7 

85 

I TOtAL 
-.S08.'· 

l
Ii 

242 I 566 

19 
92 

567 
130 

-:::' 

--

12.9 
129 

"134 

62 

$ 
53 
16 

aSt} 
.1 

4.6 
29 

114 

112 

I' 58 
2 

54 
40 

2 
12 

131 

FOSTER 
CARE 

134 

2 
2 

132 

2 

12 
73 
21 
26 

2 

;(§ 
16 
2.9 
16 

9 
4 

.57 
4 
3 
7 

26 

8 

9 

4 
3 

1 

28. 

NON-RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

"iQIXLnll DAY I COMM. 
F1ES SEBV J PR::JGR.l>JVlS CARE 

2873 

6 
HI 
34, 
7· 

'..1 ·1· '3 

2302'· 
·SS6. 

I. :i 

F 
2 

$0.2 
122 

30. 
284 

1065 
78i 
2$7 

2 " 

314 
314 

1034 
293 
157 

i8 
437 

·129 
1048 

'14 
181 
116 
336 

247 

146 
8 

188 
129 

2 
57 

289 

145 423 

2 
3 
8 
4 
2 

I':"'" ":"/' ·'·25(m"., 

145 388 

18 
83 
31 
12 

J~ .. 
19 
32 
17 

12 
3 

..... £)7 
2 
7 
8 

24 

19 

7 

15 
8 

7 
12 

6 

29 

5 
52 

232 
72 
33 
29 

.!,)~ 
54 

9.8 
49 

38 
9 

173 
2 

27 
29 
64 

25 

26 

37 
:;>7 

10 

61 

~(TOTA[ 

~ES 
SERVICES. 
~568 

2. 
3 
8 
4 
2. 

29 

533 
6 

29 

6 
70 

315 
103. 
45 
29 

7$ 
73 

130 
6.S 

1 
1 

50 
1.2 

240 
4 

34 
a1 

'S8 

44 

3.3 

52 
35 

17 
73 
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TABLE 4B Page 4 

,TOTAL 
. INCARE 
12/31192 

TOTAL IN CARE 3441 

~::);::l::lr 197 
112 

Access to Med. Specialist 
Wheel Chair Bound 

Pregnancy Services 
~ ... "-'. 

MENTAL HEALTH 
MENTAL RG:rARQATlON 

IQ = 60 or Less 
IQ = 61 to 65 

SEX QEfENi5ER sERVi¢g 
Violent Sex Ofender 

Non Violent Sex Offender 

~!f\b!::P!,l9AWN,,'" 
Emotionally Disturbed 

Learning Disabled 
Mentally Retarded 
Physically Impared 

Multiply Handicapped 
illiBSrANCEABvSE 

9.0 
1 

2.3 
157 
792 

96 
2 

94 
265 
176, 

89, 
726 
494 
178 

19 
.5 

50 
1486 

DFY OPERATED FACILITIES 
SECURE I LTD. SEC I NON-SECURE 

458 

.~q.,., 
33 

3 

1 

I 
.....• ·,· '7.4 

.' 73 

4 

4 
52 
50 

2 
5'9 
23 
25 

1 
10 

205 

NON COMjIII COMM. 

652 611 

i~ I" ~~ 
26 19 

5 3 
25 17 

225 184 
21 2,8 

, 20 
I' 101 

64 
37 

.H16 
135 

39 
5 
1 

I 6 
383 

28 
2,6 

9 
17 

175 
125 
40 

4 

6 
""339 ... 

210 

16 
9 
7 

4 
1'10 

75 
9 

9 
17 
12 

5 
67 
48 
13 

3 
2 
1 

107·· 

SERVICE SETTING ON DECEMBER 31,1992 
RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

VOLUNTARY ACT" . ES 

;j I COOP I REPL ~ I FOSTER 
~TOTAt~ ~ lI'NUTAL1 CARE 

1931 

137 
88 
55 

1 
13 

126 . 1+ 
557 

62 
1 

61. 
196 
135 
.61 

487 
331 
1.17 

12 
4 

23 
103.4 

242 

12 
6 
8 

1 
4 

52 
8, 

8 
22 

8 
14 
80 
51 
22 

3 

3 
101 

566 

NA 

NA 
NA 
N~; 

filA. 

NA 

NA 

808 

12 
6 
.8" 

,'. 
1 
4 

52 
8 

8 
22 

8 
14 
.80 
51 
22 

3 
1 
3 

101 

J 

134 

14 
4 
8 

5 
3 

45 
7 

7 
12, 

8 
4 

33 
24 

8 

64 

# Screening was not performed for every custody entry and youth may have more than one need. Therefore, column sums will not equal "Total in Care." 

NON-RES!DENTIAL SERVICES 
TOTAL 

TOTAL DAY COMM. oot4RES'l .f::.. 
RESSERv PRJGR.AMS CARE sEFiVlCEsl .f::.. 

2873 145 423 568 

163 5' 29. 34 
9.8 2 12 14 
71 3 16 19 

1 
19 4 4 

133 8' 16 24 
654 30 108 138 

77 7 12 19 
1 1 

76 6 12 i8 
230 11 24 35' 
151 5 20 25 
79. 6 4 10 

600 34 92 126 
406 26 62 88 
147 5 26 31 

16 2 1 3 
5 

26 1 3 4 
1199 73 214 287 
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Native Americans and Asians each comprised less than one percent of the in
custody population. 

Among residents of secure settings, Non~Latino White youth were under
represented. African-American Latino youth were under-represented among 
residents of both replacement and cooperating voluntary agencies and over
represented in day program(.). Cooperating agencies had an over-representation 
of Non-Latino White youth. 

The only other substantial deviations from the overall race-ethnicity distribution 
were the under-representation of Other Latinos and African-American Latinos 
among residents of reptacement voluntary agencies. 

Responsible County. Over half (58%) of all youth in custody at the end of 1992 
were adjudicated in the five boroughs of New York City. Kings County (Brooklyn) 
accounted for 20 percent of all youth in custody and over a third of the New York 
City total. Other counties accounting for five or more percent of youth in custody 
were: New York (Manhattan) (13%), Queens (12%), Bronx (10%), Monroe (7%) 
and Nassau (6%). 

Although 31 percent of all youth in custody were adjudicated in Bronx and Kings 
Counties, these two counties accounted for 57 percent of all secure center 
residents. Youth adjudicated in Albany, Dutchess, Monroe, Nassau, Niagara, 
Oneida and Schenectady Counties were under-represented among residents of 
secure centers. 

As previously discussed, great inter-county variability exists with respect to the use 
of voluntary agencies. Furthermore, any differences between admitted and end
of-year populations will largely be a function of the duration of initial placements. 

The most frequent pattern of deviation from the overall county distribution of youth 
in custody involved those cases where a county had the expected number of youth 
in cooperating agencies, but less than the expected number of youth in 
replacement agencies. Six counties had this pattern: Dutchess, Erie, Oneida, 
Onondaga, Schenectady and Suffolk. 

Niagara County was over-represented among youth in cooperating agencies, but 
under-represented among replacements. 

Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens and Richmond Counties all were under
represented among youth in cooperating voluntary agencies, but had the 
expected number of replacements. 

Placement type. "Court to DFY" accounted for 82 percent of the placements 
among youth in custody at the end of 1992. "Replacements" to voluntary agencies 
accounted for another 17 percent. No other type (see Glossary) accounted for 
even one percent. By definition, all replacements reside in replacement voluntary 
settings. It has been customary for all Interstate Compact youth to be admitted to 
community care. 
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Adjudication. Forty percent of the youth in custody at the end of 1992 were 
adjudicated as JD III. JD Ills with 60-day options accounted for another ten 
percent. JD II was the second most frequent adjudication (26%), followed by PINS 
(10%) and JO (9%). Taken together, JDs of all kinds [RJD, JD II, III and 111(60)] 
made up 77 percent of youth in custody. Combined with PINS and JOs, the three 
groups accounted for 99 percent of youth in custody. 

As described in Chapter I, adjudication constrains service setting placement such 
that proportional distributions of adjudications across all service settings cannot be 
expected. 

Most Serious Offense. The most prevalent offense type among youth in 
custody at the end of 1992 was Crimes Against Property (37%), with the most 
prevalent category within this offense type being Larceny (12%). The next most 
frequent category within this crime type was Unauthorized Use of a Motor Vehicle 
(9%). Crimes Against Persons accounted for 34 percent of the in-care population. 
Accounting for 14 percent of all youth in custody, robbery was the most prevalent 
category within this crime type. The next most frequent offense type was 
Controlled Substance offenses (11 %). Status Offenses made up 11 percent of 
youth in custody and "Other Crimes", 7 percent. 

As described in Chapter I, because specific crime categories are related to 
adjudication, they are not proportionally distributed over initial service settings. 
This difference is mitigated in the in-custody population because youth initially 
admitted to high c0!1trol level settings who demonstrate progress are reintegrated 
into their home communities through stays in programs with lower levels of control. 
Conversely, some youth insufficiently controlled at their initial level can, through a 
variety of procedures, be moved to a more restrictive setting. Thus, at any point in 
time following initial admisSion, where a youth is located will be the product of his 
legal characteristics at admission plus his subsequent behavior while in custody. 

Service Needs. As described in Chapter I, systematic screening of each youth 
entering custody is not done for replacement and Interstate Compact cases who 
do not go to DFY residential settings. Nevertheless, by the end of 1992, 80 
percent of all youth in custody and 95 percent of non-replacement youth had been 
screened at entry. Of the 2,767 youth screened, 79 percent had at least one 
special need at intake. Forty percent had from two to six needs. 

Over half the youth screened (54%) indicated substance use or involvement 
to the degree that assessment for intervention services was warranted. Twenty
nine percent of the youth screened had evidence of past or current mental 
health treatment. Twenty-seven percent had been on the special education 
registers of their home schools. Ten percent had presented a history of sex 
offenses severe enough to warrant more formal assessment for intervention 
services. 

The English language proficiency of six percent of the youth was so limited 
as to warrant assessment for the appropriateness of English as a second 
language instruction. The vast majority of such youth spoke Spanish as their 
primalY language. 
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Four percent of those in custody required on-site medical personnel and an 
additional three percent required access to an off-site medical specialist for 
pre-existing conditions. Four percent of the screened youth were mentally 
retarded according to State Education Department criteria. Twenty-three 
females screened pregnant at intake. One youth required a wheel chair 
accessible facility at custody entry. 

Among secure center residents, youth needing further assessment for limited 
English were over-represented, while youth in need of access to a medical 
specialist and those in need of special education services for emotional 
disturbance, mental retardation services and non-violent sex offender 
services were under-represented. Among those residing in non-community based 
centers, youth in need of violent sex offender services and youth in need of 
limited English assessment were under-represented. 

Although replacement cases do not have to be screened, these screens are 
administered to youth who are cooperatively placed. Youth who screened as 
needing further assessment for limited English were undeHepresented among 
the end-of-year cooperating voluntary populations. Community care had fewer 
youth needing services for non-violent sex offenders than was expected, while 
day programs had fewer youth in need of an on-site medical specialist than 
was expected. 
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CHAPTER III. MOVEMENTS BETWEEN AND WITHIN SERVICE 
SETTINGS 

YOUTH MOVEMENTS - 1991 

49 

Table 5A depicts the over 9,100 permanent movements into, out of, between and 
within service settings in 1991. Temporary moves, usually in connection with court 
appearances or in-transit stays, are excluded. 

Of all permanent moves, 25 percent were admissions to custody and 30 percent 
were discharges from custody. This left 4,109 youth movements while in custody. 
Sixty-four percent of these moves were between service sectors (DFY-operated 
residential programs, voluntary agencies, foster care and non-residential 
programs) and 36 percent between programs within service sectors. 

Movements between Service Sectors. The largest number of movements 
between sectors (63 percent of all such moves) was from DFY residential to non
residential settings. Specifically, 1,424 youth moved from a DFY-operated center 
or home to community care and 244 youth to day programs (Independent Living, 
Evening Reporting Centers, Home-based Intensive Supervision, and Sports 
Academy) in 1991. These movements represent an ideal service sequence 
wherein youth move from supervised residential settings to supervised living in 
their home communities in preparation for discharge from custody. 

Unfortunately, though not unexpectedly, these trials at living at home do not 
always work out. In such cases, a youth may re-enter a residential setting. There 
were 374 such returns to DFY residential settings in 1991. Of these returns, 304 
came from community care and 70 from other non-residential programs. 

Another seven percent of inter-sector movements were from voluntary agencies to 
DFY residential settings. Nearly two-thirds (66%) of the 174 youth with such 
moves went from cooperating agencies to DFY residential settings. The remaining 
34% of these moves were of youth from replacement agencies transferring into a 
DFY residential setting. The Division, for its part, sent 41 youth (2% of all inter
sector moves) from its residential settings to cooperating agencies. 

The next largest type (4%) of inter-sector movements was from voluntary agencies 
to non-residential settings. DFY offers voluntary agencies the option of having the 
Division provide post-residential treatment and supervision to youth deemed no 
longer in need of agencynoperated residential care. While many agencies provide 
their own post-residential services, community care and other non-residential 
programs received 75 youth from cooperating and 43 youth from replacement 
agencies in 1991. These transfers represent 40% of the youth released (to non
residential settings) or discharged from cooperating agencies and 15 percent of 
those released or discharged from replacement agencies. 

An examination of total population movements sheds light on the relationship 
between youth directly served by DFY and those served by voluntary agencies. Of 
the 254 youth who entered cooperating agencies in 1991, 190 (75%) came as 

----I 



TABLE 5A: MOVEMENT ACTIVITY INTO, OUT OF, AND WITHIN SERVICE SETTING -1991 * 

DESTINATION 
RESIDENTiAL SERVICES 

DFY OPERATED FACIUTIES VOLUNTARY AGENCY 

ORIGIN SECUP.E lTD.SEC. NON-SECURE COOP REPL. FOSTER CARE 
NON COMM COMM. COMM+DAY ONLY & DAY 

s::cu=E 60 20 2 1 1 

UMITED SECURE 23 115 35 227 8 31 8 

NON-SECURE NON-COMM. BASED 2 79 83 254 23 35 5 

NON-SECURE COMM. BASED 9 135 143 66 8 1 34 9 

COMM. BASED AND DAY PROGRAM 1 

VOL COOPERATIVE PLACEMENT 2 37 65 7 4 3 

VOLUNTARY REPLACEMENT 1 29 28 1 9 5 1 

FOSTER CARE 1 16 26 23 2 110 12 

FOSTER CARE AND DAY PROGRAM 7 3 1 4 16 

COMMUNITY CARE 21 93 105 52 10 2 33 

COMM. CARE AND DAY PROGRAM 

DAY PROGRAM 17 32 15 3 1 2 

CUSTODY ENTRIES 245 628 772 33 I 190 397 13 

• Reflects only permanent movements 
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direct custody entries, 41 (16%) were transferred from DFY -operated residential 
programs and foster care, 13 (5%) were transferred from other voluntary agencies 
and 10 (4%) returned after being released to community care. The comparable 
numbers for replacement youth were 405 total entries, 397 (98%) direct entries, 
one from DFY residential programs, 5 (1 %) transferred from other agencies and 2 
from community care. 

The picture of youth leaving voluntary agencies is quite different. Of the 305 youth 
who left cooperating agencies in 1991, only 112 (37%) were direct discharges, 
114 (37%) went to DFY residential programs or foster care, 75 (25%) went to 
community care and 4 (1 %) to other voluntary agencies. Of the 368 replacement 
youth leaving, 251 (68%) were direct discharges, 60 (16%) went to DFY 
residential, 43 (12%) went to non-residential programs and 14 (4%) to other 
agencies. 

Thus, not only did DFY provide post-residential treatment and supervision for 18 
percent of the 673 youth who left voluntary agencies in 1991, it also provided 
additional residential treatment for another 26 percent of the youth who left these 
agencies. In short, it would be incorrect to assume that the 26 percent of all 
custody entries in 1991 admitted to voluntary agencies placed little or no demand 
on Division resources. In fact, based on movements, DFY provided service to 62% 
of the youth who left cooperating agencies in 1991 and 28% of the replacement 
youth v~'ho left. By contrast, of the 6,163 moves out of DFY residential programs in 
1991, only 54 (1 %) went to voluntary agencies. 

Movements within Service Sectors. Of the 4,109 in·custody movements, 31 
percent were between or within DFY -operated residential service settings, 3 
percent were within foster care, 1 percent between or within non-residential 
service settings, and less than 1 percent between or within voluntary agency 
settings. 

Of the 1,255 movements within DFY -operated residential settings, 43 percent were 
moves from a higher to a lower control level. Such moves follow the ideal 
rehabilitative pattern, where, as youth progress, they are served in less restrictive 
programs. 

Twenty-six percent of the DFY -operated residential moves were between 
programs within the same service setting. For example, 66 youth were transferred 
from one community-based home to another during 1991. 

Youth who moved from a setting at a lower control level to one at a higher level 
made up 3'1 percent of the movements within DFY-operated residential settings. 
Such moves usually occur when it is determined that a particular control level 
does not provide sufficient custody or security to protect the youth, the staff or the 
community. 
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YOUTH MOVEMENTS - 1992 

Table 58 depicts the more than 8,500 permanent movements into, out of, between 
and within service settings in 1992. Temporary moves, usually in connection with 
court appearances or in-transit stays, are excluded. 

Of all permanent moves, 27 percent were admissions to custody and 26 percent 
were discharges from custody. This left 4,000 youth movements while in custody. 
Fifty-nine percent of these moves were between service sectors (DFY-operated 
residential programs, voluntary agencies, foster care and non-residential 
programs) and 41 percent were between programs within service sectors. 

Movements between Service Sectors. The largest number of movements 
between sectors (61 percent of all such moves) was from DFY residential to non
residential settings. Specificaily, 971 youth moved from a DFY-operated 
residential program to community care and 457 youth from a DFY -operated 
residential program to day programs (Independent Living, Evening Reporting 
Centers, Home-based Intensive Supervision, In-home Intensive Treatment and 
Supervision, Sports Academy, and Youth Leadership Graduates) in 1992. 
Fourteen youth moved from a DFY-operated center to both community care and a 
day program. These movements represent an ideal service sequence wherein 
youth move from supervised residential settings to supervised living in their home 
communities in preparation for discharge from custody. 

Unfortunately, though not unexpectedly, these trials at living at home do not 
always work out. In such cases, a youth may re-enter a residential setting. There 
were 380 such returns to DFY residential settings in 1992. Of these returns, 207 
came from community care, 168 from other non-residential programs, and five 
from both community care and day programs. 

Another seven percent of inter-sector movements were from voluntary agencies to 
DFY residential settings. Nearly two-thirds (61 %) of the 155 youth with such 
moves went from cooperating agencies to DFY residential settings. The remaining 
39% of these moves were of youth from replacement agencies transferring into a 
DFY residential setting. The Division, for its part, sent 25 youth (one percent of all 
inter-sector moves) from its residential settings to cooperating agencies. 

The next largest type (3%) of inter-sector movements was from voluntary agencies 
to non-residential settings. DFY offers voluntary agencies the option of having the 
Division provide post-residential treatment and supervision to youth deemed no 
longer in need of agency-operated residential care. While many agencies provide 
their own post-residential services, community care and other non-residential 
programs received 49 youth from cooperating and 22 youth from replacement 
agencies in 1992. These transfers represent 40 percent of the youth released (t') 
non-residential settings) or discharged from cooperating agencies and 7 percent 
of those released or discharged from replacement agencies. 

An examination of total population movements sheds light on the relationship 
between youth directly served by DFY and those served by voluntary agencies. Of 
the 24.9 entries to cooperating agencies in 1992, 208 (84%) came as direct 
custody entries, 25 (10%) were transfers from DFY-operated residential programs 
and foster care, 9 (4%) were transfers from other voluntary agencies and 7 (3%) 
were returned after being released to community care. Of the 514 admissions to 



TABLE 5B: MOVEMENT ACTIVITY INTO, OUT OF, AND WITHIN SERVICE SETIiNG - 1992 * 

DESTINATION 
RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

DFY OPERATED FACILITIES VOLUNTARY AGENCY 
ORIGIN SECURE LTD.SEC. NON-SECURE COOP REPL FOSTER CARE 

NON COMr.; COMM. COMM+DAY ONLY & DAY 

s::<:lff 49 22 4 2 

UMITED SECURE . 26 76 47 269 6 37 18 

NON-SECURE NON.coMM. BASED 2 77 88 284 7 41 15 

NON-SECURE COMM. BASED 5 118 144 54 9 18 18 

COMM. BASED AND DAY PROGRAM 1 1 2 

VOL COOPERATIVE PLACEMENT 29 53 4 3 8 1 

VOLUNTARY REPLACEMENT 27 31 1 6 7 1 

FOSTER CARE 13 27 20 2 96 26 

FOSTER CARE AND DAY PROGRAM 22 8 9 3 1 27 40 

COMMUNITY CARE 5 60 82 35 6 24 1 

COMM. CARE AND DAY PROGRAM 4 1 

DAY PROGRAM 3 48 47 48 4 1 1 17 

CUSTODY ENTRIES 288 643 599 15 208 507 12 
,"'-< 

• Reflects only permanent movements 
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replacement agencies, 507 (99%) were direct entries, and 7 (1 %) were transfers 
from other agencies. 

The picture of youth leaving voluntary agencies is quite different. Of the 219 
moves out of cooperating agencies in 1992, only 72 (33%) were direct discharges, 
95 (43%) went to DFY residential programs or foster care, 49 (22%) went to non
residential programs and 3 (1 %) to other voluntary agencies. Of the 368 moves 
out of replacement status, 273 (74%) were direct discharges, 60 (16%) went to 
DFY residential, 22 (6%) went to non-residential programs and 13 (4%) to otht,r 
agencies. 

Thus, not only did DFY provide post-residential treatment and supervision for 12 
percent of the 587 youth who left voluntary agencies in 1992, it also provided 
additional residential treatment for another 26 percent of the youth who left these 
agencies. In short, it would be incorrect to assume that the 31 percent of all 
custody entries in 1992 admitted to voluntary agencies placed little or no demand 
on Division resources. In fact, based on movements, DFY provided service to 66% 
of the youth who left cooperating agencies in 1992 and 22% of the replacement 
youth who left. By contrast, of the 5,618 moves out of DFY-operated programs in 
1992, only 32 (1 %) went to voluntary agencies for service. 

Movements within Service Sectors. Of the 4,000 in-custody movements, 32 
percent were between or within DFY-operated residential service settings, 5 
percent were within foster care, 4 percent between or within non-residential 
service settings, and less than one percent between or within voluntary agency 
settings. 

Of the 1,269 movements within DFY -operated residential settings, 49 percent were 
moves from a higher to a lower control level. Such moves follow the ideal 
rehabilitative pattern, where, as youth progress, they are served in less restrictive 
programs. 

Twenty-one percent of the DFY-operated residential moves were between 
programs within the same service setting. For example, 54 youth were transferred 
from one community-based home to another during 1992. 

Youth who moved from a setting at a lower contro~ level to one at a higher level 
made up 29 percent of the movements within DFY-operated residential settings. 
Such moves usually occur when it is determined that a particular control level 
does not provide sufficient custody or security to protect the youth, the staff or the 
community. 
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CHAPTER IV. YOUTH DISCHARGED FROM DFY CUSTODY 

FIVE-YEAR TRENDS IN LENGTH OF STAY (LOS) 

The five-year trends of persona! characteristics of discharges are simply a function 
of earlier admission trends (described in Chapter I) and the length of time youth 
with various characteristics spend in DFY custody. In this section, then, five-year 
trends in the length of time youth spend in custody are discussed. 

It is DFY policy to retain a youth in custody for the maximum length permitted by 
the placement order. Therefore, except for youth with multiple placement orders or 
court-ordered extensions of placement, total custody LOS is identical to the 
duration of the placement order minus any time spent in detention that the judge 
credits to the youth. 

Except for JOs, who have fixed terms of incarceration, not all of a youth's time in 
custody is spent in residential settings. Youth judged to be making rapid progress 
require shorter periods of residential treatment before release to community care. 
Youth with more difficult problems receive more residential treatment and can 
even have their court orders extended to accommodate lengths of service beyond 
the duration of their original placement. Thus, residential LOS becomes very 
important for understanding system operation, especially for JDs, PINS and 
Others. While JDs may have a required minimum LOS, this mandated LOS 
cannot exeed six months, and the Division, therefore, maintains much greater 
latitude oller lengths of service for these youth. JOs and RJDs, on the other hand, 
have legally mandated minimum residential LOSs of a longer duration, and the 
Division has little latitude in selecting the most appropriate service setting for them; 
in fact, JOs must spend their entire residential stay with the Division in a secure 
center, and RJDs initially enter a secure setting for a required minimun amount of 
time. 

Residential LOS is also affected by administrative and lega/ factors. In addition to 
youth characteristics, therefore, any meaningful discussion of LOS must take 
account of factors which artificially constrain LOS. For JDs and PINS served by a 
voluntary agency, either as a court-ordered replacement or as part of an 
agreement with the Division, DFY has no direct control over the youth's residential 
LOR In addition, as seen in Chapter III, youth can transfer befween DFY and 
voluntary agency-operated services in either direction, thereby having only part of 
their residential LOS under the control of DFY. 

A further consideration in analyzing LOS arises when a youth has more than one 
residential stay wrli1e in custody. Typically, this occurs when a youth is r~leased to 
a non-residential setting, has difficulty meeting the demands of these settings, and 
must be returned to residential care. 

For these reasons, residential LOS trends have been displayed separately for 
each frequently occurring youth status (Figure 12). JOs and RJDs with legally 
restricted residential stays in secure settings, served only in DFY -operated 
programs are in Table 6A. JOs, PINs and Others with residential stays only in DFY 
centers are in Table 68. Youth served only in voluntary agency programs are in 
Table 6G. Youth served only in foster care make up Table 6D. Table 6E shows 
youth served in any combination of DFY and voluntary agency programs. Finally, 
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FIGURE 12: MEAN NUMBER OF MONTHS OF RESIDENTIAL STAY BY SERVICE CATEGORY 1988-1992 
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TABLE G A: NUMBER OF YOUTH BY LENGTH OF CONTINUOUS RESIDENTIAL STAY 
AND YEAR FOR DISCHARGED JOs AND RJDs SERVED ONLY IN DFY 
CENTERS 

Yi:AR DISCHARGED 
MONTHS COMPLETED 1988 1989 '1990 1991 1992 

< 3 r'.10NTHS 16 26 25 27 30 
3-5 MONTHS 7 17 20 17 21 
6-8 MONTHS 14 9 13 22 22 

9-11 MONTHS 20 11 14 13 28 
12-14 MONTHS 12 14 9 16 18 
15-17 MONTHS 23 9 10 12 27 
18-23 MONTHS 18 31 19 20 33 
24-29 MONTHS 35 22 12 20 20 

30 OR MORE MONTHS 77 55 40 34 34 
MEAN 25.2 22.3 19.0 18.6 17.3 
MEDIAN 24.2 19.3 14.6 14.3 14.3 
NUMBER OF YOUTH 222 194 162 181 233 

TABLE 6 B: NUMBER OF YOUTH BY L.ENGTH OF CONTINUOUS RESIDENTIAL STAY 
AND YEAR FOR DISCHARGED JDs, PINS AND OTHERS SERVED ONLY 
IN DFY CENTERS 

YEAR DISCHARGED 
MONTHS COMPLETED 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

<3 MONTHS 44 37 27 32 38 
3·5 MONTHS 63 76 208 275 163 
6-8 MONTHS 250 293 307 416 327 

9-11 MONTHS 274 227 219 346 295 
12-14 MONTHS 150 150 79 154 90 
15-17 MONTHS 100 84 57 100 94 
18-23 MONTHS 98 89 90 87 51 
24-29 MONTHS 35 42 28 39 22 

30 OR MORE MONTHS 20 22 20 20 22 
MEAN 12.0 11.8 10.6 10.5 10.5 
MEDIAN 10.8 10.5 8.6 9.1 9.2 
NUMBER OF YOUTH 1034 1020 1035 1469 1102 

TABLE 6 C: NUMBER OF YOUTH BY LENGTH OF CONTINUOUS RESIDENTIAL STAY 
AND YEAR FOR YOUTH SERVED ONLY BY VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 

YEAR DISCHARGED 
MONTHS COMPLETED 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

< 3 MONTHS 35 19 21 12 17 
3-5 MONTHS 30 33 19 22 20 
6-8 MONTHS 28 30 35 29 23 

9-11 MONTHS 131 176 181 188 168 
12-14 MONTHS 73 66 52 64 49 
15-17 MONTHS 57 B9 67 61 50 
18-23 MONTHS 38 38 35 38 29 
24-29 MONTHS 18 17 15 19 14 

30 OR MORE MONTHS 24 21 20 21 19 
MEAN 13.8 13.7 13.9 14.1 13.9 
MEDIAN 12.0 11.9 11.8 11.9 11.8 
NUMBER OF YOUTH 434 469 445 454 389 

57 
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TABLE 6 D: NUMBER OF YOUTH BY LENGTH OF CONTINUOUS RESIDENTIAL STAY 
AND YEAR FOR DISCHARGED YOUTH SERVED ONLY IN FOSTER CARE 

YEAR DISCHARGED 
MONTHS COMPLETED 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

I 
<3 MONTHS 2 0 1 2 0 
3-5 MONTHS 5 0 6 0 " I 

6-8 MONTHS 1 4 1 0 0 
9-11 MONTHS 4 3 0 4 1 

12-14 MONTHS 2 2 1 2 0 
15-17 MONTHS 2 0 1 0 1 
18-23 MONTHS 5 4 0 0 2 
24-29 MONTHS 1 3 3 0 1 

f----
30 OR MORE MONTHS 7 4 2 2 2 

MEAN 23.9 22.3 15.4 20.7 24.7 
MEDIAN 15.6 19.0 7.1 1'1.0 21.5 
NUMBER OF YOUTH 29 20 15 10 8 

TABLE 6 E: NUMBER OF YOUTH BY LENGTH OF CONTINUOUS RESIDENTIAL STAY 
AND YEAR FOR DISCHARGED YOUTH SERVED IN ANY COMBINATION 
OF DFY AND VOLUNTARY AGENCY PROGRAMS 

YEAR DISCHARGED 
MONTHS COMPLETED 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

< 3 MONTHS 2 0 2 1 0 
3-5 MONTHS 5 4 6 4 2 
6-8 MONTHS 13 13 21 21 18 

9-11 MONTHS 41 33 44 51 28 
12-14 MONTHS 35 36 36 35 29 
15-17 MONTHS 25 26 26 33 27 
18-23 MONTHS 49 46 27 41 48 
24-29 MONTHS 24 30 18 25 20 

30 OR MORE MONTHS 38 31 16 32 39 
MEAN 19.8 20.2 16.6 18.8 20.8 
MEDIAN I 17.4 17.4 14.3 15.8 18.2 
NUMBER OF YOUTH I 232 219 196 243 211 

TABLE 6 F: NUMBER OF YOUTH BY LENGTH OF CUMULATIVE RESIDENTIAL STAY 
AND YEAR FOR DISCHARGED YOUTH WI-IO HAD MORE THAN ONE 
RESIDENTIAL STAY DURING CUSTODY 

YEAR DISCHARGED 
MONTHS COMPLETED 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

<3 MONTHS 2 0 0 0 0 
3-5 MONTHS 2 3 1 1 2 
6-8 MONTHS 9 6 12 15 7 

9-11 MONTHS 13 18 23 43 29 
12-14 MONTHS 20 22 30 61 29 
15-17 MONTHS 33 29 26 59 37 
18-23 MONTHS 70 73 44 77 54 
24-29 MONTHS 42 43 30 41 30 

30 OR MORE MONTHS 37 46 43 55 44 
MEAN 21.9 22.6 21.5 20.5 21.7 
MEDIAN 21.0 21.6 19.1 17.9 19.2 
NUMBER OF YOUTH 228 240 209 352 232 
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youth with more than one residential stay during custody are shown in Table 6F. 
Because the duration of these second episodes of residential care are typically 
much shorter than initial stays, to include them in the calculation of overall 
residential LOS would result in an artificially shortened aggregate figure. 

JOs and RJDs served only in DFY centers. The number of youth 
discharged from 1988 to 1992 with restricted LOSs (JOs and RJDs) rose slightly. 
Between 1988 and 1991 this number had declined, but rose again in 1992, most 
likely a result of the sustained increase in JO admissions over the last several 
years. 

Both mean and median (see Glossary) residential LOS continually decreased 
from 1988 to 1992. The average LOS of youth discharged in 1988 was over two 
years; by 1992, the average LOS of discharges was just under a year and a half. 
During this period, median LOS declined by almost ten months. 

In 1992, the typical youth with a restricted LOS received residential care for 17 
months. However, the median indicates that half the youth discharged received 
residential service for 14.3 months or less. 

JDs, PINS and Others served only in DFY centers. The number of 
discharged youth with unrestricted LOSs (JDs, PINS, etc.), who received all of 
their residential service in DFY centers and homes, increased 7 percent from 1988 
to 1992. With the exception of 1991, the number of such admissions was very 
stable throughout the five year period. 

Like youth with restricted LOSs, mean and median residential LOS for this group 
also declined from 1988 to 1992. In 1988, the average length of stay was 12.0 
months; by 1992, this figure was 10.5 months. 

Youth served only in voluntary agenciels. The picture for youth discharged 
after residential stays solely in voluntary arJency programs is much more static 
than the one for youth served only in DFY -operated centers and homes. Between 
1988 and 1991, the number of discharges of youth in this group ranged between 
434 (1988) and 469 (1991). however, in 1992, this number dropped to 389, 
representing a 10 percent decrease from 1 H88. 

Compared to youth with unrestricted LOSs served only in DFY centers and homes, 
youth served only in voluntary agencies stayed an average of two months longer 
in 1988 and 1989. In 1990, this LOS discrepancy rose to over three months, and 
has remained at this level through 1992. 

Youth served only in foster care. Although the number of discharges of 
youth in this group in any year is small, they have very different characteristics 
(including LOS) from youth served in other settings. The number of youth 
discharged in this group declined from 29 in 1988 to only 8 in 1992. 

Partly due to the small number of cases each year, the trend for foster care LOS is 
not as clear as for the more frequently utilized service categories. With the 
exceptio~ of 1990, the average LOS for this group has been over 20 months each 
year. The considerable fluctuation in median LOS is largely due to the small 
number of cases involved. In 1992, youth served only in foster homes stayed 
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roughly 14 months longer than youth with unrestricted LOSs served only in DFY 
centers and homes. 

Youth who received mixed residential services. The number of youth 
discharged after residential stays in combinations of DFY centers, foster care and 
voluntary agency programs has fluctuated between 196 (1990) and 243 (1991) 
over the five year period. 

From 1988 to 1992, the mean residential LOS increased five percent for this 
group. While the mean LOS for this group was 20 months in 1988 and 1989, it 
declined uteeply to 16.5 in 1990. In 1991 this figure rose again to approximately 
19 months and further to 21 months in 1992. 

Because youth served in mixed settings have usually first had an L1l1successful 
stint in a voluntary agency and then been transferred to a DFY center, it is not 
surprising that their LOSs tend to be longer than either of the groups seived in 
only one service sector. In 1992, the continuous residential LOS of youth served 
in mixed residential settings averaged almost seven months longer than youth 
served only in voluntary agency programs and 10 months longer than youth 
sen/ed only in DFY centers and homes. 

Youth with more than one residential stay during custody. The number 
of youth discharged after more than one residential stay during their custody 
episode remained relatively stable between 1988 and 1992 with the exception of 
1991. This number ranged between 209 and 240, except for 1991 when this 
figure temporarily jumped to 352. 

It should be noted that the long LOSs of youth with more than one residential stay 
are not products of unilateral decisions on the part of DFY. To achieve even the 
reduced 1992 median LOS of 19 months required court intervention for half the 
JDs and PINS, either through formal extensions of placement or as the result of 
readjudication proceedings. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTH DISCHARGED FROM CUSTODY IN 1991 

There were 2,727 youth discharged from DFY custody in 1991. Table 7 A provides 
the supporting data for the discussion that follows. 

Service setting. The last service setting prior to discharge was community care 
for 63 percent of the youth discharged in 1991. DFY -operated residential settings 
accounted for another 20 percent. Replacement discharges were another nine 
percent; cooperating agencies, four percent; foster care, two percent; and day 
services, one percent. 

Within residential settings, secure centers and community-based homes each 
discharged six percent. Limited secure discharged an additional five percent and 
non-community based discharged three percent. 

Gender. Overall, females made up nearly 14 percent of all youth discharged in 
1991. However, females made up only six percent of the youth discharged from 
secure centers. 

Age. The average age of youth discharged in 1991 was 16.8 years old. The 
median age of discharges was 16.9 (36% were 16). Twenty-eight percent were 
17, while 15 and 18 year-olds made up another 14 percent each. Seven percent 
of the youth were less than 15 years old and the remaining two percent were over 
18. 

Among discharges from all DFY-operated residential settings, 18 year-olds were 
over-represented in limited secure and ~ommunity-based settings. In addition, 15 
and 16 year-olds werE1 under-represented among youth discharged from 
community-based homes. Fourteen year-olds discharged from secure centers 
were under-represented. 

Fifteen, sixteen, and eighteen year-olds were also under-represented among 
discharges from foster care. Those youth twenty and over were under
represented among discharges from community care. 

Race-ethnicity. Non-Latino African-American youth made up over half (53%) of 
the discharges during 1991. Non-Latino Whites constituted 25 percent and Latino 
youth, regardless of race, comprised 20 percent of the discharged population. 
Seventeen Native Americans and fifteen Asians were discharged. Forty youth 
who were discharged did not identify with any racial group. 

As with admissions, the major deviation from overall discharges among those 
discharged from secure centers was that Non-Latino Whites were under
represented. Unspecified Latinos were under-represented among discharges 
from cooperating agencies. 

County of Residence. The preceding chapters on custody entries and youth in 
care have focused on "Responsible" County, since this is the county where the 
youth is adjudicated and the county that assumes financial responsibility while the 
youth is in DFY. For discharges, it is more relevant to examine a youth's county of 
residence, since that is where s/he is most likely to live following discharge. 
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TOTAL 
DIS: 

0iAAGES 
TOTAL DISCHARGES II 2721 
G:NDER 

Malesll a352' 
Females.. a7s 

AGE AT DISCHARGE 
11 - 13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

20 and Over 

45 
138 .. 
378" 
969. 
766 
37$ 

2.2 
31 

Mean Age at Discharge 
Median Age at Discharge 

1Q.B 
16.9 

RACE/Ethnlcity . 

~CNfAf~Blg~o~~E:::~~ ~ :~::I 
WHm;' . "'956' 

Non-Latino .681 
Latino 275 

,!-uiiN6: RACWUNSPECiFiEO:~ f16 
-~T1VEAMERICAN 11 
ASIAN 15 
CJll:l.!:R'.. .. 56 

Non-Latino 1.2 
Latino 44 

N9t§F.'1,;9AgD~\CiQ\,in.{ ........ 40 
Non-Latino 11 

Latino 29 
COUNTY OF RESIDENCE 
NgwYQRKPfiY .. . 

q'rii§:\~QNrtg§ 

Bronx 
Kings 

New York 
Queens 

Richmond 

Albany 
Allegany 
Broome 

Cattaraugus 
Cayuga 

Chautauqua 
Chemung 
Chenango 

Clinton 
Columbia 
Cortland 

141-0 
.260 
591 
215 
'304 

40 
1303 

60 
. 9 

25 
.. ·12 

42 
,11 
45 

5 
.20 

.5 
8 

DFY OPERATED FACILITIES 
SECURE I LTD. SEC I NuN-SECURE 

171 

161 
10 

3 
24 
47 
40 
27 

7 
23 

17.6 
17.2 

. .JQ.? 
103 

2 
.35 

9 
26 
f~ 

2. 
1 
7 

7 
9. 

9 

. H? 
38 
61 
24 
16 

3 

2,7. 
3 

NON coMM COMM. 

132 74 

122 65 
10 9 

3 4 
9 8 

15 13 
47 18 
21 13 
37 18 

16.8 16.5 
16.8 16.7 

?~. .. ,.?~ 
70 22 

8 3 

?R..?? 
29 25 
10 10 
9 ." ... ~ .. 

.1 
3 2 

3 2 

2 ~. 

2 3 

76 .. :33 
16 12 
43 13 

7 5 
i 0 3 

55. I 4 ~ 

5 2 

1 2 

177 

'138 
39 

2 
6 
7 

31 
33 
97 

17.4 
18.0 

1Qf. 
97 

5 
43 
31 
12 
26 

2 
3 

1. 

110 
19 
41 
32 
14 

4 

§? 
4 

4 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 
VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 

" 

TOTAL 

554' 

486" 
68 

9 
~,Q 

59 
143 

,107 
179 

8 
23 

17.2 
17.3 

COOP I REPL 

112 

90 
22 

6 
8 

16 
57 
17 

8 

16.4 
16.6 

251 

212 
39 

14 
20 
54 
80 
54 
27 

2 

16.4 
16.5 

31Q 
292 

1,8 
11~ ··1· ~~~ 

2 5 
152 
94 
58 

§~ .9ti. 
60 60 

55 II 
'5 
5 

12 

12 
15 

15 

36.1 
as 

158 
68 
43 
7' 

188 
9 

2. 

8 
1 
2. 

2(J 
4 
2 
7 
6 
1 

~.2 
6 
2 

a II 4 
1 
1 II 6 
1 
8 

2 

35 
3 

'2 
14 

3 
11 

7 
6 
1 

1,46 
17 
33 
19 
72 

5 
195 

3 

TOTAL 

363 

302 
61 

20 
28 
70 

137 
71 

"35 

2 

16.4 
16.5 

171 
164 

7 
163 
120 
43 

4 
2. 
2 

14 
3 

11 
7 
6 
1 

166 
21 

I 35 
26 
7a 

6 
197. 

9 
.2 

1 
.4 

'6. 

.1 
2 

CONTINUED • Prior to 7/1/89 Latino ethnicity was not categorized by race. 

NON-RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

FOSTER 
CARE 

. TOTAL 

.' TOTAL '111 DAY I COMM. II"~RES 
FiESSERV f'FOGR.AMS CARE SERVICES 

45 

33 
12 

2 
8 
7 

24 
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54 
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g88 
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23.8 

11 
25 

, 16.9 

16~9 

26 •... /. .507 
26 482 

. 25 

~} I···~~~ 

2 
1 

1 

. H/1 
61 

8 
7 

27 
i,3 

24 
22 

6 
16 

20 547 
2 108 
9 202 
4 9B 
4125 
1 14 

25 410 

2 

I 

iB. 
2: 

" 2 
.2 

13. 
1 
.9 
1 
8 
1 
3. 

39 I 1726 

33 1498 
6 228 

15 
84 

8 239 
8 673 
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2 9 
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13 
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12 
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5 

I 
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16.8 
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47 
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9 
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TABLE 7 A: Page 2 
I 

TOTAl DFY OPERATED FACILITIES 
DIS' SECURE LTD. SEC NON-SECURE 

aiARGES NONCOMM COMM. 

COUNTY OF RESIDENCE 
Delaware d .1 
Dutchess 37 1 2 

Erie 86 1 2 2 7 
Essex 2" 1 

Franklin $ , 1 
Fulton 14 1 1 1 

Genesee 5 1 1 
Greene 7 1 

Hamilton 
Herkimer 6 1 
Jefferson 9 1 

Lewis '6 1 
Livingston 5 

Madison 7 1 1 1 
Monroe 183 3 7 4 10 

Montgomery 6. 1 
Nassau 181 1 3 1 9 
Niagara 41 2 1 1 
Oneida 64 1 2 3 

Onondaga 53 4 3 3 1 
Ontario ., 1 
Orange 27 2 
Orleans 3 
Oswego 13 1 1 
Otsego ;3 
Putnam 

Rensselaer 17 1 1 1 1 
Rockland 5 1 1 

SI. Lawrence 3 1 
Saratoga 16 1 1 

Schenectady 23 1 1 2 2 
Schoharie ,1 

Schuyler 8 1 
Seneca 6 

Steuben 16 1 
Suffolk 62 5 8 3 4 
Sullivan 13 2 

Tioga 14 2 1 
Tompkins 1 1 

Ulster 13 2 2 
Warren 4 1 

Washington 2. 
Wayne . 18 1 1 1 1 

Westchester 58 • 3 2 2 3 
Wyoming 11 2 

Yates 1 
INTERSr"ire OO\4PAOT ." 14 2. 1 2 
CON11NUED 

DISCHARGING SERVICE SETIlNG -1991 
RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 
coop REPL FOSTER 

TOTAL TOTAL CARE 

3 1 1 
12 7 -, 8 

1 
1 
(3 3 : ~-, 
2. 4--~ 

1 1 ·1 .,} 

1 1 1 
1 
1 1 'I 

" 1 
.3 

.24 8 9 17 
1 

14 10 87 97 2 
4 5 5 3 
(5 6 6 1 

11 
" 

4 1 5 
1 

:::;-
2' 

2 1 1 

4. 1 1 
2 1 1 
1 1 1 
2 1 1 1 
6 6 6 1 

1 2 2. 

1 1 1 
20 2 2 4 

2. 1 1 1 
3. 1 
1 
4 
1 1 

4 3 1 4 
10 1 1 

2 4 4 

S 

.' 
TOTAL 

RESsERV 

i:J 4 
:, 27 

'I 
1 
6. 
2 
2 
n 
2 
1 
2 
1 
3 

41 
. 1 

113 
12 
13 
16 

1 
2 

3 

5 
3 
2. 
4 

13 

(3 

2 
24 

4 
4 
1 
4 
2 

8 
11 

f3 

5 

NON·RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 
"TOTAL 

DAY COMM. NQN-FlES. 
PA::X3RAMS CARE .SERv'ICES 

" 

1 1 
5 28 33 

59 '.i 59 
i 'I 
2 2. 
8 8 
3 3 
5 5 

4 4 
a 8 

1 3 4 
4 4 ,,-, 

4 :4 
4 138 142 

5 5 
2 65 68 

29 29 
51 51 

3 34 37 
6 6 

1 24 25 ir 
3 ::I 

10 10 
3 (3 

12 12 
2 2 
1 1 

12 12 
10 10 

1 1 
5 5 
6 6 

14 14 
38 38 

9 9 
10 10 

1 8 9 
2 2 
2: 2 

10 10 
1 46 47 

5 5 
1 1 
9 9 
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> ::s 
::s 
s:::: 
~ 

?;:1 
.g 
o 
>-l ....... 
CZl 

-\0 
\0 
I-' 
I 
\0 
tv 

0\ 
W 
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DFY OPERATED FACILITIES 
SECURE I LTD. SEC I NON-SECURE 

'NON COMrv/ COMM. 

TOTAL DISCHARGES 112727 III 171 132 74 177 
COMPLETED MONTHS OF STAY AT DISf:IiARGING FACILITYIPROGRAM 

Less than 2 Months .552 24 39 
2 Months 246 12 1 9 
3 Months 240 1 3 1 2 
4 Months ·253 4 11 
5 Months /' 284 7 9 
6 Months . 226 7 7 
7 Months 146 11 8 
8 Months 102 5 3 
9 Months 108 4 5 

10 Months 1iO 6 6 
11 Months 16~ 6 4 
12 Months 62 2 2 

13-15 Months 83 20 3 
16-18 Months ;;;.f32 13 2 
19·24 Months 43 1 8 1 

More than 24 Months 48 1 9 
TOTAL FACILITYJPROGRAM MONntS OF STAV 

MEAN LENGTH OF STAvl I 6.5 III 12.8 5.1 
MEDIAN LENGTH OF STAY 5.3 9.7 3.7 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL LENGnt OF STAY BY SERVICE CATEGORY 
NORESIDENT!AlSTAY " 18 
JUVI;NILE OEFENDERS & RJD 

Mean length of Stay 
Median length of Stay 

Number of cases 
DFYSERVIC~ 

Mean length of Stay 
Median length of Stay 

Number of cases 
~WNTARY AGENCY ONLY 

Mean length of Stay 
Median length of Stay 

Number of cases 
FOSIERCARE 

18.6 
14,3 
181 

10.~'l 
9;1 

1469 . 

14.~ I' 
11.9 ,"" 
45~" 

Mean length of SlaYll 20.7 
Median length of Stay 11.0 ... 

Number of cases 1 0 
MIXED IMORETHAN ONE OF THE ABOVE! 

Mean length of Stay 18.8 
Median length of Stay 15 .. 8 

Number of cases 243 
DISCONTINUOUS SERVICE 

Mean length of Stay 
Median length of Stay 

Number of cases 
cormNUED 

20.5 
17.9 
352 

17.6 
13.5 
170 

33.9 
33.9 

1 

22.1 
22.1 

2 

10.7 
9.8 
98 

18.4 
18.3 

9 

20.7 
18.0 

23 

29 
6 
8 

10 
3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
3 
2 
4 
1 

4.2 
3.1 

10.3 
10.9 

53 

17.5 
12.0 

9 

15.2 
9.7 
12 

87 
"1 .. 
12 
15 
18 

6 
2 
3 
5 
2 

3 

3.3 
2.1 

14.7 
11.3 
12~ 

22.0 
20.5 

23 

21.4 
17.3 

33 

DISCHARGING SERVICE SETTING -1991 
RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 

TOTAL 
554 

179 
58 
45 
40 
.37 
.23 
23 
,13 
15 
17 
13 

9 
27 
15 
i9 
21 

6.8 
3.8 

17.6 
13.6 
1'72 

12.5 
qO.7 
273 

20.2 
18.9 

41 

20~1 
17.,3 

68 

COOP I REPL 

112 

7 

2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
6 
7 

12 
28 

3 
11 
12 

4 
8 

12.6 
11.5 

14.5 
11.9 

91 

22.0 
18.8 

15 

ill.9 
15.4 

6 

251 

3 
6 
8 
4 
6 
5 
6 
6 

12 
34 
76 
19 
20 
21 
14 
11 

12.5 
11.6 

13.7 
11.7 
250 

16.4 
16.4 

TOTAI< 
363 

.10 
7 

10 
7 
.9 
7,~, 

9 
12 
19 
46 

104 
22 
31 
33 
HI 
19 

12.5 
11.5 

13.9 
11;8 
341 

22 .. 0 
18.8 

15 

19.4 
16.4 

7 

FOSTER 
C.t..RE 

45 

4 
6 
2 
1 
5 
4 
2 
3 

4 
2 

6 
2 

4 

10.1 
7.6 

27.4 
13.2 

7 

25.3 
22.8 

23 

25.2 
24.5 

15 

TOTAL 
RESSERV 

96~' 

.1:93· 
71 
.57 
48 
51 
34'; 
34 
.28 
34 
67 

n9 
3·1 
64 
50 
37 
44 

" 9,1 
7 .. 7 

17.6 
·13.6 

172 
\'J-

12.5 
10.7 
27~ 

13.9 
11.8 
341 

~. 27.4 
1~13.2 

T 
c;:::::::::.: 

22'1

J
;' 

20.0 
79 

~~:.:i, 
90f l 

NON-RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 
TOTAL. 

DAY I COMM. II ~ 
FfOGRIlMS CARESERVlflES 

39 

17 
7 
7 

4 
1 

3.6 
2.3 

15.4 
12.4 

24 

21.9 
20.0 

8 

22 :1 
17.0 

7 

1726 

342 
168 
176 
205 
229 
191 

1765 

~ 

359 
175 
183 
~05 

233 
192 

112 II 112 
74 74 
73 
43 
42 
31 
19 
12 

6 
3 

5.2 
4.9 

74 
43 
43 
31 
19 
12 

('; 
4 

.5;2 
4.9 

18 1/ 1a 

37.4 II 37.4 
39.4 39.4, 
99 

10.0 
8.6 

1172 

10.1 
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1196 
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4.9 II 4.9 2.9 . 2.9 
3 . 3 
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TABLE 7A: Page 4 DISCHARGING SERVICE SETnNG -1991 
RESIDEr-mAL SERVICES 

TOTAL DFY OPERATED FACIUTIES VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 
OJS-. SECURE lTD. SEC NON-SECURE COOP REPL 

dW=!GEs' NON COMM COMM. TOTAL TOTAL 

TOTAL DISCHARGES 2727 171 132 74 177 55.4 112 251 '363 
TOTAL NON-RESIDENTIAL COMPLETED MONTHS OF STAY 
NQ NQM:8ESiDEMI!&. SIAY 859 165 106 58 144 .; 0473 106 250 356 

Less than 2 Months 305 1 10 6 10 " 27 3 

"'~:~~~, I 2 Months 155 1 2 4 1 
3 Months 183 2 9 3 3 1'7 1 
4 Months 212 3 1 8 1.2- . I 

5 Months 236 1 1 3 5 
6 Months 202 1 1 1 1 
7 Months 126 2- 1 3 2 2 
8 Months 101 1 2- 3 
9 Months 9.3 1 1 2-
10 Months 58 1 1 
11 Months 58 
12 Months 33 

13-15 Months 51 2- 2 
16·18 Months 26 1 '1 
19-24 Months 14 

More than 24 Months 9 

TOTAL NON·RESIDENTIAL ~rNTHS OFfIIAY 
MEAN LENGTH OF STAY 5.9 II 6.8 3.1 4.0 4.3 4.fr 3.5 6.2 3.9 

MEDIAN LENGTH OF STAY 5A, 4.2- 3.3 3.0 3.9 3.4 1.6 6.2 3.7 
TOTAL CUSTODY COMPLETED MONTHS OF STAY 

Less than 2 Months 37 18 7 7 1 33 2 2- 4 
2 Months 28 9 9 1 2- 21 6 6 
3 Months 32 11 6 4 1 22 9 9 

" 

4 Months 25 3 7 4 3 "17 1 3 4 
5 Months 30 3 5 4 1 13 3 5 8 
6 Months 28 7 3 1 9 20 4 4 
7 1\" ',s 51 10 4 1 6 21 2 5 7 
8 Mo •• (hs 63 4 3 2 9 1.8 5 6 11 
9 Months 97 2 9 4 17 32 4 11 15 

10 Months 261 6 14 4 12 36 11 33 44 
11 Months 396 5 11 11 10 37 30 75 105 
12 Months 84 3 3 7 8 2.1 4 17 21 

13-15 Months 264 17 5 9 13 44 10 17 27 
16-18 Months 444 11 10 3 22 46 12 22 34 
19-24 Months 437 16 18 6 27 67 15 14 29 

More than 24 Months 450 46 18 6 36 106 13 22 35 
TOTAL CUSTODY MONTHS ,I STAY 

MEANLENGTHOFSTA~I 17.7 18.0 13.7 12.7 17.7 16.2 .- 16.0 13.8 14.4 
MEDIAN LENGTH OF STAY 15.6 13.6 11.0 11.3 15.0 12.3 12.0 11.7 11.8 

FOSTER TOTAb 
CARE RESSERII 

45 962 . , 

.... } 

30 859 ' 
1 31 
6 13 
1 19 
3 1.5 

"""'_c! 1 U""',_, 
5 

1 4 
2-
1 

1 3. 
'1 2-

5.2- 4.2 
3.5 3.4 

37 
27. 
31 
21 
21 
24 

1 29 
29 
47 

4 84 
2 144 
1 43 
4 75 
3 83 

10 106 
20 151 

27.3 16.1 
23.9 12:0 __ 

NON·RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

lkTOTAl 
DAY COMM. j'mN-fIES 

PA:GRAMS CARE SEFMCES 

39 1726 '1165 

13 261 274 
4 138 142-
8 156 164 
2 195 197 
7 224 231 
1 198 i99 

121 121 
1 96 97 
1. 90 9.1 

57 57 
58 58 
39 39 

1 47 48 
24 24 
14 14 

1 8 9 

4.4 6.1 6.0 
3.1 5.5 5.5 

1 1 
1 1 

4 4 
9 9 
4 4 

1 21 22 
1 33 34 
1 49 50 
5 172 177 
3 249 252 
2 39 41 
2 187 189 
6 355 361 
7 324 331 

10 279 289 

20.4 18.5 18.5 
17.5 16.6 16.6 
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Over half (52%) of those youth discharged in 1991 resided in the five boroughs of 
New York City. Kings County (Brooklyn) accounted for 22 percent of all 
discharges and 42 percent of the New York City total. Other counties accounting 
for five or more percent of the discharges were: Queens (11 %), Bronx (10%), New 
York (Manhattan) (8%), Monroe and Nassau (7% each). 

Bronx, Kings and New York Counties accounted for 72 percent of all secure center 
discharges, yet only 39 percent of all youth discharged came from these three 
boroughs. Deviations from expected service setting proportions are difficult to 
detect reliably in counties with small DFY populations. In fact, due to this, among 
discharges from secure centers, only Bronx County was clearly over-represented. 
Erie, Monroe and Nassau County youth were under-represented among 
discharges from this setting. Among discharges from limited secure settings, youth 
from Nassau County were under-represented. Amo:1g non-community based 
center discharges, several notable deviations were found, including Queens and 
Nassau Counties which were under-represented, and Bronx County which was 
over-represented. New York County youth were over-represented among 
discharges from community-based programs. 

Bronx, Kings and Queens Counties were under-represented among discharges 
from cooperating agencies. Among replacement discharges, Queens and Nassau 
were over-represented, while Erie and Suffolk were under-represented. 

Length of stay at discharging program. On average, youth spent six and 
one-half months in the program from which they left DFY custody in 1991, with half 
leaving in less than five and one-half months. The conventional career of non-JO 
youth who initiRlly enter DFY residential settings is to enter community care 
following one or more stays in progressively less controlled settings. Thus, those 
youth discharged from other than community care represent atypical service 
sequences and have greatly varying LOSs at their last program. 

As discussed above, youth discharged from secure settings were likely to have 
spent nearly all of their placement at the facility from which they were discharged. 
Thus, it is not unexpected that youth discharged from secure centers had an 
average LOS at their last program of over six months longer than did all 
discharges combined. Spending most or all of their placement at the discharging 
facility is also typical for youth discharged from either type of voluntary agency. 

Conversely, the shortest LOSs were among discharges from day programs, 
community-based homes and non-community based centers. The first two 
settings rarely serve as initial program assignments and function as brief 
transitional programs for youth returning to their communities. 

Total Residential LOS. As discussed above in the section on "Five Year 
Trends," residential LOS must be disaggregated to be meaningfully analyzed. 

Regardless of the service setting from which they were discharged, JDs, PINS and 
Others served only by DFY programs had the shortest total residential LOS. Youth 
in this service category discharged in 1991 stayed an average of ten and one-half 
months, with half leaving before nine months. 
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Youth with "Discontinuous Service" who were discharged after more than one 
residential stay and youth served only in foster care during ('1ustody had the 
longest residential LOSs. These groups averaged over 20 months of residential 
service. 

Total Non~residential LOS. Disregarding the service setting from which they 
were discharged, youth who left DFY custody in i 991 spent an average of almost 
six months in non-residential programs during their custody stay, with half 
spending under five and one-half months. As would be expected, most of these 
discharges were from community care. 

Total Custody LOS. Youth not adjudicated as a JO or RJD are typically placed 
with the Division for 12 or 18 months. As a matter of policy, DFY rarely exercises 
its legal prerogative to apply for premature termination of a placement. In some 
cases, the Division will seek an extension of placement for a youth. Thus) for the 
majority of youth who have either single or concurrent placements, total custody 
LOS is so constrained that it is less important than it appears to be at first glance. 
Nevertheless, total service time is instructive and is therefore included in the 
report. 

Overall, youth discharged in 1991 were in custody an average of almost 18 
months, with half having been discharged after 15 and one-half months or more of 
service. Youth leaving from foster care had the longest custody LOSs. They were, 
on average, in custody over 27 months. 

Staying an average of just over a year, those discharged from non-community 
based centers had the shortest LOSs. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTH DISCHARG£:D FROM CUSTODY IN 
1992 

There were 2,205 youth discharged from DFY custody in 1992. Table 7B provides 
the supporting data for the discussion that follows. 

Service setting. The last service setting prior to discharge was community care 
for 49 percent of the youth discharged in 1992. DFY -operated residential settings 
accounted for another 28 percent. Replacement discharges were another 12 
percent; day programs, 4 percent; cooperating agencies, 3 percent; and foster 
care, 2 percent. 

Within residential settings, secure centers discharged ten percent and community
based homes, eight percent. Limited secure discharged an additional seven 
percent and non-community based discharged three percent. 

Gender. While females made up nearly 12 percent of all youth discharged in 
1992, they constituted only four percent of the youth discharged from secure 
centers. At the same time, females made up 33 percent of all foster care 
discharges. 

Age. The average age of youth discharged in 1992 was 16.8 years old. The 
median age of discharges was 16.9 (32% were 16). Twenty-eight percent were 
17, 16 percent were 18 year-aids and 15 year-aids made up another 15 percent. 
Six percent of the youth were less than 15 years old and the remaining two 
percent were over 18. 

Among discharges from all DFY -operated residential settings, 18 year-aids were 
over-represented in foster care, while 15 and 16 year-aids were under
represented. In addition, 14, 16 and 1 '7 year-olds were under-represented among 
youth discharged from community-based homes. Fourteen year-aids discharged 
from secure centers were under-represented. 

Youth eighteen and over were under-represented among discharges from 
community care. 

Race-ethnicity. Non-Latino African-American youth made up over half (55%) of 
the discharges during 1992. Non-Latino Whites constituted 20 percent and Latino 
youth, regardless of race, were 22 percent of the discharged population. Fourteen 
Asians and five Nc:tdve Americans were discharged. Seven discharged youth did 
not identify with any racial group. 

As with admissions, the major deviation among those discharged from secure 
centers was that NonuLatino Whites were under-represented. Non-Latino Whites 
were over-represented among discharges from cooperating agencies, while 
Africa.n-American Latinos were under-represented among replacement agencies. 
White Latinos were under-represented among foster care discharges, and Native 
Americans were under-represented among community care discharges. 
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county of Residence. The preceding chapters on custody entries and youth in 
care have focused on "Responsible" County since this is the county where the 
youth is adjudicated and the county that assumes financial responsibility while the 
youth is in DFY. However, for discharges, it is more relevant to examine a youth's 
county of residence, since that is where s/he is most likely to live following 
discharge. 

Over half (59%) of the youth discharged in 1992 resided in the five boroughs of 
New York City. Kings County (Brooklyn) accounted for 24 percent of all 
discharges and 41 percent of the New York City total. Other counties accounting 
for five or more percent of the discharges were: Queens (14%), Bronx (10%), New 
York (Manhattan) (9%), Nassau (8%) and Monroe (6%). 

Bronx, Kings and New York Counties accounted for 76 percent of all secure center 
discharges, yet only 44 percent of all youth discharged came from these three 
boroughs. Deviations from expected service setting proportions are difficult to 
detect reliably in counties with small DFY populations. In fact, due to this, among 
discharges from secure centers, only Bronx County was clearly over-represented. 
Erie, Monroe and Nassau County youth were under-represented among 
discharges from this setting. Nassau County youth were under-represented 
among discharges from community-based programs. 

Bronx, Kings and New York Counties were under-represented among discharges 
from cooperating agencies, while Nassau County was over-represented. Among 
replacement discharges, Queens and Nassau were over-represented, while 
Bronx, Kings, Erie, Monroe and Suffolk were under-represented. 

length of stay at discharging program. On average, youth spent seven 
months in the program from which they left DFY custody in 1992, with half leaving 
in five months. The conventional career of non-JO youth who initially enter DFY 
residential settings is to enter community care following one or more stays in 
progressively less controlled settings. Thus, those youth discharged from other 
than community care represent atypical service sequences and have greatly 
varying LOSs at their last program. 

As discussed above, youth discharged from secure settings were likely to have 
spent nearly all of their placement at the facility from which they were discharged. 
Thus, it is not unexpected that youth discharged from secure centers had an 
average LOS at their last program of over six months longer than did all 
discharges combined. Spending most or all of their placement at the discharging 
facility is also typical for youth discharged from either type of voluntary agency. 

Conversely, the shortest LOSs were among discharges from day programs, 
community-based homes and non-community based centers. The first two 
settings rarely serve as initial program assignments and function as brief 
transitional programs for youth returning to their communities. 

Total Residential LOS. As discussed above in the section on "Five Year 
Trends," residential LOS must be disaggregated to be meaningfully analyzed. 

Regardless of the service setting from which they were discharged, JDs, PINS and 
Others served only by DFY programs had the shortest total residential LOS. Youth 
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from this service category discharged in 1992 stayed an average of ten and one
half months, with half leaving I:'<afore nine months. 

Youth with "Discontinuous Service" who were discharged after more than one 
residential stay during custody had the longest residential LOS. This group 
averaged almost 22 months of resid'3ntial service, with half leaving before 19 
months. 

Total Non-residential LOS. Independent of the service setting from which 
they were discharged, youth who left DFY custody in 1992 spent an average of 
five and one-half months in non-residential programs during their custody stay, 
with half spending under five. As would be expected, most of these discharges 
were from community care. 

Total Custody LOS. Youth not adjudicated as a JO or RJD are typically placed 
with the Division for 12 or 18 months. As a matter of policy, DFY rarely exercises 
its legal prerogative to apply for premature termination of a placement. In some 
cases, the Division will seek an extension of placement for a youth. Thus, for the 
majority of youth who have either single or concurrent placements, total custody 
LOS is so constrained that it is less important than it appears to be at first glance. 
Nevertheless, total service time is instructive and is therefore included in the 
report. 

Overall, youth discharged in 1992 were in custody an average of almost 17 
months, with half the youth having been discharged after 15 months or more of 
service. Youth leaving >om foster care had the longest custody LOSs. They were, 
on average, in custody t".,.o and one-half years. 

Staying an average of 13 months, those discharged from replacement agencies 
had the shortest LOSs. 
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