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I. INTRODUCTION 

In April 1979 the erindnal Justice Coordinating Council (C1CC) 

awarded' $390,319 to the New Yor~, City Department of Pr{)batj,on and to the 

Police Department to conduct and administer the Satellite Intake Project in its 

first year of operations. !he overall goal of the project is to provide in-. , 

di vi duali zed services at selected decentra~ized Probap,on Intake offices to 

juvenile delinquents (excluding designated felons),1 Persons in Ne~d o~ Super­

vision2 (PINS cases) , and other troubled youth.' In addition, the Project was 

designed to divert such cases, when appropriate, from processing in the juvenile 

justice system beyond the Probation Intake level.· The project also provides or 

recoll1lI\ends s.ervices to the falnilies of its juvenile clients and helps mediate 

conflicts between its clients and individuals who had filed formal complaints 

. against them. 

This report provides & de~cription and analyses'of Satellite Intake 

operations from June 1979 through April 1980, inclusively. Data presented are 

dra~ from interviews with the Project Director and her staff, consultations with 

administrative personnel from the New York City Department of Probation and wit.; 

the Branch Chiefs of Probati'on Intake in the Bronx, New York, Queens and Kings 

Counties, official monthly workload reports from the branch offices of these 

counties anc:3 from the project; intake foJ:InS on project clients, and Department of 

Probation Card files and Log Books (for a six-month follow-up recidivism study). 

" 
lAlso excluded are arrests on warrants and cases in which the ju-

venile cannot be placed in the recognizitnce of parentsorql,iardians. 

2pINS are juveniles who ~e in violation of educational law, 'in­
corrigible, or in possession of .less than 25 grams of marijuana, Family Court 
Act §7l2. 

3Tro~le.d youth include young people who are e~riencing less 
serious and intermittant problems in contrast to the chronic and more serious 
problems involved in PINS cases. They are frequently self-referrals, "Troub~ed 
youth" is not a legally defined status and youths des.ignated as ,such are 
'not processed by the Probation Deparbnent at br,anch offices. 

-1-
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II • PROJECT BACKGROUND 

In this section the concept and implementation of juvenile diversion 

is discussed as are critical issues in the, evaluation of juvenile diversion 

projects., In addition, two decentralized probation intake projects, one of 

which is the precussor to the Satellite Intake Project, are described. Each 

of the points discussed in this section- bave a di~ect bearing on the method and 

substance of the evaluation of the Satellite Intake Project which follows. 

A. The Concept and Implementation of Juvenile Diversion 

Theoretically', diversion is not difficUlt to define. Diversion occurs 

when an indi vid.~al, as a consequence of a particular program or policy, is 

processed less deeply thrQugh the official justice system than he or she would 

have been if the policy or project did not exist." In practical terms, the 

principal difficulty with such a definition is the determination of an 

appropriate comparison group aga,~nst which' to assess the degree of diversion~' 

but .even when a compaJi;isQ!1 'group can be appropriately designated, other not 

.inconsequential problems exist concerning which individuals are best served by 

diversion and the degree of coerciveness and due process inherent in a specific 

. di vel'sion project or policy ti 5 

These problems notwithstanding, the number of juvenile diversion 

projects increased dramatically during the 1970's.' The expansion of such 

,. 
See Ted Palmer, Marvin Bohnstedt, and Roy Lewis, The Evaluation of 

Juvenile Di'lrersion Projects (california Youth Authority, 1978). others, have 
reserved the term diversion for the "channeling of cases to non-court institu­
tions where the cases would ordinarily only have received an adjudicatory 
hear.ing by a court," Paul Nejelski, "Diversion: The Promise and the Danger" 
Crime and Deliquency, October 1976, p. 396. ' 

5See Andrew W. Maron, "The Juvenile Diversion System in Action," 
<?rime an~ Deliquency, October 1976, pp. 461-469,' and Edward. Pabon, "Changes 
1n Juven11e Justice: Evolution or Reform," Social Work, November 1978, 
pp" 492-497. 

'Two comprehensive bibliographies on the topic of diversion have been 
published: James R. Brantley and ~rjorie Kranz, Alternatives to Institutional­
ization (Washington, D.C.: LEAAi 1979) and Kevin O'Brien, Juvenile Diversion, 

_______ Se,?ond ~d~tion (W~shington, I!.!C .. : ~, 1974). In addition, twc;> j'llvenile 
diversion projects, the Sacramento County Diversion Project and the Adolescent' 

" Diversion'Project, have been selected as Exemplary Projects by the National 
Institute on Law Enfor~ement and Criminal Justice. 

~ , 
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programs can be traced primarily to the often-quoted stat~Jnent in a report 

publiShed in 1967 by the Presi~ent's Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad­
ministration of Justice: 

The formal sanctioning system and pronouncement of delinquency 
~ould Q~ly be used as a last resort. In place of the formal system 
dispositional alternati,ves to adjudication must be developed for ' 
dealing with juveniles ••• The range of conduct for which court 
intervention is authorized should' b'e narrowed, with greater emphasis 
upon consensual and informal means of meeting the problems of 
difficult children. 7 

This policy of diverting appropriate juvenile cases from Juvenile Court pro­

cessing was buttressed by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prev~ntion Act 

of 1974, which declared as the policy of Congress, "to divert juveniles from 

the traditional juvenile justi:ce system and t.o provide critically needed 
alternatives ••• "a., 

. Juvenile diversion pro.jects can be categorized along three dimensions. 

First, they can be categorized by the type of acts for which clients are re­

ferred to the project and by the ~rior criminal or status offense histories of 

the clients. Projects have been designed to serve clients ranging from first­

time status offenders to clients arrested on a minor felony cha~e and having 

two or more prior criminal arrests. Second, they can be categorized in terms 

of types of services provided. T~is can vary from one or two crisis intervention 

counseling sessions, to referrals to extern~l agencies, to intensive family 
therapy. 

Finally, juvenile diversion projects can be categorized by the level 

in the juvenile justice system at Which diversion occurs. Diversion can occur 
at one of four levels:' 

7 Task Force Report: Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime .. 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 2. 

e 42 U.S.C. §5602(b), as quoted in Maron, supra note 5. 
9 i ' ' Marv n Bohnstedt, ~Answers to Three Questions About Juvenile 

Diversion," Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 1978 15 pp. 
123. ' , -' 
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(1) fol~owing polic~ contact but prior to probation intake 
(traditionally, most police contacts with juveniles do 

. not result in referrals to probation IO), 

(2) following probation intake but prior to court processing 
(this is the focus o~ the Satellite Intake Project), 

U, following court contact! ~ut prior to adjudication, and 

(4) following adjudication ad'an alternative\to sentencing. 
\\ 

B. Issues in the Evaluation of Juvenile Diversion Projects 

As a consequence of the differences articula~ed above,' comparisons 

among projects are difficult to make. '1'0 make JfiAtter~ worse, evaluations of 

juvenile diversion projects, for the most part, have been fraught with 

methodological problems.l,l As already noted, the most problematic aspect of 

research on diversion projects is the deliniation of a proper comparison group. 

Without a comparison group,the degree of diversion effect,va.ted, or whether diver­

sion occurred at all, c,annot be ascertained. 

Several writers have caut;ioned, and r.!search has documented, that 

many so-called diversion projects actually increase'rather than'decrease the 

number of juevniles under the jurisdiction of state or ~ther official agencies. 12 

One of the major reasons underlying ~his ~idening the net~ phenomenon has been 
articulated by Ludman: 

One of the reasons that police and intake officers avoid formal 
action is their awareness of harshness and general ineffectiveness of 
the juvenile justice system. Diversion programs, however promise to 
temper h~r~hness and be more effective. As a consequence: those charged 
with decision-making may be less reticent to take formal action ••• the 
result could be an increase in the number of juveniles under 'the control 
of the state. l' 

lGDonald R. Cressey and Robert A. McDermot.t, Diversion from the 
Juvenile Justice System (Washington, O.C.I LEAA, 1974), p. 1; and Malcom W. " 
Klein and Kathie S. Teilmann, Pivotal Ingredients of Police Juvenile Diversion 
Projects (Washington, D.C.: LEAA, 1976), pp. 9-16. 

llSee Don C. Gibbons and Gerald F. Blake, "Evaluating the Impact of 
~~~~nile Diversion Programs," Crime and Delinquency, October 1976, pp. 411-

12See Pabon, supra note 5 and Nejelski, supra note 4. 

} ~ Ri~~a'~d i. -'i\idma~~' "W!lfbiversion'Reduce RedcUvlSm?­
Delinquency, Octobe~ 1976, pp,. 428-437. 
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Widening the net, it is important to note, must be distinquished from service­

oriented programs for troubled youth in which initial participation is unreal­

ted or indirectly related to criminal or status offenses.. Such programs are 

more properly designated "prevention" rather than "diversion" projects. ~e 

critical di!fer~nce is that in a'diversion.project, entry into the'program is 

based upon a juvenile having committed an act that would have brought him or 
, , , 

her into the juvenile justice system. 

Researchers have chosen several strategies of determining the degree 

of diversion that was accomplished by the projects they have evaluated. The . ( 

soundest method of selecting a comparison group by which to assess degree of 

diversion is by random assignment to the project and to normal juvenile jus­

tice system processing. This method of assignmen~ prevents tha introduction 

of biases into the'client selection process ("creaming the crop" for the pro­

ject). Unfortunately, ~ random assignment procedure is rarely ~ed.l~ In one 

instance, juveniles, following police ~ntact, were randomly assi~ed to the 

project and to a no-treatment group in which they were simply released into 

the community.15 Because neither group was processed routinely in the juvenile 

justice system comparisons between the two groups do not reveal any informa­

tion as to degree of diversion or the extent to which recidivism was reduced 

from traditional juvenile justice processing. 

One innovative and valid research design for selecting a ~omparison 

group involved the operation of a diversion project on selected days during 

the week,with the normal operation of the juvenile justice system on days on 

whi~,h it was not open. 16 The da.:rs on which it '.'as open were changed on a monthly 
, . . 

basis in order to avoid potential biases ,?reated by this procedure. A colIlIOOn 

comparison group selection procedure is one based on matching project clients 

(usually on "instant" offenses) with clients who had entered the juvenile justice 

system prior to the implementation of the project. 17 This procedure is adequate 

I-For an example in which true random assignment was utilized, see 
Peggy Smith, Marvin Bohnstedt, and Tracy Tomkins, '"Recidivif3tn Rates of Youth-
ful Offenders," in Janel1 BYrd (Ed.) Juvenile Diversion Packet (Pretrial Services 
Resource Center, 1978). 

15 Richard Ku and Carol Holliday Blew, The Adolescent Diversion Project 
(Washington, D.C.: LEAA, 1977). 

11 Roger Baron and Floyd Feeney, Juvenile Diversion Through l-'arnilI 
Counselinq (Washington, D.C.: LEAA,' 1976). 

17see palmer, et a1., supra note 4. 
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as long as the project has no discretion as to which cases it will accept or 

reject within a designated category of cases. If the project,only selects 

those cases which are most likely to succeed (within its predetermined pool of 

cases), then the matching process becomes invalid •. It becomes invalid,in 
, . 

addition, when policy, legal, or other changes, coinciding with project im-

plementation, are made which affect the,samples in question. 

The least desirable means by which to establish a ~aris9~ ~oup is 

to ask referral sources, e.g. police, school personnel, parents, what they 

would have done about the act or acts of the client if the project h~ not 

existed. 1S For example, a police officer may have s~ly counseled and released 

a juvenile if there were no diversing project. The nature and extent of 

biases introduced by the opinions or judgments of the referral sources after 
, 

they had already made their referrals introduces distortions that yield the re-

sults both unreliable and invalid. 

In this report the intake cases processed at the centralized or 

branch offices serve as the comparison group. ~is group is similar to the 

Satellite Intake Project cases in several respects, as described in later 

sections of this reporte When sampling was required, cases were randomly selected 

from each group. Second only to the random assignment of cases to each group, 

this method of comparison is both reliable and valid. 

Beyond the assessment of ,the nature'and extent of divers.i.on generated 

by a project, evaluations should address at least three futher, though not 

unrelated, issues. First, ·the nature and extent of service deli~ry should be 

articulated (see sections III and V below). Without specifying what the project 

does and. who does it, the project, if successful, could never be replicated. 

Ideally, the type of services provided by the project should be' contrasted with 

the type of services the client would have :t'eceived had the project not existed. 

·Second, the recidivism rate of the clients served by the project, 

as contrasted with the recidivism rate of appropriately chosen non-project 

clients, should be calculated (see section V below). Several juvenile diversion . 
projects utilizing satisfactory research methods have resulted in lower re- . 

cidivism rates (usually rearrests) for project clients than for comparison group 

cases~ however, several projects have shown no difference in recidivism rates for 

project and comparison group clients. 19 

H'see G. Ronald Gilbert~ "Alternate'Routes: 'A Diversion Project in 
the Juvenile Justice System," Evaluation Quarterly, May 1977, pp. 301-318. . .. ... .. ~ . . .-

19See Palmer, et al.,' supra note '4, Gibbons' , Blake, supra note 11, 
Gilbert, supra no~~ 18; Smith, at al., supra note 14. 
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Contradictory results, as measured by recidivism rates, have emeraed 

wi til regard to the type of clients who are best served by different, types 0; 
~iversion programs.' For example, results from the evaluation of eleven 'juven­

i~)e 'diversion proj~cts conducted by the California' Youth Authority indicated 

that, in general, comparative recidivism rates were signi;icantlY reduced for 

youths who had one prior arrest but werf!,·not reduced for youths who had no or 

two or more prior ale'rests. On the other hand; Project Crossroads, a diversion 'AI 

project providing employment services to first-time offenders, was successful ;11 

in significantl¥ reducing ,recidivism rates for this population. 20 More studies 

are needed which assess what kin9s of clients are best served by what kind of 

services at what point in their justice system processing • 

Diversion projects, it has been noted, should not be deemed cate­

gorically unsucce~~ful if recidivism rates are not significantly reduced. 21 

If recidivism rates remain unchanged in conjun~tion with the diversion of a 

~ignificant percentage of youths from the juvenile justice system, then the 

project has demonstrated that project proce'ssing is a viable alternative to 

justice system processing. If the project is less costly and less stig,matizing 

to its c;Lients than the jU!jtice system proces~ing, then it should become the 
~ption of choice. 

This leads to the last major ~ariable which should b'e examined in 

evaluati~g diversion projects~-cos~ (see s~ction VI below). If diversion has ' 

occurred, by definition' funds designated for ~a~itional juvenile justice pro­

cessing have been reduced. In the very few cost analyses that have been con­

ducted, the costs of providir£g dive~sion s~rvices are less than th~ juvenile ,i 

justice, system costs that would have been incurred had the project not existed.a~ 

Diversion projects, based on the limited ,extan~ research, can be said to be cost' , 

effective~ No cost-benefit analyses of juvenile diversion projects have been under­

taken; nor will a cost-benefit anal~sis f)f the Satellite Intake Proje.c~ be 

attempted, mainly because of the unavailability'of the requir~d data. 

20Leon Leibert, Project Crossroads, A Final Report to the Manpower 
Administration (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Labor, 1971). 

21Smith et al., supra note 14. 

,21 See Palmer, et al., supra note 4 and Gilbert, supra note 18. Bohn­
stedt, supra note 9, points out that the inclusion of cases that would not 
normally be processed beyond probation intake (either through informal proba­
tion or petition to court) is cost-ineffective. 
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c. Decentralized P~~bation Intake and Juvenile Diversion 

The decentralization of probation intake services represents a re­

sponse to a series of problems tha.t plague most probation departments in large 

metropoli tan areas. The catchment areas for the Probation Intake branch offices 

in New York City, 2! ~nd in other major metropolitan areas,2" are quite large 

and cover a wide diversity of neighborhoods. The caseloads of Probation Intake . . . 
Officers are correspondingly quite hE7avy. As a result, the Probation Officers 

rarely have the time or the resources to provide anything but a superficial 

needs assessment and counseling to their clients. 25 Also, because of the 

size of their catchment areas, the Probation Officers cannot maintain close 

contacts, or even be aware of, all the service centers that might be appropriate 

for' their clients •. 'l'bese are ve.ry serious problems in light of the fact that 

for at least fifty per'cent of these youngsters, probation intake represents 

their final contact point in the 'juvenil~ justice system~26 Many, if not most, 

of these juveniles have problems for which services are available. 

The concept of decentralizing probation intake derives from these 

concerns. Structurally, decentralization involves the creation of smaller 

catchment areas, and in so doing the caseloads of Probation Intake Officers are 

reduced. The Probation Officers consequently can devote,more time to each case, 

make more informed decisions as to the proper manner in which to dispose of a 

ease, and become more familiar with and establish closer ties to the service #' 

programs in their catchment areas. 

Results from the Wayne County {Michigan) Decentralized Probation 

Intake Project27 reveal that decentralization'can have a beneficial effect on 

the quality of services provided to ~lients and represents a viable means by 

which to increase the nUIrber of cases adjusted without referral to court 

petition. 'l'be Wayne County Project, in cOmparison with a matched group of 

cases'processed in'the centralized court offices, significantly reduced the 

time interval between the date clients were arrested and when they were seen 

'. 

.• +. 

2'These are located in the Family Court Buildings of each of the five 
New York City boroughs. 

. '2'tTh~s M. Kelly, Judy L. Schulman, and Kathleen Lynch, "Decentralized 
Intake and Diversion: The Juvenile Court's Link to the Youth Service ~ureau,· 
Juvenile Justice, February 1976, pp. 3-11. 

. 25 Ibid., pp. 6-7. 

, .U~cha:!:,d t'1. KQbetz and Betty B. Bosa.1'ge; ',,Juvenile:Justice Administra­
tion (Gai~ie:rsburg, Maryland: International Association of du.ets ot Poll,ce i 

1913), p •. (242 • 

2'X~lly, et al., supra note 24. 
'\ 
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by a Probation Intake Officer, significantly increased the percentage of cases 

that were adjusted, and (by several criteria) reduced the short-term recidivism 

rates of its clients. In addi~ion, the project Probation Officers developed, 

when appropriate,' treatment plans for their clients and, based on these plans, 

provided sho~t-term counseli~g and/or refe~rals to' ~xternal service programs. 

The Court Diversion Project at the 41st Precinct in the South B~nx, 

the pilot pro$ram on which the Satellite' Intake, Project is based, represents 

the first attempt by New York City's Department of Probation to ~lement a 

small-scale decentreolization of the Bronx Juv~nile Intake Service. In coopera­

tion with the Youth Aid Division of the Police Department, two Probation Intake 

Officers were located at the 41st Precinct and were assigned all delinquency 

cases (eXCluding designated felons) for which arrests were made in the 41st ' . , 
40th, and 42nd "P:r;:ecincts. Two Youth Aid Officers were also assigned to th~ 

project. As in the Wayne County Project, caseloads were reduced and the ~robation 

Officers were .able to develop close contacts with the service agencies i~ their 
relatively small catchment area. 

While no formal evaluation of the Court Diversion Project was conducted, 

the Department of Probation reported that from ~pril 1973 to April 1979, only, 

eleven percent'of 5,780 cases seen by the project were referred to (Court) 

petition. This contrasts markedly with the overall rate of fifty-eight Percent 

reported by the central branch office. 28 Clearl~, the project did effect sub­

stantial diversion of its clients. Unfortunately, no further statistics are 

available on the natcire and extent of services ,provided or the comparative re­

cidivism rates of project and branch" clients. 

28The nature of the cases processed at the Court Division Project 
and the branch offices differ to some extent. The branch office cases inCludfi!d" 
A and B felony cases, all of which were routinely referred to petition (unless 
written permission was granted to adjust the case). A and B felony cases, on 
the ot..l}er hand, were not assigned to the Court DiverSion Project. This 
difference acted to inflate the branch-project differential rates of referrals 
to petition. 
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III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION 

'lhe Satellite. Intake F)Yloject represents an expansion of the Court 

Diversion Project into the boroughs of Manhattan, Brooklyn, and Queens. CJCC 

provided funds to operate the project at selected precincts in these three 

boroughs and the Department of probatio~, and the Police Department proviaei1 

funds to maintain the project at the 41~t precinct in the Bronx. The project 

also expanded its jurisdiction to PINS cases and to troubled youth. The 

Satellite Intake Project, furthermore, differed from the Court Diversion Project 

in two other respects: the project Probation Officers were supervised by a 

Project Director who is not directly affiliated with any branch office (in 

contrast to being supervised by personnel at the Bronx branch office) and 

addi tional staff ,lines were added. 

A. Project Locations 

The selection of precincts· in which to 'locate the project was based 

jointly on 1978 juvenile arres1; data (so that the anticipated case loads would 

be generated), the presence of a Youth Aid Office in the precinct and avail­

ability of space in which the project could operate. In Manhattan, the Bronx, 

and Queens, project staff were based in one precinct and received cases from 

tha~ precinct as well as from two to four adjacent precincts. In Brooklyn 

it was anticipated, based on the 1978 data, that a sufficient number of cases 

would be generated by a single precinct'. The pracincts from which cases wer~ 

referred to the project, as illustrated in figure 1, are as follows: . 

Bronx: 41st Precinct (Unit Location) 
40th Precinct 
42nd Precinct 

Manhattan: 28th Precinct (Unit Location) 
25th Precinct 
32nd Precinct 
30th Precinct 2 ' 
26th Precinct29 

Queen~J 109thPrecinct (Unit'Location) 
110th Precinct 
112th Precinct 

Brooklyn: 75th Precinct 

---------------------------. 29These precincts were added in March 1980 because case load~ generated 
from the three other precincts were comparatively low. 
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Police Precincts 
!n New York City . ' 

• 

FIGURE 1. CATCHMENT AREAS OF THE SATELLITE INTAKE PROJECT 

Indicates Project 
Catchment Areas 
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B. Staffing and Staff Trainin2 

Each borough site was staffed with two Probation Intake Officers, 

Cne Youth Aid Officer,IO one Youth worker,SI and one Clerk/Receptionist. 

Wi th the exception of the Youth Aid Officers I the salaries of the Bronx pro­

ject staff we.re paid for by the Probation Department through tax levy funds. 

The Pro~ect Director and her secretary ~~re.both located at the Probation 

Department's E~~cutive Offices which are adjacent to the New York County 

Family Court. 

The Project Director, who was hired on April 2, 1979, was responsible 

for all administrative aspects and overall supervision of project operations. 

This included the role of liaison with the Probation Intake Branch Chiefs at 

each of the boroughs in which the project operated, with CJCC, and with the 

Youth Aid Division 'of the Police Department. The Project Director also 

coordinated all staif training and prepared quarterly reports to CJCC. In her 

supervisory role, the Project Director visited each project site on a bi-weekly 

basis and was frequently in telephone contact with her staff. 

The responsibilities of the PrObati~n Intake Officers at the project, 

in large part, paralleled the duties of the Intake Officers at the branch 

offices. They were responsible for interviewing respondents ,their parents 

or guardians, arid whenever available, the coJriplainants. In all .instances ex­

cept those in which the complainant insisted on referring the pase for petition 

or wher.e New York State Standards mandated referral,12 the Probation Officer 

attempted to ~djust the case or at least nar~'the issues on which the referral 

to petition was based. Becau~e of the Probation Officers' ,relatively small 

case loads and because of the circumscribed geographic area from which their 

clients were referred, they were in an excellent position to provide crisis in­

tervention counseling, to media.te issues between conflicU,ng parties (developing 
restitution a9'reernenta in a~:7O!:'ri"t. C&898), and to Jl!ak9 in';orNtd referrals to 

communi ty and public .agencies. , 

lOIn addition, one full-time Youth Aid Officer located in the Bronx 
Unit (one of the two Youth Aid Officers on the Court Diversion Project) helped 
train the other Officers and filled in when one of them was out sic'l<; or on 
vacation. This.Officer was "donated" by the Police Department. 

, ~ 

IINO Youth Worker was retained at the Bronx site. 

32New York State Division of Probation, "Standards for Juvenile Intake," 
~pril, 1979. 
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t' II 
All but one of the Proba€1od' Officers who were hired had prior ex-. \' . 

perience in the Probation Department, ~lthough only one had experience as an 

Intake Officer. In order to prepare them for the specific requirements of the 

project, all ~f them participated in an eleven day· training program conducted 

by the Probation Department. This took place in late May 1979. It was also 

anticipated that the Probation. Office,rs ,would ~ceive tr~ining in mediation 

techniques fran the Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution (IMeR). 

After numerous fiscal negotiating sessions, spanning over eight'menths, no 

agreement was reached. In its place, six out of the eight Probation Officers 

and the Project Director attende~ a three-day training course sponsored by the 

New York State Division of Probation and entitled "~spute Resolution: A Work­

shop for Intake Workers. w This workshop was q~ven in late March 1980. 

" Youth Aid Officerg were in! tially scheduled to come on staff in May 

1979. However, the Police Department, following its standard practice, was 

unable to make available the requisite officers until the grant was technically 

executed. This occurred in August 1979. Furthermore, experienced Youth Aid 

Officers remained unavailable, due to staff Shortages in the Police Department, 

until December 1979, at which time they were' hired to work full-time on the pro­

ject. Prior to December,a Youth Aid Division Supervisor served:-:,~s the Police 

Department Coordinator, and Youth Aid Officers at each of the precincts assisted 

in project operations while maintaining ,their re~larly assigned duties. The 

Youth Aid Division Supervisor, based at the Bro~ unit, continued to function as 

a coordinator of police operations for the project. 

The two principal duties of the Yout;h ~d Officers were: 1) liai~on 

work with the Police Department and the Tr~sit and Housing Authority Police, 

and 2) the inspection end verifica~on of arrest reports.Csecuring COJriplainant 

signatures when needed) and the notification of complainants of the time and date 

of the intake interv.iew. The liaison work is critical because the Police, 

~ransit and Housing Officers need to be familiarized with project operations. 

Most of the clients served by the project ~e referred by these Offic~rs. 

, 

The Youth Aid Officers' role in inspecting and verifying arrest re­

ports on project clients is related to the project objec~ive of adjusting the 

maximum number of cases. If the arresting Officer did not obtain 'the complainanis 

signature on the arrest report, the case could neither be adjusted nor referred 

to petition!1 In such cases the You~ Aid Officer would attem~t to secure the 

J3In March' 1980 the, ~~ew York City Department of Probation instituted 
a policy whereby cases for whi6h a complainant's signature was not secured were 
not reported -in official workload statistics. , 
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complainant's signature. The next step in the process , that of notifying the 

complainant of the time and date of the intake interview, is equally important. 

If the complainant does not participate ~n the intake intervieW, either in 

person or by telephone, the only options available to the Probation Officer are 

to terminate.the case without adjustment or to refer to the case to petition. 

One of the functions specifie~ ·for the Youth .Aid Oficers in the 

grant' award, that of "limited patrol", was not ~rformed. This was not done 

because Police Deparbnent policy prohibi ts o~e-person patrol. '!'bis' duty, there-

fore,is not included in the second year grant application.' On the other hand, . 
the Youth Aid Officers did devote considerable time to conducti~9 investigations 

of juveniles in the project catchment areas who were issued yo-l cards.3~ This 

duty was not specified in the grant award. However, since this activity can 

be construed as deiinquency prevention Ca function that was specified in the 

grant award), this activity will continue in the second year of the project on 
a limited basis .. 

The three Youth Workers'lines specified in the grant awar~ were filled 

. in late June under the "Assistant Youth Services Specialist" civil service title. 

All three resigned in early August when they were offered positions by the City 

of New York at high~r salaries. These posi tio~ were refilled' in early December 

under the Probation Assistant title. The Youth Workers, under the direction of 

the Probation Officers, assist the juvenile and his,~r her family'in following , 

throUgh on the recommendations made by the PrObat~on Officers. This inVOlves 

such Gerv,ices as escorting the clients to the recommended agency or program and 

helping them get through the orientation or. registration pz:ocedures. The Youth 

Workers also help in resource development (visiting and contacting potential re­

ferral sources), make limited home visits 1:9 clients and their families, and pro­

vide case management assistance in whatever ~ay~ the Probation Officers deem 
relevant. 

The clerk/receptionists at all four precincts were hired between June 

and August 1979 (two subsequently resigned and were expeditiously"replaced). 

Their duties consisted of fairly routine typing, filing, and telephone work. '!'bey 

were also responsible for calling the branc~ office in their borough and Cas of 
' . 

JanuarY 1980) the record room of the Juvenile Index. to obtain information on . 
prior delinquency and PINS cases the clients'may have had. 

3~YD_l cards are essentially formal warnings to juveniles, usually in 
response to violations or minor misdemeanors. They are issued by Police, Housing, 
or Transit Officers and investigated by' the Youth Aid Division. 

.' , 

.' .' , 

In addition to the regular staff, three undergradua~es from local 

colleges volunteered on a part-time basis to work at the Bronx Unit (two 

volunteers) and Queens Unit (one volunteer). The volunteer at the Queens Unit 

also assisted in establishing a small-scale tutoring project for clients who 

desired to participate. 

C. Project Referrals and DiSpositional 'Alternatives 

As indicated above, the project is set up to serve delinquency cases 

( ... kcluding those in which a warrant is outs~ing, non-recognizance cases, and 

cases in which the juvenile is charged with a designated felony), PINS cases, 

and troubled youths. The referral process and sources of referral differ to 

some extent for these threecatergories of cases. All delinquency cases entail 

an arrest by an officer of the law for an alleged act that would constitute a 

crime if cormnitt~' by an adult. The referral source for all d7linquency !=ases, 

therefore, is a Police Officer • .'After the arrest is made and the arrest report 

filled out, the Police Officer attempts to co~tact the juvenile's parents or 

guardians. If the juvenile is pl~ced under the recognizance of his or ~er parents, 

the Police Officer will schedule an intake interview for the juvenile W1th one 

of the project probation officers. '" 

The source of referral for PINS cases is most frequently the parents 

of the )'uvenile and, to a lesser extent, the ,Youth Aid Officers. H~ever, in 
, PINS many cases school cQunselors recQ~nd to the parents that they file a 

st1'll other cases come to the attention of Probation Officers in peti tion, and 

, i the p-rents of a delinqu~n,t whose sibling(s) fall the proeess ofinterv1ew ng Q 

under the PINS designation. The parents frequently go first to the Family Court 

tit'i In cases where th,e family building "in their borough to' file a PINS ~ on. 

lives in one of the Project Catchment areas,'an officer o~ the Court informs 

them of the Satellite Intake Project. '!'be family may then decide whether to 

, .. t Family Court or to seek the services provided by proceed to file a petition g 

the project. 

Troubled youth cases are frequently walk-ins who~ere referred by 

friends or had seen a project Probation Officer on a pre~ioUs case. Other 

in at the recommendation'Of Y,outh Aid Officers who dis­troubled youth come 

-, rd investigations, and some-covered the juvenile in the process of their YD~ c~ '. 

times the parents'who are familiar with the project recomrne~d the project to 

their kids. Typically, a youth who is having serious problems at school, or 

. , .......... 
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perhaps has run away frottl home, comes to a police precinct in the. catchment 

area of the project for help. He or she is then referred to one of the , 

Probation Officers. The types of problems for which the troubled youths, 'or 

their parents, seek help are generally quite similar to the prObl~ involved 

in PINS cases, although less seriou~ and less chronic. Occasionally a youth 

will have heard of the project from one of his or her friends or had seen , 
one of the Probation Officers on a prior delinquency or PINS charge. 

Once-a client appears for an intake interView, the '2robatl.on Officer 
, 3S, Off' may keep the case open for as long as 60 days. When the PrObat10n 1cer 

decides to te~inate a client, three official dispositional alternatives are 

available: "referral to petition", "adjusted~ (either by the Probation Officer 

or through a referral to a community .agency) I and "terminated without a(1justment-.'! 

A complainant or a·respondent may'tns!~t'that'a'casebe'referrea'to petition. 

The Probation of~icer, usUally with the cooperation of the complainant, 11laY also 

insist that a case he referred t~ petition if the case, in the Officers' 

judgment merits court action. 'i Once a case is referred to petition the Corporation 

counci~ Office at each branch office determines whether a formal petition can 
S7 ' and should be drawn. 

I 

If a case is not referred to petition and the respondent and com­

plainant both consent to what is to b~ done (and wh'at is agreed to is, in fact, 

done) then a. case is designated as "adjusted." If a case is not r~ferred to 

petition and the respondent ~d complaintant do not conse~t to what is done 

(or one party does not fulfill his or her part of stated agreement)', then the 

case is termiriated without adjustment. 38 All four of the Branch ~iefs (or their 

assistants) and the Director of the Satellite Intake Project stated th~t the 

preponderance of'tez1dnated without adjustmen1!' cases are generated by instances 

in which probation intake is unable to contact the complainant. 

'~ith permdssion of the Family Court a case may remain open for an 
additional 60 days. 

36Theoretical1y, ~ Probation Officer may refer a case to pe~ition 
wi thout the overt consent of; the complainant if the complainant has s1gned the 
arrest report. The policies of the Corporation Council's Office in each 
borough in this matt.er vary to some extent. 

S7See William H. Barton, "Discretionary Decision-making in the 
Juv~nile Justice System," Crime and Delinquency 9Ctober 1976. pp. 470-480. 

38The New York State Division of Probation defines "te:minated witho~t 
adjustment"as "Cases in which intake services are discontinued W1thOUt resolution 
of the complaint," DP-30 (1/79)-N.Y.C. 
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D. Service Provision 

The Project differs structurally in several respects from the intake 

part at the branch offices. These differences were intentional~y' designed to 

enhance service provision. Some have been described above, i.e.' comparatively 

small case1oads, restricted catchment areas, and additional staff. The project 

also differs from the branch offices in terms of the hours during which clients 

can be seen. From October 1979 onwards~:-each project unit JDaintained some even­

ing hours. From October through February the two Probation Officers staggered 

their working hours so that each unit could remain open until 8:00 P.M. for 

at least two evenings per week: the Manhattan unit on all five week-nights, 

the Brooklyn unit on all w~ek-nights except Friday, the Bronx unit on Monday and 

Wednesday evenings, and the Queens unit on Monday and Tuesday evenings. In 

March 1980 the ~attan unit expanded its hours to include Saturday from 10 A.M. 

to 6 P.M. and the Queens unit expanded its evening coverage to Thursday. 

The expanded hours" locally-based office locations, comparatively 

0" small caseloads, and the fact that ap,pointment dates are made for specific times 

results, at least theoretically, in a more efficient and convenient system ot 

probation intake. For example, the time interval between the arrest or referral 

date and the intake interview, as well as waitip9 time in the office, should be 

reduced. Complainants, who at the branch off+ces may wait several hours and have 

to take valuable time off from work in order to see a Probation Officer, should 

be more willing to become involved in' ·intake interviews. 

The smaller case loads also result in the Probation Office ha?ing 

more time to devote to each case. With .this added time, 'as well as a working 

knowledge of the services available in the catchment area, ,the services given 

and referrals made can be more individually taqored. '!'he kinds of direct 

services anticipated in the grant award include individual short-term counsel­

ing, treatment 'planning, home visits, and the mediation of conflicts, including 

but not limited. to,. restitution agreements between respondents and complainants. 

E. Project Objectives 

The following objectives were spec~fied in the grant award: 

(1) Reduce the number of juvenile delinquent cases and PINS petitions 
referred to court, 

(2) Reduce the number of intake cases terminated without adjustment, 

(3) Reduce the man hours spent by police at Family Court, 

(4) ,Limit recidivism in the diverted delinquent population, 

"--~~>"""",-"""""~",~""""",-",,,,,,*,,,,,,,,,", ........ ~l.;'~~~,,,,,±-,..~,,,,,,,",, ..... <, ,. . 
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" 
(5) Increase the use of alternatives available to the Intake 

Probation. Officers ~rough the use of established mediation 
techniques, and 

(6) Reduce the number of overnight remands of youngsters. 

-,F 

In ~ddition, it was specified that the project would serve approxi­

mately 2,000 c~ients ouer a one-year period. . . . . 

IV. CLIENT OiARACTE!USTICS 

: : . A. Number and Type of Clients 

The Bronx unit of the project, continuing from the Court Division . . 
Project, formally ~tarted to open cases on June 1, 1979, the Manhattan, Queens 

and Brooklyn Unit~ began accepting cases on June 11, iS79. Between June 1979 

and April 30, 1980, the Satellite Intake Project opened a total of 1,775 cases. 

The total figure is almost exactly equivalent to the stated objective of 2,000 

clients over a one-year period: 

As can be seen in table 1, the vast majority (89\) of cases opened by 

the project were delinquency cases. The data presented'in table 1 also in-. . . 
dicate the four ~~its differed rather markedly in the number of cases opened, 

and more significantly, in terms of the types of cases seen • . . 

TABLE 1 . 
NUMBER AND TYPE OF CASES OPENED' AT PROJEC'r SITES: 

JUNE 1979A - APRIL 1980 

TYPE OF CASE 
'l'roUbled ) 

BOROUGH Delinquency ~ Youth 'l'Ol'AL 

Bronx 583 9 19 610 

Manhattan 243 17 12 272 

Queens 362 14 25 401 

Brooklyn 393 91 G 492 

TOT,AL 1,S81 131 .63 1,775 

a The Ma.nhattan, Queens and Brooklyn ullits started seeinq 
cases on June 11, 1979. The Bronx unit was active prior to June 
1, 1979 and maintained a lUll caseload throughout June and dur­
ing subsequent months. 
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The number of delinquency cases opened at each unit should have 

been approximately equal, at least they 'would have been 'haa ,the'rate of arres~ in 

each catchment area paraileled the 1978 rates (on which the determination of 

the catchment areas was partially based). The faot that the Bronx wii t opened 

nearly 200 more delinquency cases than .any other unit 'can be explained, at 

least in part, by the fact tha~ the uni~.started accepting cases one-half month 

earlier than the other units and, more significantly, that the Police Department, 

Transit Authority, and Housing Authority 1aw~nforcement officers had been 

accustomed to referring the specified delinquency cases to the pilot project in 

the Bronx. In the other units these officers had to' be trained to re·fer cases 
:, 

to the project. Not surprisingly, the nmnber of deH:nquency cases opened in 

the Bronx unit in the first two months of operations exceeded (by three cases) 

the number of delin~ency cases opened in the other three units combined J' 

The fact that the Manhattan unit opened more than 100 fewer cases 

than any other unit is more difficult to explain. However, with the addi,tion in 
, 

March 1980 of two more pre'cincts to the Manhattan catchment area, the nunber of 

delinquency cases opened by each unit began to even out. During March and April, 

the m'aximum number of delinquency cases tha:t; separated the units was five. 

In terms of the kinds of case~ opened by each unit, it can'easily 

be seen from table 1 that the only unit which 'opened a substantial number of ,PINS 

cases was Brooklyn. The significantly greater ~umberof PINS cases, opened at 

the Brooklyn unit is, mos~ likely, due to differential referral procedures . . . 
followed at the'branch offices. ,It should be remembered that a majority of PINS 

cases are initiated by the parents or guardians of the Juveniles. 'Most are .. 
unaware of the existence of the project and ~lerefore must be referred to the 

project from the branch office. 'Apparently, parents who bring their PINS cases 

to the Brooklyn branch office are encouraged to take their cases to the project 

office to a greater extent than are parents who initially bring their cases to 
. the other three branch offices. 

Also, in February 1980 the staff of the Brooklyn' unit met with t.he 

Director of Pupil Personnel for the School District in which the project is 
, . 

located. '!'his resulted in the guidance counselors be~oming familiar with 'the . ' 

project, who, in turn have begun to inform the parents of the project. , As a re­

sult the number of PINS cases opened in Brooklyn during March and April nearly 

doubled the number opened in any previous month. 
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B. Demographic Profile' of Project Cases' 

Because of the large number of cases handled by the project, a sampl­

ing procedure was emp',oyed in this evaluation. '.1'he sample select,ion method "':::', 
'j " 

utilized is known as'stratified randOm sampling and is consi~ered both efficient 

and statistically valid.'9 Using the population of cases that were opened between . 
July 1, 1979 and Ap~il 30', 1980, five d~finqu~ncy and one PINS or troubled youth 

case were randomly selected· (using a ,t~leof random numbers) from eacb month" 

from each unit. The only instances in which a case was not retained in the 

sample occured ~or the sample selected from the delinquency c~~esopenedbe­

tween July "1' and December 1, 1979. This portion of the overal\\ sample' is the 

subsample used for the recidivis,m study (see section V). Because of the nature 
, 

of the recidivi\t~m $tudy, any cC!lse in which the client was older than 15~ at time 

of intake was ei~l~ded from the study. The total number of delinquency cases 

seleeted in the overall sample is 199 (one client who was arrested on two separate 
'0 ... 

occ~ions was selected twice) and, the t~1;:al nUmber of PINS/troubled yo~,~'1 cases 
i.s 49 (gne r116nt was also, selected tWice" tn' this subsample). 

Demographic data by unit Md type of case are shown in table 2. For 

the delinquency cases the age and gender data vary only slightly among the four 
" . 

units: the mean age at intake is between, l4~ an~ 15 years and approximately 90\ 

of the clients are male. The ~ariation in 'the ethnic group memberships 

among the units parallels the differences in ethnic group composition within the 
" ' 

four unit locations: nearly half the Bronx clients are Hispanic, most ,of the 

Manhattan clients are black, over one-third of. the Queens clients are white, 'and 
, , '\' 

in Brooklyn ~ut 90 percent of the clients, are ei the~ black or Hispanic. 
'\ 

Interestingly, the distribution .of PINS/t!i:'ouble~\youth.eases from all 

units combined parallels quite closely the ethnic group distribution for the 

delinquency casesl howQver, there are substantially more females (48.3' va. 8.0') 

among the PINS/troubled youth clients and they are about a half year older than 

the delinquency alients. ~he age difference may'be due to the fact that a small 

number of troubled youth. were ovu'16 years old at time of intake ~d that l5~ 
.. . • •• • ! • 

year olds-.were exclll<led f%'Om~the' recidivism subsan.~~e .. of;"elinquenCY'cases. 

S9Earl Babbie, The Practice of soci~l Research (Belmont, Calif.: 
Wadsworth, 1979, pp. 179-183) •. 
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TABLE 2 

I , 

. , 
I.-~:~. ' .. 

DEMpGRAPHIC DATA FOR A RANDOMLY SELECTED SAMPLE Of PROJECT CLIENTS
a 

GENDER ETHNIC GROUP 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

~ 
, 

Male 
(t) 

1 
Female 

I 
Black' Hispanic White 

(\) 
Other 

tt) 

.. " , 
Unknown 

TYPE OF CLIENT 

Delinguency cases 

~ronx 

Manhattan 

Queens 

Brooklyn 

Citywide 

PINS/Troubled Youth 
Cases 

;"'" 

Citywide 

50 

49 

50 

50 

199 

39 

(Months) 

171.2 

170.2 

175.1 

171.0 

171.9 

178.7 

88.0' 

95.9 

90.0 

, 92.0 

(%) 

12.0' 

4.1 

1000 

8.0 

8.0' 

56.4' '.' 43.6' 

" 

(t) ,t) 

52.1' 

83.3 

36.0 

59.2 

56.6' 

53.8\ 

47.9' 

16.7 

28.0 

36.7 

33.2' 

-0-

-0-

36.0' 

2.0 

9.7\ 

10.21, 

-0-

-0- t' 

;z.o, 

0.5' 

5 •. 1' " 

Uf> 

2 

1 

o 
1 

4 

GFiw delinquencY cases and one PINS/troubled Youth case for each month between July 1979'~' 
and April 1980 were selected from each project site (one delinquency and one troubled youth 
case was selected twice) •. 

bThe age figures for the delinquency cases underestimate slightly the average age of the 
entire popUlation of delinquency cases, seen by the project. This slight distortion occurs 
because delinquency cli«mts older than ISis at time of intake were excluded from selection 
between July and November (the recidivism sample) • Age data 'on two of the PINS/troubled 
youth cases are unknown. 
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c. Arrest Charge 

Table 3 shows the distribution of crimes with which the delinquency 

t:lients were charged. The three major types of crimes with which the clients 

were charged are theft, burglary, and robbery. These account for 75\ of the 

entire delinquency sample. Some variation exists among the units; however, 

there are no available figures to establ,i:sh whether these difference exist, at 

the borough-wide level as well. 

D. Client Problems 

One question on the intake form, Which is filled out for all cli~nts, 

refers to ~e "p~oblem'history' of th~ clients. This is not, it should be 

noted, an objective question with formal criteria for including specific types 

of· problems. Rath~r, it is question drawing on the judgment,and insight of the 

Probation Officer. Also, in approximately twenty-five p!rcent of the cases in 

the overall sall\ple, no problem was indicated. It is unclear in these cases 

. whether the Probation Officer felt the juvenile was experiencing no major pro­

blem, whether the juvenile was uncamnunicative, or the Probation ·Officers had not 
~.' 'i, ' 

th~u9hly questioned the juvenile regardi.ngtheir problems. 

,As shown in table 4, the three most· frequently indicated problem 
1i • 

areas involve school and education problems, family·problems, and psychological 

and emotional problems. For PINS/troubled
v 

youth cases, fall\ily probl:@ms and 

school problems were eaCh indicated for at least three-quarters of the clients; 

and for delinquency clients; school problemS wa~ the only category which was 

indicated· for over half the clients. From these, data it is apparent that edu­

cational counseling, advocacy and referrals are critically needed for most of 

the project clients, and that family counselin9, in i~s~n~~§ wh@r@ ~lientg a.~d, 

their families are willing to work together to resolve their problems, is also a 

major need of tha clients. 
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NUMBER?,( 
BOROUGH OF CASES 

Bronx SO 
, 

Manhattan 50' 

Queens 50. 

Brooklyn 50 

Citywide 200 

I • 

i ~: I,: 

. . . , . , 

~tt~-------~~------~u=_·-,--------------------~--~--~---------==-------~ 
: ·if .. T~..BL2 3 
• i~ 

TYP~O~(~~T~~ "F(ja A· N\NDOMLY SElECTED SAMPLE
a 

OF.PROJ&.,.."c.r,sES, I~Y 1979 - .. AP~~L 1980 
. it 

POSSESSION 
A~ OF A 

~Fl' BURGLARY ROBBERY ASSAULT WEAPON 

1[7 (34.0\' 17 (3~.0') 7 (l4.0\J. .4 ( 8.0\1 2 ( 4.0') 

12 (24.0') 7 (14.0\) 10 (20.0\) 5 (10.0\) 3 ( 6.0') 

20 (40.0\) 12 ( 24.0\, 6 ( 12.0\' 6 (12.0\, 1 (2 .. 0\, , 

9 (18.0') 16 132.0\, 17(34.0\' 4: '( 8.0\) '3 ( 6.0\) 

5.8 (29.0\' 52(26.0\) 40 (20.o,), 19 «9.5') 9 (4.5\) 

POS~ESSION 
OF A 

CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCE 

0 (0) 

i (14.0\) 

'0 (0): 

",,' (0) 

Ol'HER 

3 (6 .. 0" 

',6 (12.·0\) 

5,,(10.0\) 
:r' 

1. ( ·2.~) 

~iv~delinqueIlCY cases were randomly selected for each month between Duly 1979 and April 1990 
U.nclusivel:y) for eacb of the borougbs.. Th9 one client who was selected twice is included as WQ. g!!!!.ee 

because he was arrested on two separatecharqes. . .. .. . ... . , ... ,....' .. 
'\ 
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TABLE 4 

" 

PROBLEM H:tSTORIESOF PROJECT CLIENTS 

BY TYPE OF CASE 

DELINQUENCY CASES 
(N .. 150) 

f 1 
TYPE OF PROBLEM Number ~rcentage 

Scbool and Educational 
Problems 102 68.0\ 

Family Problems (including 
running away) 64 .42.6 

Psychological~tional 
Problems 64 42.6, 

Alcohol and Drug Problems 15 10.0 

Other Problems 55 36.7 

PINS/TROUBLED 
YOU'l'H CASES' 

,eN" 29)' 
1 , 

Nunlber Pe%:centage 

22 75.9' 

24 82.2 

16 55.2 

4 13.8 

5 17.2 

" :lI. •• 

NOTE: No problems were noted for forty-nine (24.6\) of the 199'delit"!~~nC'l( 
clients in the sample and for ten (25.6') of .the 39' PINS/troubled 
youth in the sample. These cases are not inclwed,:in the' percent­
age ca.lculations. 'rhe average number' .. of -problem areas ~a~ 
delinquency case (using the 'five tabled categories) was :2.0 and 
1.8 per PINS/troubled youth case. . 

V. PROJECT IMPACT 

In this section the degree to which the Satellite Intake Project ful­

filled each of its stated objectives is analyzed and discussed. ~le section is 

divided into three parts: case dispositions, recidivism rates, and service pro­

'0 vision. These subsume all but one of the objectives, that 'of redu,::ing the 

number of overnight remands -(prio~ to Court intake). 
L,;, 

The objective of reducing the number of overnight remands was not 

evaluated for two reasons: the required data were not maintained and the pro­

ject simply was not designed to have a major impact in this area. Non-designated 
, , ~':I 

telony cases are placed overnight in Spofford (following arrest and prior to 

court intake) mainly because the 'juvenile's parents or guardia~s cannot be con-' 
, 

tacted or, when contacted, refuse to accept custody, (recognizance) of their child. 

,. 

<-~ "h =..., .. """"' .... ~~=l¢;'!_''''"' ---... --....... ---,......,. ....... ,~-~-....... --.----,-----

ftl ~ 
fR -25-

!~ 
I I In precincts both within and outside the catchment areas of the project, the 

arresting Officer is responsible for contacting the juvenile's parents or 
" 

guardians. In instances where the household does' not have. a telephone the 

.. 

. 

Officer may contact a radio car to help locate th~ parents or guardians. In 

eases that f~ll within the catchment area of the project the youth Aid Officer 

has sometimes assisted in this process. In addition, the p~bation Officer . , 
may encourage the parents to accept recognizance of their child and to come and 

air the problems the parents are having with their ehild at the intake inter-

view. 

Unfortunately, these efforts by the Youth Aid Officers and the 

Probation Officers are not documented. If a case is sent to Spofford following 

arrest, the project simply does not record the'case in their.records •. ,Furthermore, 

data on the nond~signated felony cases sent 'to Spofford 'following arrest are not 

maintained by the precincts. But even if these data were maintained for project 

cases, no comparative data are ~vailable by which to determine whether the 

number of overnight remands was, in fact, reduced by the project. The costs and 

staff hours needed .to generate such data, moreover, are not merited by the use­

fulness of this information. 

A. case Dispositi,ons \) 

Three of the objectives in the grant award refer either directly or 

indirectly"to the disrx>sitions with which project cases are terminated. The 

nUmber of cases -referred to petition" was to be reduced and, as a direct out­

growth Of this objective, the number of hours spent. by Policepfficers at 

Fam.i.ly Court w;"s to be 'reduced. In addition, the number of cases -terminated 

without adjustment" was to be reduced. The rationale for all three objectives 
, . 

stems from the ~tructural characteristics of the project, described above, 

which permit the staff to provide more individualized service to both the 

respondents and the canplainants, thus mitigating the need for court interven­

tion and increasing the degree of participation and satisfaction among the 

respondents and complainants. 
r,'. 

Data fran the branch offices of the Department of Probation were 

utilized for comparative purposes to asses the effect of the proje~t i~'alter­
ing the distribution of dis~sitions. Design.lt.ed felony cases were excluded 

, . 
from the brancb office data and the time period from which the project and 
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office data were drawn were identical. Despite minor differences in the 

juvenile population living within the rest of ~~e corresponding borough,~D the 

CJCC evaluation staff and the administrat;i:ve personnel,at the DepartlIlent of 

Probation agreed that the branch office data represented the best available 

comparison group. In fact, if any syst~tic bias exists, it is that the 

project pop~lation is more crime-prone I ~d'by implication, a more difficult 
I, f • • 

group of juveniles e This assertion ia based on the fact that one criterion 

for selecting the catchment areas was that they include"high crime communit!es. 
.. . 

The distribution of disposi.tions for Project and branch delinquency 

casels are shown in figures 2 and 3. With regard to the dispositions of de-
,t; 

,1inquency' cases, it can be seen from figures 2 and 3 that Satellite Intake 

fulfil~ed two of its three objectives. Within each borough and for the project 

in general, the percentage of cases referred to petition by the project was 

significantly .. l smaller than the percentage of cases referred to petition by 

the branch offices. The overall reduction in cases referred to peti tion W~~S 

19.5'. Consequently, the objective of reducing the number of hours spent by 

'Police Officers at Family Court was also fulfilled. 

The project, however, was not successful in reducing the percentage 

of delinquency cases t~rminated without adjustment. As can be ,seen from figure 

2, the percentage 'of cases terminated without adjustment was si9nificantly higher 

for the project than for the branch offices in all boroughs except Manhattan ,. 

(in which a significant reduction was effectuated). ~l~o, as shown in figure 3, 

the percentage of cases terminated without adjustment for the project, in 

general, was higher than for the branch offices. 

It1s ~ssible tQ p~e~isely pinpoint the dynamica ~~~~lying the 
observed "terminated with adjustment" results, however, two factors do have a 

direct bearing on these figures. First, the principal reason why it was antici­

pated that the project would redUce the number of terminations without adjust­

ment is that the Youth Aid Officers were to ha~e assiated in contacting and 

securing the active participation of complainants. As indicated above, the 

la~ of participation by the complainants is the maj~r reason why cases are 

. - .. . , . 
It°The branch office data also differed from the proj'ect data in that 

delinquency cases (not including those with desi9nat£~ felony charges) which 
were placed' in Spofford Juvenile D.etention Center (because t.he Parents could 
not be contacted or did not accept custody) were included in the branch office I 

data. "Here and elsewhere in this section, the term "Significant" indicates ! 
that the observed differences are statistically 'reliable and that it is very un- II 
likely that such differences could have occurred by chilllce fluctuation.. II 
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to ed Without 
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"Project • 531 ., 

"Branch • 3,176 

PIGtnur 2 

'J'rPES 0' MLlNQUEHc1' 'l'BRHI"ATIONS, 

PROJBt.."I' AND B!WfCH CASES BY BOROUGH, ,;, 

"'UNe 1979 - APRIL 1980 
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to ed Without 
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"Projtct • 204 

"Branch • 2,459 

aefer1'tl4 Adjult- 7er.1nated 
to ed • Wi thout 
~_tlt1on AdjUStMent 

"Project • 335 

NonSl All frQject an4 branch contraata an .tatieticaUy '.'gnlflcant In the db.etlon .hewn. 
.... r.nch • 2,566 

IIOUIICB. "-! York City DePUt.ent of 'r:dIation, Monthly Workload Iteporu (D.P. lO, .19, Me, • 
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"Project • 350 
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Petition 

:FIGURE l· 

TYPES OF' DELINQUENCY TEIU4INATIONS, , , 

CITYWIDEapROJECT AND BRANCH q\SES, 

JULY 1979 - APRIL 19S0 

Adjusted 

NarEs All project and branch contrasts are statistically significant 
in the direction shown. 

SOURCE. 

~xcludes Staten Island. 
New York City Department of probation, Monthly Workload I\~ports 
(D. P. 30, 79, NYC). 
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texminated without. ,:adjustment. The .YouthAid Officers, however, did not 

formally join the project staff until mid-December 1979. If the analysis of, . 

the percentage of delinquency cases terminated withoutfi adjustment, is restricted 

to" the time period in which the Youth Aid Officers were on staff (between 

JanUary and ~pril 1980) the difference between the project and branCh offices in 
,;" 

terms ofthei~ rates of termination wi~out a~justmen~be~mes nonsignificant. 

That is, the' addition of the Youth Aid Officers to, the project staff appears to 
. " 

have reduced the percentage of project cases terminated without adjustment, how-. ~ 

,ever, this effect was limited in that the project, even during the time period 

when the Youth Aid Officers were on staff, did not lower its rate of termination~ 

without adjustments below the ra.te obs'erved at the branch offices. 

The second factor which has a direct bearing on the "terminated with­

out adjustment" results is the degree of discretion granted to a Probation 

Officer in deciding whether a case should be terminated without adjustment or 

referred to petition. In instances where a Probation Officer is not mandated" 

if;);_ 

by New York State Standards lt2 to refer a case to petition and 'where a complainant 

has ~#-;9?ed the arrest report yet does not participate in the intake process, 
~' " '. t " \ • • 

the b~~icer, in accordance with the policy of th~ COl.'poration Counsel, may decide 

to refer the case to pet! tion. It appears from discussions with the branch chiefs 
" that the branch Probation Officers are somewhat more likely than the project 

Probation Officers to refer such Cases to petition. If this did occur in the ,'. 

period over which the dispositional data were analyzed, then this would account, 

to ~ome extent, for the project's apparent ineffectiveness in reduci,ng the per­

centage of terminations ',·wi th' adjustment. 

One further aspect of 'b'le distribution of delinquency dispositions 

tha~ merits comment is the finding that the project adjusted a significantly 
. -

higher percentage of cases within each borough and citywide than did the branch 

offices. While 'not stated as an-objective; this 'outcome is implied in statements 
t..... ',I 

made throughout the grant award to the effect that services to juveniles would 

be expanded and improved. . -~, 

The comparative dispositional data for project and branch PINS cases 

differ from the pattem found for the delinquency cases. As can be seen from 

figure 4,t6e'perbentages for eaCh type of disposition for project and branch 

1t2See New York State Division of Probation, Standards for Juvenile 
Intake, April 1979. 
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· a 
TYPES OF 1~INS .AND TROUBLED YOUTH TERMINATIONS: 

" PROJECT AND BRANCH' DATA~ 
JULY 1979 - APRIL '1980 

I,! " 

- PINS and' Troubled, Youth Cases, N • 155 ' 

~ P:rNS Cases Only, tl,V • 103 

n I' lIl ... PINS Cases, N· 4,1~99 
63.' 

Referred to 
Petition 

37., 

Adjusted 

"'; 

\1 • --_.... • - ... ~-.-........ 

. 
/' 

'~~\ 

., 'i,Terminated 
Without 
I\d~ustm~nt 

o 

~c project designated some of its nondelinquency cases "troubled youth," a designation not used 
by the Branch OffIces. since a, small number of "troubled youth" cafiJes may have been 
labeled PINS cases by the br&ncn offices; project data refleQting bOth PINS cases exclusively and-PINS 
cases combined with troubled youth Cases are presented.,. . , 

bNone of the contrasts between project an~ ~anch PINS cases are statistically significant, i.e .. , 
the differences are JOOst likely due to chance fluctuations. The contrasts between the project PINS/ 
troubled youth cases and branch PINS cases for Referred to Petition and Adjusted terminations are 
,statistically significant. ~ 

. 
SOURCE: New York City Department of Probation, Monthly Workload Repoxts (D,P, 30, 79, NYC', : 
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, office cases .are quite similar, i.e. I statistical analyses indicate that the 

observed differences' are most likely Que to chance fluctuationS • Since the 
, " 

troubled youth cases generally have quite similar presenting problems as 

the PINS cases I' a comparison was made of the project PINS cases combined with . 

the troubled· youth cases and the branch office PINS cru!!es. This comparison 

reveal,s a pattern quite similar to that ~ound for ,the delinqUency cases: . . " 

the project has a lower percentage of c"ases referred to petition, a higher 

percentage of cases adjusted, and a negliqible difference between project 

and branch office cases terminated W$"thOlltlldjustment. It should be underlBtood, 

though, that s~nce there is no complainant :tn .troubled youth cases, they can­

not be referred to petition unless their status is ch,fUlged to a P];NS case; and 

that these cases, unless they were adjudged as PINS cases, would not have, been 

recorded at theb,ranch offices, :\1 

Perhaps the simples~ explanation for these results is that the 

Satellite Intake Project was no more or less successful than the branch offices 

in diverting PINS cases from Court processing. This does not necessarily imply i 

however, that the cases that were adjusted were equally well served by the 

project and the branch offices. As is shown in Section V of this report, the 

probability is high that theproject~~INS cases received more intensive and in­

dividualized treatment than did the branCh PINS cases. Nevertheless, the objectives 

of reducing the number of PINS cases referred to petition and reducing the nuni:>er," .. 

terminated without adjustment were not met. 

B; Recidivism Rates 

The term recidivism was defined in the grant award as a reappearance 

at probation intake within one year of the client!s,.first intake interview. 
" Because the present report is a first,-year evaluation, . t..'1e one .. year interval 

, . 

could not be adhered to. Recidivism analyses in this report, however, are 

based on it six month follOW'-up period. This change was made because at the time 

the data were collected, in May19BO , the one yearCinterval had not been reached 
',' 

for any project clients. The six month time interval permitted the inclusion of 

project cases processed as late as November 1979. Data from the branch offices 

were used to assesstbe degree to .'Which the project affected the recidivism rates 
r of its ~~ases. Details of the methodology and procedures used in the reci\fiivism 

analyses are appendixed to this report. 
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The resul,ts of the recidivism study ~e 'shown in table 5., In the 

Bronx and in Brooklyn, the project samples have lower ~ecidivism rates. Over­

All, the, recidivism rate for the project is twenty-eight percent and for the 

branch offices, twenty-six percent. - None of these differences, it is~ .. 
importan,t to note, are statistically significant, i.e., there is no reason 

to assume that the Observed differences are due to real population differences .. 
between the ,two groups. 

Because a major previous study ,has. shown ,that diversion projects are 

differentially effective as is function of prior arrest history,-S this factor 

was examined for the Satellite Intake, Project. As can be seen from table 6, the 

effectiveness of the project in limiting recidivism is not affected by the 

nl.Dnberof prior arrests of itis clients. For both the project and branch offices, 

however, the recidivism rate rises very sharply among those clients who had a 

prior arrest compared with those' who had no prior arrest history. 

Although tbeobjective in the g,rant award is somewhat vague--"limit 

recidivism"--the results, in conjunction with the staffing problems that occurred 

during the period over which the stuqy was conducted, appear to have satisfied 

the intent of the Objective. As indicated in section II- of this report, if a 

. project maintains the rate of recidivism while simultaneously diverting a sub­

stantial portion of clients from the juvenile justice system, then the project 

can be considered to be at least partially succ~ssfu1:Juvenile Court ~.~ 
costs are reduced, the Juvenile Court can devote more time to more serious 

cases, and clients are giv~n more and hopefully better services wi thin the 

community. It·is expected, however, that the Satellite Intake Project, duril'lg 

its second year of funding, will reduce the rate" of recidivism of its clients 

in co~rison with II the clients seen at the branch offices. 'l1lis expectation is 

based on the facts that the start-up cUfficult!es encountered by the project-- v 

delays in hiring some staff and the gradual process of establishing relationships 

wi th community progr;,ams--prevented the project from f~ction.1,ni at full capapi ty 
" ' 

during its first year of operations. The aDsence of these ,difficulties during 

the project's second year of operations should enable ~)e project, to function 

more effectively and this, in turn'~ should be re,flected in lowered recidivism 

rates of its clients. -

"'Palmer, et al • .., supra note, 4. 
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T.A8LE 5 

RECIDIVISMa. RATES AMONG RANDOML't SELEC'rEo PRCi:n:CT I\ND 
.. BRANCH SAMPLES r . ,B0ROUGH AND· ·CXTYWIDE··CONTRASTS I ~ •• 

PROJECT DATA BRANCH DATA 

I 1 r. . 
Recidivism 

1 
Number Number of Recidivi$m Number Number of, 

BOJ'«)UGH of Cases 'Recidivists Rate of Cases, Recidivists Rate 
'CH~ 

SQU 

Bronx :as 6 24.0' 25, 9 36.0' .38 

Manhattan 25 11 44.0 25 7 28.0 .78 

Queens 25 8 32.0 25 5 20 .. 0 .41 

Brooklyn 25 3 12.0 25 5 20 .. 0 C 

Citywided 100 28 28.0' 100 26 26.0' .08 

aRecidivism is operationl1l1y defined as an appoi,ft'ment with Probation Intake tor a delin-
quency case within six months of the juvenile's initial date of Probation Intake. . 

b . 
Chi Square (with Yates correction for 1 degree of freedom) is a standard statistic 

applicable for testing for independe~ce among categoric~l data. Results of the comparisons 
reveal that all of the obtained differences can be explained by chance fluctuations. 

cChi Square cannot be confidently applied in this case because of the small number of 
recidivists in the project. sample. 

~xcluding Staten Island. 
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.. 
• I 

, j) 

" , 

RECIDIVISM
a 

RATES' FOR JU\NDOMLY SELECTED PRO.mCT ANe" BRANCH SAMPLES 

AS 'AFUNCTION PP NUMBER: OP PRIOR DELINQUEtilCY"Cl\SES 

, '.tWO OR MORE PRIOR 
NO PRIOR DELINgUENCY CAS£.,q , . ., , ONE PRIOR DELINQUENCY CASE 

. 1 
. DELINQUENCY CASES 

• 

N~er of Recidivism Number of !Recidivism ' Number of Recidivism 
J!. Recidivists Rate 1!. Recidivists Rate N Recidivists Rate -
58. 10 17.2' 17 7 41.2' 25 11 , 44.0' , 

6::J 8 12.7\ 18 10 55.6' 19 8 • I 42.1' 

'I 

1 
CUI 

SQUAimb 

2.46c 

aRe~idivism ~. operationally 'defined as an appointment with P~;)bation Intake for a delinquency case 
within six months of the juvenile's initital intake interview. 

bChi Square (with Yates correction for 1 degree of freed~) is a st~ndard statistic ~pplicab1e for 
testing for independence am~ng categorical data. 0 

cTl'lis value is not statbtically significant. It can be confiq!ently concluded that the obtained 
differences between the project and branch office ~ata are not related to 'the number of prior arrests 
of the clients. 
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" C. S>~rvices Provided 

. 1. E,roiect-Branch Comparisons 

II> No' accurate, systematic data are maintained on the type or extent 

.. " 

of services provided by the branch Probation Officers to their juvenile 

cl:ients. COnsequently, no direct comparison of the services provided by the . 
branch offices ~d the Satellite Intake P;oject is possible. TWo indirec~ .. 
measur~ of service provision, however; are available. These are caseload 

size and the time interva~) between the juveni.le's arrest and his or her in-
'() t 

take interview. C\ \) , • 

One of the most frequently made criticisms of the probation 

Qystem, j!l,S noted in section II of this report, is that the large caseloads of 

the 'Probation Officers preclude the provision of proper and individualized 

needs assessment"and se;vice delivery or referral. One of the overall goals 

of diversion projects in ,general, and decentra~ized probation illtake in specific, 
, I 

is to enhance service 'delivery by reducing caseload size. While not included 

as an objective of the Satellite Intake Project, the reduction of caseload 
co 

size is implied throughout the narrative of its grant AWUlfl. 
case load in the present study is defined as the number of active 

c~~s at the beginning of each month divided by the nwrber of full-time 

Probation Officers. A comparison of project and branch office juvenilecaselqads 

by borough is shown in table 1. The caseload data for br&nch Probation Officers 

is slightly underestimated because the small number of Crimiru.ll c::ourt removal 

interviews (these are reqUested by the Court, and sometimes as s,igned by BrancA 

Chiefs to Intake Offices) and juvenile marriage license investigations are not 

included. Despi te, this bias, the branch office caseloads for each borough 

range from 1.4 to 3.5 times higher than the project caseloadsl and for the four 

borOughs coubined, the branch Probation Officers see twice the nuntler of clients 

each month as do the project's Probation Officers. 

Not only are the caseloads maintained by the project Probation 

Officers substa,nt~al1y lower than the caseloads maintained by the branch Probation 

Officers, but the project Probation Officers also appear to keep thei~ cases 

open for service longer uthan their branch office counterparts. Although ~ata 

on t.~e precise time interval during which cases were kept open were not main-
:.; "t 

tained by either the project or branch offices, a good proxy measure of this is, 
C\ 

the percentago of active cases that are carried ovar from the previous month: 
" 

the lower the percentage of carryovers, the shorter is the average time interval 

I 
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........ -------------------------------------. 
TABLE ., 

MONTHLY CASELO~a PER PROBATION INTAKE, . 
~FFICER FOR: PRO!..TECT AND BRANCH OFFICES, 

JULY 1979 - l\lI.:RIL 1980 
.. 

P~C'l' BRANCH 

BOROUGH CASELONl CASELONl 

Bronx 56.2 () 81.0 

Manhattan 25.4 90.0 

QUeens 29.8 74.2 

Brooklyn -44.8 83.1 

Citywi~ebcaseload '39.1 81.9 

aCaseloads for the project are calculated by dividing the 
mean number. of active ClS,ses per D'Onth by the number of Probation 
Officers (two in each county). This does not take into account 
case assistance provided by the Youth Aid Division Officers and 
Youth workers (assistance not provided at the branches). Case­
loads for the branches are calculated in the same manner. These 
are based on the mean numbe~ of active designated felony cases, 
delinquency cases, and PINS cases, but does not include a small 
number of .criminal Court removal interviews which they are some­
t~es ~ss!gned to conduct'and w9rkperformed on requests· for 
juvenile 'marriage 11eenses. The humber of Probation Intake' 
Officers at each br~nch was supplied by the Branch Chiefs •. 

b .Exclud!.ng Staten Zsland ........... ": ,: ............ : ........... :.:. 
• • • • • • f • • .. • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • , • • • • • • .. • * • • • • • • • • .. • • ~ • • • • • • •• 
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during which' cases remain open. As shown in table 8, the Satellite Intake 

Project;coverall, increased by twenty percent the perc~ntageof the active 

cases which az'e carryovers from the previous month •. :)This is not surprising 

in light of the finding that the project reduced significantly the percentage 

of, cases r~ferred to petition. These cases, at least at the branch offic.~s, 

generally are kept open for only one ,or two days. 

Data on .the second indirectmeas1.lre of service delivery, the time 

interval between arrest and intake, also, re~eals the project a,s superior to 

the branch offices. The advantage of maintaining a short interval between 

arrest and intake was conciselYilrticulated by Kelly, et al.: "If the 

diversionary process (or standard juvenile justice process) does not begin 

soon after a complaint is filed, the client's problem may become more fully 

entrenched and his motivation to deal with the problem "significantly 

ditrinished" .... (parenthetical material added by the author of this report). 

, f 

TABLE 8 

MEAN MONTHLY PERCENTAGE Or DELINQUENCY CASES 

REMAINING OPEN FROM THE PREVIOUS MON~: 

PRo,n:CT AND BRANCH COMPARISONS, 

JULY 1979 - APRIL 1980 

BOROUGH PROJECT BRANCH 

Bronx .53.6\ 

Manha.ttan 49.0 

QUeens 35.4 

Brooklyn 49.5. 

. 'd a Cl:'tyw~ e 
,"If 

48.5% 

~xcluding $taten Island. 

Il 

38.0% 

26.6 

23.7 

23.7 

28.2\ 

SOPRcE:: NewuYork City Department of pr9bation Monthly 
Workload Reports (D.P. 30, 79, NYC). 

C .. :-' 

.... supra Note 24, p. 6 
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The project arrest-intake time interval was calculated precisely 

for the overall sample of delinquency cases (N=200). Since the reco,rds 

containing this information for branch cases are not readily available, an 

alternate method for comparing the project-branch arrest-intake time int.erval 

was used. The method employed draws on the stan!Iard police formula (based on 

the seriousness of an arrest charge) that is used to determine how many days 

a~ter arrest a juvenile should be scheduled for an intake interview with a 

branch Probation Officer. This formula was applied to the project cases in 

the sample. The resulting data indicate ho~ long the project clients were 

likely to have waited if they had been processed at. a branch office. These 

time ~ntervals were then compared to the actual time intervals which occured 

at the project. As can been seen from Table 9, the projec·t, in general., re­

duced the waiting time between arrest and intake by twenty-five'percent. 

There was considerable variation, however, among the boroughs. 

'In particular, the Bronx project clients ,had to wait approximately eleven 

percent longer between arrest and intake than their branch office counterparts. 

In the other three boroughs the project was quite consistent in reducing the 

waiting time by approximately thirty-eight percent. The reasons for the anomaly 

in the Bronx are unclear, althougp, as indicated in table 9, the Bronx unit 

recently reduced its arrest-intake interval to 5.7 working days, a decrease 

over the branch of forty-two percent. 

2. Project Service Provision 

Project Probation Officers, as indicated above, attempt to adjust 

as many cases as is feasible and appropriate. Sometimes cases are best 

adjusted at the intake interview through counseling, mediation, and/or referral 

to a community agency. This is especially true for first offenders whose -acts 

that brought them to Probation Intake represent an isolated and, for them, 

anomalous incident. In such cases a prolongation. of the time during which they 

are under the supervision of a Probation Officer may have detrimental effects 

and may be experienced,by the juvenile as an unduly coersive procedure. A 

single effective session with the Probation Officer in these cases may be 

efficacious in preventing recidivism. It is, of course, impossi~le to ascer­

tain the optimal frequency for terminating a case after one session. Some, 

perhaps most, of the cases are best served through additional contacts with a 

Probation Officer. 

'I ~ 
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BOROUGH 

Bronx 

Manhattan 

Queens 

Brooklyn 

Citywidec 

a 

'!'ABLE '9 

·MEAN NUMBER OF WORKING DAYS BETWEEN ,. DELINQUENCY 

ARREST DATE AND PROBATION INTAKE APPOINTMENT DATE 

FOR RANDoMLY SELECTED PROJEci: CASES:' 'COMPARISONS 

, WITH POLICE D~ARTMENT STANDARDS, a 

JULy 19,79 - APRIL 1980' . 

ARREST-INTAKE " 
, POLICE DEPARTMENT NUMBER . INTERVIEW INTERVAL 

OF CAS.ES I Mean Working Days " 
_ ST~NDARnS 

~an Workin2Da~s\ 
50 11~O " 9.9 
50 6.3 10.3 
50 6.2 9.9 
50 5.2 

" 8.5 
'I' 

200 7.2 9.7 

PERCEWrAGE 
CHANGE 

b 
-11."1' 

38.8\ 

37.4\ 

38.8' 

25.8\ 

After a delinquency arrest is mao th da 
charge is called into police headqu t ~ e

d 
te of arrest and arrest 

the police "wagonboardtl stafff ar ers an the ~ase is scheduled by 
The time between arrest and tite O:C~d ai~intme~t w~tb Probation Intake. 
mined by the seriousness of e u e appo~ntm7nt date is deter-
and 15 ","orking days. the arrest charge. Thl.s varies betweell 5 

, b 
Recently the interval betw 

Bronx project site has de~reasedeenBa:est ~d appointment date at 14'1e 
the mean time interval for a random! e e~n cember 1979 and April 1980 
a 42.0% percentage reduction from thY pseliected sample was 5.7 days, or 

c . e 0 ce Department Standards 
Excluding S~ten Island. . • 

......... - ... - ... " '" - . 
" 

" 
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As can be seen from table 10, approximately half the delinquency 

cases and one-third of the PINS/troubled youth cases in t,he overall sample 
I ~ /1 

received no further services beyond the intake interview (although some cases 

were kept open beyond the interview date). The f~nding that a higher percentage 

of PINS/troubled youth cases than delinquency cases received services beyond 

th,e initial intake interview is consistent with the widely endorsed opinion 

that PINS cases require more extended and intensive intervention services 

than do non-designated felony delinquency c~es. This view is reinforced by 

the finding that for both the branch offices and the project a higher percentage 

of PINS than delinquency cases were referred to petition. 

Also shown in table 10 is the finding that the four project units 

varied in the frequency with which their Probation Officers provided services be­

yond the ini tial intak:t.>~interview. '!he reasons underlying this variation . :,/ 

however could not be ascertained. '!his finding does point to the neee;! for 

establishing consistency, without compromisi,ng flexibility, in determining 

which cases are best served qy a single intake session and those which are best 
I: 

served by mo:z;-eextended services and supervision. More j~int meetings among 

the Probation Officers from the four project units should be scheduled to 

discuss this and related procedural issues. 

For both the delinquency and PINS/troubled youth cases, referrals 

to communi ti" agencies were the most frequent form of service provided. As 

indicated in section II; a principal rationale for the decentralization of 

Probation Intake is based on the suppesi tion that Probation Officers will, to 

a greater extent than centrally-based Probation Officers, become more familiar 

with and establish better working relationships with the community agencies 

because of the smalle~ catc~nt areas over which they have jurisdiction.~5 
According to Satellite Intake Project records, contacts with and referrals to 

over 200 community agencies were made, thus the project appears to have fulfilled 

the expectation that its staff would establish contacts with a large number of 

agencies within their catChment areas. 

~SThis is not to imply that branch office Probation Officers are 
unfamiliar with and do not refer some of their clients to community agencies. 
Rather, the intended implication is that the project Probation Officers will 
have more time to do this, and further, that they only need become familiar 
wIth agencies in or near relatively small catchment areas. This contrasts 
with the situation at the branch offices where the Probation Officers must 
become familiar with agencies throughout an entire borough. 

" : .. 

.,-

. . 

TYPE 
OF 

CLIENT 

Delinquency 
cases 

Bronx 

Manhattan 

Queens 

Brooklyn 

Citywide 

Terminated 
Without 
Adjustment 

Referred to 
Petition 

PINS/Troubled 
Youthd 

Citywide 
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TABLE 10 

NUMBER AND PERCEN'TAGE OF PROJECT CLIENTSa 

RECEIVING SERVICES 

NUMBER DIRECT ' 
OF CASES .. COUNSELING . SERVICESt:' . REFERRAISc 

.' . 

.50 9 (1~.0') 3: .(6.0') 1.9 (38.0') 
49 2 (4.1') 4. (~.2" 25 (5100', 
50 7 (14.0', 6 (12.0') 18 (36.0') 
50 8 (16.0') 7 (14.0') 13 (26.0') 

199 26 (13.1') 20 (10.1\) 75 (37.7') .. 
28 4 (14.3') 3 (10.7\) 11 (39,,3\) 

67 1 Cl.S\) 3 (4.5\) 21 (31.3') 

39 12 (30.8') 7 (17.9') 19 (48.7') 

ONLY INTAKE 
.. n1n:RVIEW 

27 (34.0\) 

21 (42.8'> 

25 (50.0') 

29 (48.0\) 

102 (51.2') 

16 (57.1\) 

44 (65.0\) 

15 (38.5\) 

aA randomly selected sample consisting of five delinquency cases 
. and on PINS/troubled youth case for each month between July 1979 and April 

1980 were selected from each project site (ohe delinquency and one troubled 
youth case was selected twice). 

.- . 

b 
Th~se include mediation, restitution agreements, school advocacy 

and tutoring, and court advocacy. 

cThe three J1X)st common types of referrals, for the delinquency , 
cases, citywide, were to individual and family counseling (48\) recreational' 

. programs (17') , and vocCitional counseling and placement services (15\). 
d 

Data were not obtained for PINS/troubled youth cases seen in 
April 1980. 
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Data on clients referred. to COImlunity agencies by the project and 

on whom follaw-up was conducted reveal a fairly high level of participation 

£.n activitiels of those agencies. For the delinquency cases 63.8\ were found 

to be active.iy participating in t,he programs they were referred to, 17 .2\ «~re J 
categorized as cooperating to some extent, and 19.0' had either not cooperat~F 

at all or had participated for only a v~ry brief period of time. For the PINS/ . , 

troubled youth cases, S3eB\ were actively participating in their proqrams, 

7.7\ were cooperating to some extent, and 38'.5' were not participating, at the 

point of follow-up. Altho1.,gh these figures may overestimate the degree of 

participation because of the moderate extent of follow-up, they clearly are 

superior to those reported by Smith, et ale in their study of a comparable 

juvenile diversion project: ·of those receiving a community referral dis­

position, only 4i, actually went to that agency"~6 Also, in light of the 

fact that diversion through referral :I.s neither punitive nor coersive, a rate 

of participation of around seventy to eighty percent is all that one could 

reasonably expect. 

Besides making referral~, the Satellite Intake Project provided two 

kinds of in-house services: i~terpersonal counseling and other direct services. 

As can be seen from table 10, Probation Officers tended to counsel more fre­

quently than provide other direct services. While different types of ,,~unseling 

were not differentiated (e.g., individual va. family counseling), the direct 

"services were categorized according to the type of services given. These 

included school and court advocacy, helping a client find part-~ employment, 

mediation between conflicting parties, and so on. Of the types of direct 

services provided in delinquent eas~, sixty-five percent involved. mediation 

techniques, with restitution agreements noted in almost one-third .of these 

cases. Lest this be misleading. it should be rle>ted that for all the delinquency 

cases in the sample, only 6.6' received mediation services. Too few 

direct services were provided to the PINS/troubled youth clients to make a 

reliable analysis of the kinds of services given. 

While som~hat meager, the provislon of these in-house services 

beyond the initial intake interview does fulfill, to some extent~ the 

objective of "expanding the use of alternatives thro'.lgh t;1:-~~ uses of established 

'mediation techniqu~s." Mediation training, it is important to remember, was 

delayed until April 1980. Some of the Probat.ion Officers, in fact, commen:ted 

to CJCC staff that they had used mediation techniques prior to this time, but 

~6Supra Note 14, p. 4. 
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\ 
had usually not coded them as such. Thus, the extent to Which mediation 

techniques were reportedly used probably underrepresents the actual imp~e­
m~ntation of these techniques. 

In addi~on, the extent of services provided by the Satellite 

Intake Project to delinquency clients who were either terminated without 

adjustment or referred to petition is o~y Slightly less than the extent of 

services provided in adjusted cases. Eiased on interviews with Department of 

Probation staff, this differs markedly from the situation at ,the branch offices. 
At the branch offices, mainly due to excessively high 

caseloads, delinquency . 
clients whose cases are not adjusted generally'do not receive any services be­
yond the initial intake interview. 

VI. COS'l'S 

A. £.ost Analxsis 

Since diverSion, by definition, reduces the extent f tr' 
.. 0 pene ation 

into the justice syst'em, diversion projects, perforce,"reduce justice system 

costs. DiverSion projects are cost effective if the savings in juStice system 

costs exceed the operating costs of the project. The required data needed to 

make such ca3;culations for the Satellite Intake ProJ"ect are . 1 
, l.n arge part, 

unavailable. These would include, among other data the cos'ts of . 
, preparl.ng 

~ti tio~ for Court, the costs of court process~ng, the distributions of court 

dl.spositions for diverted project jUgeniles who would have gone to court had 

the project not existed,4a, and the costs of placement into restrictive and non­
restrictive placement. 

" In lieu of a fully developed cost effectiveness study, a relatively 

sl.~le and conservative estimate can be made of the cost savings engendered 

byC
the 

project in, terms of Family Court processing (see table 11). First, the 

number of project cases that would have been referred to petition if the project 

had not existed was calculated. This involved multiplY!,ng the' percentage of 

referrals to petition for bran9h delinquency and PINS cases by the n~er of 
dispositions made by the proJ'ect. The umb f 

nero project referrals to petition 

~8It is incorrect to assume that the distribution of court dispositions' 
rendered for diverted youths mirrors the distribution of dispositions of th 
branch cases. The diverted youth, even if comparable to the bra~ch cases i: 
terms ~f arrest cha:ge, are selected out because they appear less in need of 
supervl.sion or conf1nernent. The court, too, would probably dispose oftb . 
cases less harshly. ese 

J 
_1 



( 
() 

" I 
Il 

, 

\1 I 
I ' I 

\ 
I 
1 . j 

I I 

1 

J1 
I 
I , 

I I I 

, ~ 

" 

" 11 

0 'dJ ~ ~/ 

'" 

Pi 

In 0 
1 

L.~ 
L 

\l 

o 
o 

o 

." o 

• I 

'I'M'" 11 
't'ClflPAMftW COllI'!' .IIOCIIIIMQ 0JftI at 

ncma AND laMaI monca, o1ULI U79-AI'IUL IHO ..... ..: .. .,.. ISTIMA'I'EO IS'DM'II:D ...... 
nRCEll'l'AGII IIlHIBR at 1IIEF£1tMLI .1!!~trrl\Gll Of' or COUR'l' ·CASES. 

IIIEP'ERIUtO '1'0 'RWEC'I' 'TO ItI!!F£RRALS Dr"" IIUIHCtIil.PItOOIC'I' 
con nit cuab I8'I'IM'I'!D IAVIIICI 

o.11nquengr caaa. I'B'l'ITION DISPClSmCIII PETITION AS PETITIOH DlnElIZHCZS IlUB TO PRO.lEC'I' 

.IOIUI 
IJranch 4I.n • s,. • 21' 

p 
~r 

'lOject 31.4' • 531 fl • 169 
9i • tI, • '~, 

'2 '. f4l40 ,410,4110 

ItIInbIttt.ut 

IJrilllCh _.n • 204 • 101 

'lOjaR 32.41' • 204 • 66 
Js • 70t • . 241 a 10,560 

a--
.I'anc:h '2.St a us • JOt 

'lOject ••• 4' a us 133 • · n • ." • 7J a 4410 32,120 

.1'OCIIC1!;'ll 

.JrMc:h ,10.'" a ~~I • 210 

'lOjaR 43.41' • 3!11j) ~ · 152 
., '-, 5i a .." 3t • 440 17,110 • 

'III! caa .. 
C1tywllle .1: .... 13." I 103 • " 
C1trwWe 'lOjaat 51·" a 1i03 • 59 

12. itO 7 • • -L. a 4410 2.640 

'I'OI'AL ,,02,970 

!~j, 

aBatlaaue MikI brlnnch Intake f.:td8f. at "c:b JM»roIJ9h offica. 
b'lttl. flgu ... i_ 'buacl on the foUo.,lng fonula. ('8.448,000. (19'19 r_U, CIOUI:t ClDate' X 50t (PIII'c:ant of Coul't tiM devot" to Dallnquenq 

and PINS ea ••• ) ) • 9,601 (ol'iqJ,nal peUUona cJhpoaeci of in 19'19) • $440. (OOIIt Pei' C.u,. co.t.net c ... load d.ta v .... pl'OYicJed by the 
Office of CoUrt AdIIlnlatl'.t1on ,1nII the _tiMta of coun tlulu davotal to daUnquancr ancI '118 c .... v .. IIede by the Acting CIIief 
MIIIlnl.tr.tol:, r .. lI, CouI't, ... ~ York CU,. 

17 .... puc:ant&;Q! of tM'~ banugha. 
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for (~ach borough was then subtracted from the projElcted number of branch office 
\-"--.... ,~, " 

referrals. These differci'nces, irl turn, were multiplied by estimates of the 

percentage of referred cases dra\m as pet! tions." The sum of these figures 

yield the estimated reduction in the number of court cases. Finally, this sum 

waLS multiplied by the Family Court cOst per case fo%: delinquency and PINS cases 

hllee table 11). The resulting per annum cost savings in court processing, as 

shown in table 11 is $102,970 for ten 11Dnths or $123,564 per annum. 

This substantial savings in COurt processing, in fac1:)">Ua"lderest$.Inates 

the actual savings generated ,py the project •. Not included in the above 
\' calculations, mainly because the data were unavailable, w~re several items, . 

\', 

which, if included, would have boosted the dollar figtlre for the savings generated 

by' the project. These include the costs attributable to work performed by 

Co:tpOration Counsel, law guardians, and probation offit:ers (in making their in-

JVelstigatory repo~i:.S for fact finding hearings). In adctition, the costs due to 

court appearances by Police Officers and the costs of implementing dispositions 

wel~e not considered. Finally, not considered in t."'e calculations were the 

se1'Vices provided to the "troubled youths" and th~ reduction of branch office 

caseloads (cases processed by the project that would have gone to branch offices). 

. .." ..... . 
.,~" ... '1';,,...''''''''''~ .. 

B. Budget Analysis . 
The Satellite Intake Project was initially budgeted to operate' from 

Apr:ll 1979 to April 1980. The budget was restated on April 1, 1980. Because 

of t.he delays in filling staff lines (especially the Youth ;id Worker lines), 

it "as determined that the project could operate.on accruals through August 
f' 

15, 1980. The restated budget is shown in table 12. Also shown i~ table 12 

is the fact that projected costs, based on recent fiscal reports indicate that 

the project is operating within its budget. Travel costs are the only item 

that was overbudgeted. 

) o 

d" 

-'Estimates of the percentage of referrals for wnich petitions are 
.drawn were provided by the Branch Intake Chiefs from each borough. 
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BUDGET FOR 

,SATELLITE IN'1'AXE P'P.D!fiCT, AJ?RIL 1979-AOGOS~ 15, J980 

. 
Personnel & 
Fringe 
Benefits 

\Gupplies 

~'n.vel 

Total 

r 
APPROVED BUI>..'7E'J!l 

Dept. of Police 
Probation Dept. Ctlmbined 

If J 

$286,155. , $94,764. $380,9~9. 

3,000. '3,000. 

6,400. 6,400. 

$295,555. $94,764. $390,319 

a 
~stated as of April 1, 1980 

... t 
Dept. of 
Probation 

$298,a~6. 

2,598. 

848. 

$302,282. 

Police 
Dept. Combined 

$81,315. $380,151. 

- 2,598. 

848. 

$al,3~5. $383.597. 

bProjected to August 15, 1980 based upon personnel costs during May and June for the 
Department of Probation and Police Department, respectively. 
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Given two ~jor Unanticipated setbacks--the tbrae month der~y in 

the Youth Aid Offic~rs comtng on mtAff and the ca~cellat!on ~f the medlttion 
fl' , ~ 

trai~rl.p!g by :ptCR--the project was generally succElssful in meeting its goals 
, ;:: 

and objectiveS. Refunding is merited and strongly ':;recODimended~ In some 
Ir •• III 

areas, however, the project was not as successful as anticipated. The 

following rec9mmendations ~e geared toward ~elping the Satellite Intake 

Project u~rove its operations. '" 
, 

, l;'irst, the mmiler of PINS cases pXocessed by th~ "project staff should, " 

be increased. As ~ndicated earlie; in this re~\ort, a sizeable proportion of 
"') \\)} 

PINS cases involving juveniles who resided in the proje.-.::t catchment areas were 

processed at b'le branch offices (with, the exception of Brooklyn) • Both the 
\- ,,/,1 \) 

project and brat'lch offices can help to improve this situation.. Project staff 

should increase the extent to wbich they have established contact with the 

public schools, community school boards, and other agencies that have contact 

, with parents of}uveniles residing in their catchment areas. This would in-
. , \ 

crease public awareness of the project and, in turn, increasle the extent to 

which PINS cases are initiated at the project sites rather 1:han at the branch . , 
offices. 

'lbe branches, for their part, should be instructe/:l to emphasize to 

potential petitioners who reside in the project cat!:hment aJr:eas the advantages 

... 

of speaking to an Intake Officer at the project, o.g., the plcoject Intake Officers 

have more time to spend with lDach case,~bave been trained in.,mediation techniques, 

and are ver.v familiar with potentially useful service agencies in their neighbor-
',' - - -, -'~~:~" 

hood. ~e percentage of potenti.al petitioners who initially go to the'0br~ch 
offices and then proceed to the project site should then increase. As the pro­

ject ProbatiQn Officers become more ~erienced in handling the'special problems 

involved in PINS cases, the number of such cases referred topeti tion should 

decrease. 

Second, the Youth Aid Offic~.s should upgrade their efforts to contact 

the complainants and exp,lllin to them ~e importance of participating in the 
{ ..r • 

intake process. This s:hould result in a reduction in the percentage of delin-

quency cases terminated without adjustment. 
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('.'.. .. 

Third, follow-UP should be ~:~':\'f~cted on a more consistent basis 

on open cases that have been referred to a cotmnunity agency. Follow-uP 

should be eondu~ted in such a manner that additional assistance and guidance ~ 
can be provided to the juveniles and.~leir families on an as-needed basis. 

In addition, the feedback fxom follcw-up can be used to assess the strengths 

and we~nesses of community agencies and.thereby enhance the effectiveness 

of future referra19. 
Fourth, the time intervals between arrest and intake should be re-

duced. Althou9h the waiting time between arresi: and intake for the project 

was shorter than that for the branch offices, it can be reduced further. The 

average waitin9 time should not exceed five working days in normal circumstances. 

'l'he interval for the project, cOllbining the four Units, was, 7.2 days. One 

way this can be reduced is by hav~ngthe Youth Aid Officer piCk up the relevant 

arrest reports each day from the adjacent project precincts. The ususal means 

by !t'hich they are sent to the project site is through the relatively slow inter­

office 1lli!lil. At the Brooklyn site, which is the onl~ unit involving just one 

precinct, the average time interval was, in ({Act, five days. 

Fifth, the st~ff at each unit should more agressively seek out 
/ \ 

appropri~te educationa,' )esources and programs in their catchment a%eas. 

Educational problems were foremost for both the delinquency and PINS/troubled 

youth cases. P~rhaps a workshop for project staff could also be developed to 

help the staff better asseS$ the educational needs of their clients and 

, consequently make more info,,:med referral,is. 
Finally, delinquency prevention should become more of a priority for 

the project. This could be accomplished by the project staff becoming more 

involved .. in community affairs. The Probation Officers and Youth Aid Officers 
\\ 

should give seminars and talks to community groups (block associations, 

tenant organizations, recreation centers, etc.), and in this way discover, and 

hopefully ameliorate to some extent, the community problems of local juveniles. 

VI.II. SUMMARY 

This report has provided a description and evaluation of the 

Satellite Intake Project. The New York City Department of Probation was 

awarded $390,319 by CJCC to administer the project. The project comnenced 

operations in April 191\9, although clients were not seen until June 1979. 
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The. Satellite Intakl~ projecl~ is a juvenile diversion and delinquency prevention 

program which sel.oves 'UoJwleo youth, PINS cases, and all but the most serious 

delinquencyc:ases. 'l'he project consists of four units, one each in the 

Bronx, Queens, Manhattan, and Erooklyn. The offices of each unit are located 

in police pr7cincts and their catchment areas are 'coteminous with the 

catchment area of from one to five police precincts,. The standards .and laws 

which govern the project with regard to' PINS and delinquency cases are the 

same as those governing the probation intake offices located at each Family 

COurt building. . 

Essentially, the project is a dec~ntra~ized version of the probation 

intake branch offices. The caseloads of its probation officers are smaller, 

and the project staff have a, greater opportunity to learn about and maintain 

closer r~lationsh~~s with community~ased and public service agencies in the 

project catchment areas. Given these features, the project has as one of its 

principal objectives the reduction in the percentage of cases referrea to 

peti tion (Family Court) • 

The staff of each unit off,ice consists of two Probation Officers, a 

Youth Aid Officer, a Youth Worker (except for the Bro~ Un! t), and a clerk. 

The project is administered by a Project Director who has a full-time secretary. 

C)ther administrative personnel from the Department of Probation are available 

(lIn an as-needed basis. 

The Satellite Intake Project was successful in meeting most of its 

olbjectives: 

• The .percentage. of delinquency cases referred to petition by the 
proJect was sUDstantially less than the comparative percentage 
f~r the branch o~fices, 36.4' vs. 55.9\. The project, however, 
d1d no~ substant1ally r~uce the number of PINS cases referred 
to p~tition, 57.3' vs. 63.9'. 

• The projec: did not reduce the percentage of cases terminated 
without adJustment: 20.4' vs. 17.6' fordellnquency cases and 
4.B' vs. 5.9\ for PINS cases (project percentages shown first). 

• The pro~e7t reduced the man hours spent by police at Family Court 
by sign1f1cantly reducing the percentage of delinquency cases re­
ferred to petition. 

I! 
• The project successfullYr'! limited the recidivism rates among its 

delinquency cases •.. The l~ix-month recidivism rates for the project 
a~d the branch offices wi~re 2B'and 26', respectively. This 
d1fference is not statisl.~ically significant .. 
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• The project used mediation tec.'lniques to a iimited extent (limited 
becaUse of a delay in training) ..The project also provided services 
wi th less delay, kept cases open longer periods of time, and appeared 
to have provided more counseling and to do more referrals and follow­
uP than the branch offices. . 

• !lbe project served l, 775 clients over a lOis DIOnth period, almost 
exactly its projected annual objective of 2,000 cases. HO\ro1ever, 
the number of PINS cases served b.1 the project, 131, was 
unexpectedly 10\r01. 

In terms of costs, the project saved over $100,000 in Family Court 

costs alone •. In fact, due to the unavailability of certain data, this figure 

.:' underrepresentsthe actual savings generated by 'the project. In addition, the 

p~oject's actual expenditures did not exceed its budget. 

T.he following recommendations for the improvem~tof the Satellite 

Intake Project were advanced: 

• The number of PINS cases processed by the project should be increased. 
This can be accomplished by increasing the project staff's efforts 
of informing potential referral soUrces of the project's existence 
and by the branch offices increasing their efforts to refer appro~ 
priate cases to the project. 

• The Youth Aid Officers should increase their efforts to contact com­
plainants and encourage them to participate in the intake process. 
This should reduce the percentage of cases terminated without 
adjustment. 

• Follow-up efforts should be made on a more consistent basis for 
open eases that have been referred to a cOmmunity agency. 

• The time interval between arrest and intake should be reduced. 
TO help accomplish this, the Youth Aid Officers should pick up 
the arrest reports each day on project cases from the adjacent 
precincts in the project's catchment areas. 

• The project staff should more aggressively seek out educational 
resources and programs in their catchment areas. Educational 
problems among project clients were serious and frequent. 

• Delinquency prevention efforts by the project should be enhanced. 
This should include talks by the project staff ~t commu1'lity forums. 

Because of its success in meeting most of its objectives" and for 
0' 

demo~tratin~ that the'decentralization of probation intake can effectively and 

efficiently provide services and referrals to a large number of juveniles, 

refunding for the Satellite Intake Project is recommended. 
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The sample selection procedure for project eases is described in the 

body of the report. Again, five delinquency eases were randomly selected from each 

project unit for each month between July and NOVember, inclusively; i.e., one 

hundred project eases were selected, twenty-five from e~ch. borough. The'b~ly, 
". ! 

eases that were excludedl from the sample were those eliezlts who would have 

'> reached their sixteenthb~rthday prior to th~~'\~~pclusion of the follow~Up 
\~,,( '.4, . 

", 

" , 

period. Clients who are arrested following t1~~ir sixteenth. birthday are no 

longer processed through Juvenile Intak'e 'and therefore would not appear .,as 

recidivists in the Department of Probation re"cords, the exclusive source of in­

formation for the present study. 

Data from the branch offices were. used for con~arative purposes. 

The log books maintained at each branch offiCe served as the source from which 
11;::«, 

the branch sample was selected. The names of all juveniles who had been pro-

cessed through the branch intake offices were recorded in these log books. '!he 
, ' , 

case number, the client's age (in years) and the type c)f case (delinquency, de­

signated felony, PINS or custody cases) were also specifi~. A.table of random 

numbers was used to sE~lect the sample. Five delinquency cases from each month 
!r 

between July and NoveDiber, inclusively, weJ;'e selected, thus paralleling the 

distribution of the project sample. 
r~ 

Once the names of the branch sample were selected, they were looked 

up in the Card Files of the Intake Record Room. Cases were eliminated, and new 

names drawn from the log books, if a client would have had his sixteenth birthday .. , 

prior to the conQlus~on of the follow-up period1 or if the client's c~rd could 

not be located. All instances in which a client had appeared at probation intake, 

and the type o~. ease for which he o~ she had appeared, 2 r~J~~re recorded on the card .. 

The project cases were similarly looked up in the card files and the same infor­

mation '~~as noted and recorded. 
\;. , 

For purposes of the analysis, only reappearances for delinquency or 

designated felony eases within six months from the initial appearance con­

stituted recidivism. Also, all prior appearances for delinquencies and designated 

felony cases were noted and .recorded.by the evaluators. 

"J 

IThis could not be precisely determin~d from the log books, which 
only showed age in years and not date of birth. 

2At the. Manhattan and Brooklyn branch offices the :type Of)) case was ' 
not indicated on the card and, therefore, the leg books for the dates of appear­
ance at ,intake had to be examined toi;.ascertain what type of cases were inVOlved. 
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Two types of data, age anc! gender, were available for both samples to 
establish whether th~ randomization 'Procedures had in fact generated t;wo very 

siudlar groups of juveniles. As can be seen from table A, the branch and prO-

ject j~veniles drawn from "each borough, and as. aggregated for '.all fOUl" boroughs 
" '.' " " ~ . \!..' 

combined, are ,very close in age.. i,.e., statisticallY there is Ii ttle r~,ason 

'Ito believe that the samples represent cUfferent populations. With regard to . ;' . 

gender, the juveniles in botl:l samples were 6verwh~lming male. Ninety-three' 

perccmt of the juveniles from tbe hranch office 'sample were males and eightY-
, \ < \ 

eight percent of project samples were tnai'f!s~' As with th~ agedat.'!l, the samples 

do not differ with regard to gender a G~"ven the randpmization p:;rocedures and the 

double checks with regard to age and, gender, the samples appear to be sufficiently 

comparable for the recidivism study. 
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BOROUGH 

Bronx 

Manhattan 

Queens 

Brooklyn 

Citywide
c 
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~,.. ... .... ,.04_ ...... ,":' '1,""_ 

TABLE A 

AGE OF PROJECT AND BRANCH 

RECIDIVISM SAMPLES .! • 

PROJECT SAMPLE PROJECT SAMPLE 
.Nu!N::ler " Number a 
'of Cases Mean Age .qf Cases ~ean Age 

(Months) (Months) 

2S 169.8 22. 170.8 u 

2S 172.3 ' 20. 171.4 

2S 174.0 21 172.7 

2S 167.7 24 166.2 

100 170.9 87 170.3 . ' 

b 
.' ~ 

1.00 

.31 

.44 

1.12 

.33 .... 

aDate of birth was no~ given for 13 branch office cases. 
b 

The ~ - test is a standud statistic applied to assess whether the 
o~served d1fference between two sample means reflects a true population 
difference ~r cb~ce fluctuations. The ~ values shown here indicate 
~at there 1S no reason to assume that the two samples were dra f 
d1fferent P9pulations. wn rom 

c 
Excluding Staten Island • 
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