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INTRODUCTION 

There is much concern over issues related to mass transporta­

tion in New York City. A reliable, clean, safe system is seen by 

most as a key to improving the economic climate of the City and 

helping to relieve the environmental problems caused by the tremen­

dous increase in vehicular traffic that has occurred in recent 

years. Indeed, it was the concern of City policymakers, in parti-

cular the Mayor's Coordinator for Cr iminal Justice, his Transit 

• Office, and the Transit Police Department (TPD) , which led to the 

study of transit crime that follows. 

In 1981, the Mayor set up the Transit Office and Interagency 

• Commi ttee as a means of coordinating efforts to improve various 

aspects of the public transportation system in New York City. Some 

of these efforts, as evidenced by the issues discussed at the press 

conferences held regularly by the Mayor in 1982 and 1983, related 

to ways of improving the flow of subways and buses, improving the 

physical environment within the system, reducing the numbers of 

transit farebeats and scofflaws (those who enter the system without 

paying the fare and those issued summonses who fail to show up for 

• court appearances), and reducing other types of transit crime. In 

particular, it was felt that the fear of crime was one factor that 

was operating to reduce subway ridership. However, little was 

known about the patterns or processing of subway crime incidents. 

• 
There have been relatively few studies of transit crime in 

New York City. One study, conducted by the Rand Insti tute l in 

1974, looked at the incidence of robberies within the system before 

• and after a major manpower allocation change was made in 1965. 

• lChaiken, J.M., Lawless, M.W., Stevenson, K.A., The ImEa.ct of 
Police Activit;l on Crime: Robberies on the New York City Subway, 
The New York City Rand Institute, January 1974. 

• 
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Another study, carried out by Ocko Associates in 1977,2 looked at • 

the distribution by time of day of reported subway felonies for an 

eleven-month period in 1975 and at victimization rates for this 

period. The Rand researchers found that, dur ing the time per iod 

when the number of police on patrol was higher, the incidence of 

subway robberies decreased. They also noted a temporary "phantom 

effect," lower cr ime rates found dur ing hours when no change had 

been made in police deployment. The Ocko Associates study 

attempted to compare the risk of victimization in the subways to 

that "on the street." While they concluded that many subway riders 

(for example, those who work the night shift) "are exposed at 

certain hours to equal and sometimes higher risk rates than in the 

street,U 3 they were not able to adjust their street risk rates to 

take into account the same sorts of time of day differences which 

they found for subway rates. For example, the risk rates for 

workers entering the subway system at different times of day varied 

by as much as a factor of 35, by their estimates. 

In late 1981, the New York City Criminal Justice Agency 

(CJA) , a private not-for-profit corporation which contracts with 

the City to provide research and pretr ial services, was asked by 

the Coordinator's Office, the Mayor's Transit Office, and the TPD 

to study crime on the subways. One of the major concerns of 

policymakers at that time centered around the court processing of 

cases involving transit robberies. This concern focused on 

20cko Associates, Surveillance of Rail RaEid Transit Facilities, 
January 1977, pp.2-1l,2-16,2-24 in Sandler, R. , Schoenbrod,D., 
Goldstein, E.A., Juraw, S., Harris, F., Reducing Crime in The New 
York City Subwax S:lstem, Nine Recommendations, Project on Urban 
Transportation, The Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 
December 1979, Attachment. 

3 1£.:.., p.2-16. 
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-
evidentiary or victim and witness problems related to the influx of 

huge numbers of persons from many different areas onto the system 

each day. These sorts of problems, which would not appear as 

• frequently among above-ground (or non-transit system) robber ies, 

resulted, under this theory, in differences between the ways 

transit and non-transit robberies were processed in court. Neither. 

the Rand nor the Ocko study addressed this particular question~ In 

• addition, there was interest in generating better information about 

the patterns of felony crime on the subways. 

The transit study was originally designed by CJA to deal with 

• two major sets of data. One set was gathered to address some of 

the case processing concerns related to possible differential court 

outcomes for transit and non-transit cases. Robbery arrests were 

chosen as the unit of analysis for that portion of the study. 

Another set of data was gathered so that subway incidents could be 

analyzed. Robbery and felony larceny incidents, which comprise the 

bulk of felony cr imes on the subways, were chosen as the pr imary 

units of analysis for this component. The scope of each analysis 

• was expanded somewhat as additional data were made available. For 

instance, as a correlate of the robbery and larceny incident 

portion of the study, information on ridership (passenger registra­

tion volume) was examined, allowing some estimates of victimization 

• rates to be made. In addition, the availability of TPD robbery 

arrest reports (TP4s) permitted some incident factors and their 

relationship to court outcome to be analyzed. 

• 

• 

• 

The study addresses several different issues related to 

subway cr ime. For the robbery and larceny inc ident analysis, the 

focus is on where and when these crimes occurred on the system, 

cr ime type and victim age and sex, factors related to whether a 

crime was cleared by an arrest, and the characteristics of inci­

dents where an arrest was made. The transit robbery arrest portion 
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of the study also deals, in part, with characteristics of the • 

incident, but focuses on factors such as number of participants, 

seriousness of victim injury, and amounts of force and types of 

weapons used. Finally, for transit and non-transit robbery 

arrests, court outcomes were examined and comparisons were made to 

determine whether certain arrest characteristics were related to 

these outcomes. 

The report is divided into three parts. Part I is an 

extensive analysis of the character istics of a sample of robbery 

and larceny subway incidents which occurred in 1982 and of arrests 

made for these incidents. Part II describes incident factors and 

their relationship to case proct:ssing variables for a sample of 

transit robbery arrests made in 1981 and 1982. In Part III, com­

parison samples of below and above-ground (transit and non-transit) 

robbery ar rests are descr ibed. Def-en'dant character istics, such as 

age, arrest charge, and pr for Cl: iminal history, are analyzed for 

both groups as are Criminal and Supreme Court disposition and 

sentence. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• , 

• 

• 

• 
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• I. INTRODUCTION 

This component of the study was designed to gain an under­

standing of some of the character istics of transit cr ime com-

• plaints and the factors associated with incidents which resulted 

in arrests. The analysis focuses on robbery and grand larceny 

incidents because these two categories comprise the vast majority 

of reported felony incidents occurring in the subway system. 1 

• Larceny and robbery ~re both crimes involving the theft (or, in 

some cases, the attempted theft) of property. In New York state, 

a larceny is considered a felony if, for example, it involves the 

theft of property valued at over $250.00 or property taken from 

• the person of another. 2 A robbery, on the other hand, is a 

forcible taking of property involving the' use or the threat of 

immediate use of physical force upon another person. 3 It is 

possible for a crime to .be classified as a larceny even if it 

involves forcey if the force is 'not used against a person. For 

instance, a chain snatching could be either a larceny or a 

robbery depending on whether the perpetrator used the force 

primarily against the chain or against the person. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

lAccording to Transit Police Department (TPD) figures produced on 
January 25, 1984, there were 6,779 robber ies and 6,279 felony 
larcenies occurring in the transit system which were reported in 
1982, the time per iod of the study. Together the~e two cr ime 
categories represent 85.0% of the 15,364 subway felonies reported 
in that year. The 'lIPD classifies cr ime inc idents according to 
the most severe crime reported using the FBI's Uniform Crime 
Reports (UCR) hierarchy. In addition, TPD figures are based on 
an "account month" system where incidents are recorded under the 
period in which they were reported to the TPD. For the present 
study, different criteria were devised to select crime incidents 
and match them with any subsequent arrests for these crimes. 
These criteria will be discussed below. 

2see, N.Y. Penal Law, Article 155. In this report, for ease of 
expression, the term "larceny" is used to mean II grand larceny." 

3~, N.Y. Penal Law, Article 160. 
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For this study, the Transit Police Department (TPD) made 

a\~ailable rObbery and larceny incident and arrest information 

from its computer system. This system contains information 

entered from the complaint and arrest form (the TP4) completed 

after an incident 1 arrest, 'or clearance. 4 Four three-week 

periods were chosen as representative periods for analysis, 

including slightly under one fourth of all robbery and larceny 

incidents reported in 1982: February 1-21; May 1-21; August 

1-21; and October 2-22. These four periods (a total of 84 days) 

were chosen so that each season would be represented and major 

holidays and transit sweeps, possibly affecting subway ridership 

or crime patterns, would not be included. 

Cases were selected from the TPD database if the incident 

occurred in any of these three-week periods, regardless of when 

it was reported, or when a subsequent arrest or clearance, if 

any, was made or recorded. These procedures differ from those 

used by the TPD to report cr ime statistics. 5 CJA researchers 

coded the information from the TPD system and incidents were 

matched with arrests and "exceptional clearances,"6 if any. The 

analyses include: (1) character istics of robber ies and larcenies 

occurring on the subways during the four selected periods in 

1982; (2) incident rates per million PQssengers by various 

descriptors; (3) factors which appear to affect clearance rates 

among thes~ incidents; and {4} characteristics of incidents for 

which an arrest was made. 

4A crime incident is usually "cleared" when an arrest is made. 
When more than one person is arrested for a single crime 
incident, only one clearance is counted for that incident. In 
exceptional cases, however, an incident may be cleared when 
someone, arrested for another unrelated crime, is linked to the 
or iginal incident but not formally prosecuted for it. (This is 
known as an "exceptional clearance.") 

5 
~, fn. 1 re: "account month. " 

6 fn. 4 "exceptional clearance. " ~, re: 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF INCIDENTS 

There were 1523 robbery and 1480 larceny incidents reported 

to the TPD as occurring in the four selected three-week periods. 

Al though there was some var iabili ty in the number of incidents 

reported in each period, the differences among larcenies were not 

statistically significant. 7 Almost all of the analyses of robbery 

and larceny incidents which follow include information aggregated 

from the four periods. New York County had the largest percent­

age of both robbery and larceny incidents (43.5% and 56.6%, 

respectively) • (~, Table 1.) Not surpr isingly, New York 

County (Manhattan) also had the highest total passenger registra­

tion volume. 8 Kings County (Brooklyn) h?id the next highest 

percentage of both types of crime for the sample period (33.4% of 

the robberies and 28.2% of the larcenies). Queens and the Bronx 

had roughly ~quivalent robbery and larceny percentages. Of the 

total robberies and larcenies, 10.9% and 8.0%, respectively, 

occurred in Queens while 12.2% and 7.2%, respectively, occurred 

in the Bronx in the 84 days of the sample period. 9 Two hundred 

sixty of the robbery (17.1%) and 312 of the larceny (21.1%) 

incidents were cleared. Among these cleared incidents, 9 robbery 

and 1 larceny were "exceptional clearances."10 

7Incidents reported for the four periods occurred as follows: 423 
robbery and 317 larceny incidents from February 1-21; 359 robbery 
and 377 larceny incidents from May 1-21; 404 robbery and 429 
larceny incidents from August 1-21, and 337 robbery and 357 
larceny incidents from October 2-22. (See, Table 1.) A chi-
square statistic was calculated separat.eiy fo~ robberies and 
larcenies to determine the association between county and time 
period of incident. Only the robbery crime group was significant 
at the 0.05 level of significance with 9 degrees of freedom -
chi-square equaled 16.9 for the robbery incidents and 9.5 for the 
larceny incidents. 

8 
~f Table 16. 

9Richmond County (Staten Island) is not included because its 
rapid transit system is not patrolled by the Transit Police 
Department. 

• 10~, fn. 4. 
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TIME PERIOD 
OF INCIDENT 

ROBBERY 

February 1-21 

Hay 1-21 

August 1-21 

October 2-22 

'lOTAL ROBBERY 

lARCENY 
February 1-21 

Hay 1-21 
August 1-21 

October 2-22 

'IDI'AL lARCENY 

ROBBERY 
AND lARC~ 

February 1-21 

May 1-21 

August 1-21 

October 2-22 

'IDI'AL roBBERY 
AND lARCENY 

TABLE 1 

TRANSIT ROBBERY Am GAAN> Ll\RCENY INCIDENTS REPOR'Im '10 
THE WANSIT POLICE DEPAR'IMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; 

MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

OOUN'IY BY TIME PERIOO OF INCIDENTl 

~ 

Kin9s New York .....Q!!eens Bronx 

Ii ! Ii ! Ii % Ii ! 

135 26.5% 183 27.6% 45 27,,1% 6(1 32.3% 

139 27.3 139 21.0 35 21.1 46 24.7 

132 25.9 1?2 26.(1 56 33.7 44 23.7 

ill 1.hl 168 ~ 2!! ...1.!ld ...li .12.d 
509 100.8% 662 100.3% 166 1B0.0% 186 10B.0% 

(33.4%) (43.5%) (lB.9%) (12.2%) 

[6.B] [7.9] [2.B] [2.2} 

80 19.2% 176 21.0% 33 28.0% 28 26.2% 

116 27.8 213 25.4 21 17.8 27 25.2 

125 30.0 243 29.0 32 27.1 29 27.1 

..2.§. ..1l& ~ 24.6 ..E. ..lId ..l1 21.5 
417 100.0% 838 100.0% 118 1B0.0% 107 100.0% 

(28.2%) (56.6%) (8.B%) (7.2%) 
[4.9] [10.01 [1.4] (1.3] 

215 23.2% 359 23.9% 78 27;5% 88 3(1.0% 

255 27.5 352 23.5 56 19.7 73 24.9 

257 27.8 415 27.7 88 31.0 73 24.9 

199 21.5' 374 24.9 62 21.8 59 20.2 

----
926 H10.0% 1500 100.0% 284 100.0% 293 IB0.0% 

(30.8%) (49.9%) (9.5%) (9.8%) 

[19.9] [17.9] (3.4) [3.5] 

'IDI'AL 

Ii ! 

423 27.8% 

359 23.6 

4(14 26.5 

ill ...n.d 
1523 100.0% 

(l01Ul%) 

[18.1) 

317 21.4% 

377 25.5 

429 29.0 

352 -11.d 
1480 100.B% 

(lB0.0%) 

[17 .6] 

740 24.7% 

736 24.5 

833 27.7 

694 23.1 

3003 100.0% 

(100.0%) 

[35.7] 

INumbers in parentheses refer to the percentage of incidents by county of occurrence; numbers in 
brackets refer to the average number of incidents per day by county of occurrence. 
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In addition, the TPD provided CJA with figures showing the 

distribution of the 6,781 subway robbery incidents reported in 

1982 for each of the four counties within its jurisdiction. ll 

These county totals were used, in conjunction with 1982 robbery 

figures published by the New York City Police Department 

(NYPD) ,12 to determine the dist-ribution of all reported robbery 

incidents in each county according to whether the crime occurred 

in the subway system (transit incidents) or not (non-transit 

incidents). Citywide (excluding Richmond County), transit 

robber ies represented 7.2% of all 94,604 reported robber ies (or 

18.6 incidents per day compared to 240.6 non-transit robberies 

per day). (~, Table 2.) When examined across all counties, the 

var iation in the distr ibution of transi t robber ies wi thin each 

• county was not large, ranging from 4.3% in Queens to 9.0% in New 

York County. 

The distributions of robbery incidents per county were 

calculated separately for transit and non-transit robbery 

incidents. New York County had a higher proportion of incidents 

among the transit robberies (42.2%) than among the non-transit 

robberies (32.9%). (~, Table 2.) Among the transit robberies, 

• 9.5% of the incidents occurred in Queens and 12.4% occurred in 

Bronx County. Both of these percentages were lower than those 

found for these counties among the non-transit incidents, 16.2% 

of which occurred in Queens and 18.0% occurred in the Bronx. For 

• 

• 

• 

• 

llThese robbery figures were compiled by the TPD using the 
reported monthly figures for each county in 1982. The total 
reported transit robbery figure for 1982 shown in Table 2 differs 
slightly from that cited in footnote 1. (Slight discrepancies in 
the figures reported at different times may occur if any of the 
data have been adjusted between reporting periods to reflect new 
information obtained by the TPD about previously reported inci­
dents.) Separate larceny figures for transit incidents in each 
county were not available from the TPD for 1982. 

l2Statistical ReEort, Complaints and Arrests, New York City 
Police Department, Offfce of Management Analysis, Crime Analysis 
Section, 1982, December, n.d., pp. 31, 34, 35, and 38. 



1982 ROBBERY 
Ca.tPLAINTS 

N % -

TABLE 2 

ROBBERY INCIDENTS REPORTED 'IO 'IHE 
NEW YORK CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT IN 1982: 

COUNlY OF OCCURRENCE BY LOCATION OF INCIDENT 

COUNTY 

New York Queens Bronx 

N % N % N % -

Citywide 
(Excluding 
Richmond) 

N % 

I 
f-' 

Transit on1y1 2,859 642 842 6,781 7.2% 
o . 

2,438 7.8% 9.0% 4.3% 5.0% I I 

(35.9%) (42.2% ( 9.5%) (12.4%) (100.0%) [18.6 incidents per day] 

Non-Transit2 28,838 92.2 28,895 91.0 14,246 95.7 15,844 95.0 87,82], 92.8 
.! 

(32.9%) (32.9%) (16.2%) (18.0%) (100.0%) [240.6 incidents per day] I 

~-

roTAL COMPLAINTS3 31,276 100.0% 31,754 100.0% 14,888 100.0% 16,686 100.0% 94,604 100.0% 

(33.1%) (33.6%) (15.7%) (17.6%) (100.0%) [259.2 incidents per day] 

1These figures were compiled by the Transit Police Department (TPD) using the reported monthly figures for each ouunty 
for 1982. 

2These figures were calculated by subtracting the transit figures provided by the TPD (See, fn.1) from the total complaint 
figures published by the NYPD (See, fn.3). 

Office of Management Analysis, Crime 

• • -.-- _ .• • • • • • • 
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Kings County, the percentages of both types of crime differed by 

only three percentage points (35.9% of the transit versus 32.9% 

• of the non-transit robberies) .13 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

A. Averase Number of Incidents ~er Day 

There was a combined average of 35. 7 r~ported robbery and 

larceny incidents per day during the 84 days of this study, 

including 18.1 rObbery and 17.6 larceny incidents. 14 New York 

County had the highest average number of both robbery (7.9) and 

larceny (10.0) incidents per day - a combined daily average total 

of 17.9 incidents. (See, Table 1.) It was also the only county 

in which there were more larcenies than robberies. Kings County 

had the next highest number of robbery and larceny incidents -

10.9 per day (6.0 robbery and 4.9 larceny incidents). The 

average combined number of robbery and larceny incidents per day 

in Queens and the Bronx was about equal - 3.4 and 3.5 incidents, 

respectively. An average of 2.0 robberies and 1.4 larcenies 

occurred daily in Queens. In the Bronx, the number of robbery and 

larceny incidents each day averaged 2.2 and 1.3, respectively. 

13Note that the distribution of transit robbery incidents among 
the four c.ounties for all of 1982 differed slightly from that 
found for the sample period. (ComEare, Tables 1 and 2.) 

l4using the figures cited in footnote 1, the combined daily 
average of transit robbery and larceny incidents reported in 1982 
was also 35.7, including 18.6 robbery and 17.2 larceny incidents 
per day, slightly different from the robbery and larceny averages 
found for the 84 days in the sample period. This difference may 
be accounted for by the different criteria used to select each 
group of cases. 
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B. Day of Occurrence 

Reported crime incidents were not evenly distributed 

throughout the week. Figure 1 shows the percentage of robbery and 

larceny incidents occurring on each day of the week, as well as 

the average number of incidents. Among larcenies, the lowest 

average numbers of incidents were on Saturday and Sunday (13.4 

and 9.9 incidents per day, representing 10.9% and 8.0% of all 

larceny incidents, respectively). In contrast, the average 

number of larceny incidents ranged from 16.8 to 21.8 between 

Monday and Friday. 

Transi t robber ies showed a very different pattern: a sub­

stantially higher number of incidents occurred on Fr idays (an 

average of 22.7, 17.9% of all robbery incidents), with the next 

highest average number occurring on Saturdays (19.3). For the 

other days, the average ranged from 15.9 to 18.4. 

Table 3 presents the distr ibution of robbery and larceny 

incidents for 1982 transit and non-transit incidents reported for 

all of New York City15 and for the 84 days included in the 

transit sample by day of occurrence. As with the sample of 

transit robbery incidents, the percentage of robberies citywide, 

where day of occurrence was known, was highest on Friday (17.8%). 

The lowest percentage of these incidents occurred on Sunday 

(10.9%), with percentages for other days ranging from 13.9% to 

14.9%. The distribution of citywide larcenies where day of 

occurrence was known was also similar to that found for the 

sample of transit larcenies. Saturday and Sunday showed the 

lowest percentages of inc idents (12.6% and 9.9% , respectively) 

while those for the other days rcnged from 14.5% (on Tuesday) to 

16.9% (on Friday). 

15 
~, fn. 12, p. 15 0f that report. 
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TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED TO THE 

TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21,1982; 

MAY 1-21,1982; AUGUST 1-21,1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22,1982: 

DAY OF OCCURRENCE 

ROBBERY 

t=1523}, 
GRAND lARCENY 

-
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DAY OF Citywide 
OCCURRENCE Robbery 

N % -
Sunday 9,681 10.9% 

Monday 12,653 14.2 

Tuesday 12,499 14.1 

Wednesday 12,660 14.2 

Thursday 13,253 14.9 

Friday 15,869 17.8 

Saturday 12,333 13.9 

SUB'IOTAL 88,948 100.0% 

Not Available 6,996 

'lOTAL 95,944 

TABLE 3 

ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDEN'lS REPORTED 

'10 THE NEW YORK CITY POLICE DEPARTMENr 1N 1982:1 

DAY OF OCCURRENCE 

(Transit Citywide (Transit 
Rol:bery S9!!!E1e) I:,arceny Larceny SemEle) 

N % N % N % 

206 13.5% 11,435 9.9% 119 8.0% 

207 13.6 17,039 14.7 201 13.6 

221 14.5 16,784 14.5 240 16.2 

194 12.7 17,672 15.3 253 17.1 

191 12.6 18,582 16.1 245 16.6 

272 17.9 19,552 16.9 261 17.6 

232 15.2 14,504 12.6 161 10.9 

1,523 100.0% 115,567 100.0% 1,480 100.0% 

51,141 

166,708 

1Statistica1 ReP9rt, Come1aints and Arrests, New York City Police Department, Office of Management, 
Analysis, Crime Analysis Section, 1982, December, n.d. 7 pp. 31, 34, 35, and 38. Incident data for 
Richmond County ~ere not excluded from the Cit~lide figures. 
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c. Time of Incident 

Figures 2 and 3 show the distribution of crime incidents by 

time of occurrence in two-hour intervals. 16 Transit robbery 

incidents were more evenly distributed throughout the day than 

larcenies. For robberies, the percentage of incidents was lowest 

in the morning rush-hour period: 3.3% of all incidents occurred 

during the period from 6:01 A.M. to 8:00 A-.M. (~, Figure 2.) 

The intervals between 12:01 P.M. and 2:00 A.M. showed little 

variation, with the highest percentage of robberies occurring in 

the evening, between 8:01 P.M. and 10:00 P.M. (11.5% of all 

incidents), and mid-afternoon, between 2:01 P.M. and 4:00 P.M. 

(11.4%) .17 

Overall, almost one half of the 1480 larcenies (45.8%) 

occurred during the afternoon, 12:01 P.M. to 6:00 P.M., with 

nearly a quarter (23.5%) occurring during the evening rush hour 

(between 4:01 P.M. ~nd 6:00 P.M.). (~, Figure 3.)18 Relative­

ly few larceny incidents occurred late at night or early in the 

morning {the periods between 8:01 P.M. and 8:00 A.M.}. The 

percentages of larcenies occur ring dur ing these per iods ranged 

from 2.7% (between 10:01 P.M. and 12:00 midnight) to 5.2% 

(between 4:01 A.M. and 6:00 A.M.). 

16 See , p. 42, infra, for a discussioh of robbery and larceny 
incident rates for two-hour periods based upon subway ridership 
figures for a Wednesday in October 1982. 

17 A similar pat tern was also observed when only the incidents 
occurr ing Monday through Fr iday \"lere examined. (~, Appendix I, 
Figure 1.) 

l8As with robberies, this pattern remained constant when larceny 
incidents which occurred on Saturday and Sunday were excluded. 
(~, Appendix I, Figure 2.) 
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TRANSIT ROBBERY INCIDENTS REPORTED TO THE TRANSIT POLICE 
DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING· FEBRUARY 1-21,1982; MAY 1-21; 1982; 

AUGUST 1-21,1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22,1982: 
TIME OF INCIDENT 

25 . 
PERCENTAGE OF ROBBERY INCIDENTS 

n=1522 * 
20 

15 
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lQ 

n-l74- n .. 175 

n-160 I c 
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TRANSIT GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED TO THE TRANSIT POLICE 
, DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21.1982; MAY 1-21,1982; 

AUGUST 1-21,1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22,1982: 
TIME OF INCIDENT 

25 I PERCENTAGE OF LARCENY INCIDENTS 23.5% n .... 347 

n==1478 * 
20 

'-

15 I- _ .n. ~ :::1 
to 
C ., 
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I ~ n-139 ~ ~ ~ 
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TIME OF INCIDENT 
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D. ~PO Ctime Classification 

In addition to categorizing complaints and arrests according· 

to a general crime category, such as robbery or larceny, the TPD 

divides these crime categories into subgroups according to other 

salient features of the crime incident, such as victim type or 

type of property stolen. These cr ime classes, wh ich appear in 

monthly and yearly crime reports, are used in New York City 

exclusively by the TPD to describe the types of crime incidents 

occurring within the system. 

Table 4 summarizes the TPD crime classifications for the 

incidents in the sample, by county of occurrence. Most of the 

transit robbery incidents (82.8%) were classified by the TPD as 

robberies of passengers,19 with no other single category account­

ing for more than 3.7% of the incidents. The transit larceny 

incidents, however, were more evenly distributed among the crime 

classes used by the TPD. Eighty percent of the larcenies (79.9%) 

fell into fouL' categories: jewelry snatch (23.4%); purse snatch 

(21.6%};20 bag opener (21.0%); and pickpocket (13.9%) .21 

19This category 'is the general passenger robbery category used by 
the TPD for passenger robberies which do not involve or are not 
recorded as a jewelry snatch, the robbery of a student, the 
taking of a school pass, or a bag snatch where injury or a 
mugging occurs. 

20 In general, purse and jewelry snatches are classified by the 
TPD as larcenies (rather than robberies) when the force used is 
directed at the property (rather than against the person) of the 
victim. 

21 Bag opener and pickpocket larcenies differ from purse and 
jewelry snatches because they involve stealth, not force. 
According to the TPD, a bag opener larceny usually occurs when a 
bag is hanging off the arm or shoulder of the victim (and is 
already open or is opened by the perpetrator)· and property is 
removed from it. A pickpocket larceny usually occurs when the 
victim is bumped and property is removed from that person's 
pocket. 

• 
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• 

• 
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TABLE 4 

TRANSIT ROBBERY P..ND GRAND LARCENY INCIDEN'IS REPORTED 'IO '!HE • TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT AS oCC~IG FEBRUA-~Y 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; 
AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 1982: 

COm..1IJ."Y BY TPD CRIME CLASSIFICATION 

• COUNTY 

TPD CRIME 
CLASSIFICATION 1S,:ings New York Queens Bronx 'IDI'AL· 

• ROBBERY N % N % N % N % N % - - - -
passenger1 408 80.2% 560 84.6% 138 83.2% 155 83.3% 1261 82.8% 
Jewelry Snatch 26 5.1 24 3.6 3 1.8 3 1.6 56 3.7 

Student 22 4.3 14 2.1 13 7.8 6 3.2 55 3.6 

• TA Property 24 4.7 19 2.9 2 1.2 5 2.7 50 3.3 
Other Type2 9 1.8 17 2.6 6 3.6 14 7.5 46 3.0 

Bag Snatch W/lnjury 4 0.8 20 3.0 3 1.8 2 1.1 29 1.9 

Bag Snatch Mugging 16 3.1 8 1.2 1 0.6 1 ~.5 26 1.7 

- --
'IDrAL ROBBERY 509 100.0% 662 Hl0.0% 166 100.0% 186 100.0% 1523 100.0% 

LARCENY 

• Jewelry Snatch 163 39.1% 140 16.7% 23 19.5% 21 19.6% 347 23.4% 

Purse Snatch 116 27.8 157 18.8 23 19.5 24 22.4 320 21.6 

Bag Opener 25 6.0 260 31.0 17 14.4 9 8.4 311 21.0 

Pickpocket 33 7.9 140 16.7 17 14.4 15 14.0 205 13.9 

• Lush Worker 46 11.0 59 7.0 31 26.3 19 17.8 155 10.5 

Other 'JYpe 
3 

34 8.2 82 9.8 7 5.9 19 17.8 142 9.6 

- --
I. 'IDI'AL LARCENY 417 100.0% 838 100.0% 118 100.0% 107 100.0% 1480 100.0% 

1This category is the general passenger robbery category used by the TPD for passenger 
robberies which do not involve a jewelry snatch, the robbery of a student, ~he taking 

• of a school pass, or a bag snatch where injury or a mugging occur.s. 

2Inc1udes robberies classified by the TPD as the taking of a school pass, the robbery 
of a concession stand, or a robbery not falling into one of the designated classes. 

3Includes larcenies classified by the TPD as a hat snatch, a larceny involving 

• TA property, or a larceny not falling into one of the designated classes. 
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When incidents were analyzed by the county of occurrence of 

the incident, some differences among the larceny crime categories 

appeared. For instance, Kings County had disproportionately 

higher percentages of bot~ jewelry and purse snatches (39.1% and 

27.8% of the incidents in that county, respectively) while the 

percentage of incidents classified as bag opener larcenies was 

low in both Kings and Bronx Counties (6.0% and 8.4%, 

respectively) and high in New York County (31.0%). The 

percentage of larcenies classified as lush worker 22 incidents was 

high in Queens County (26.3%) both in comparison to other types 

of crime classifications in that county and to the percentage of 

lush worker incidents found within the other counties. 23 

As Table 5 shows, when larceny incident cr ime categor ies 

were separated into four six-hour periods according to the time 

of occurrence of the incident, the distribution of incident types 

differed by time of day. While 45.8% of all larcenies occurred 

b~tween 12:01 P~M. and 6:00 P~M., there were even higher percent­

ages of jewelry snatch and bag opener larceny incidents in this 
I 

period (56.8% and 58.7%, respectively). Purse snatches occurred 

disproportionately between 6:01 P.M. and 12:00 midnight (28.4% of 

these incidents compared to 18.8% for all larcenies). Two thirds 

of the lush worker larcenies (67.5%) occurred between 12:01 A~Mo 

and 6:00 A.M., although this time period accounted for only 13.5% 

of all larcenies. 

In addition, as Table 6 illustrates, when larceny crime 

classifications were analyzed by day of the week, the weekend 

days showed different distributions of crime classes than week-

22A l~lush worker ll larceny usually refers to the taking of 
property from the person of an intoxicated or sleeping person. 
It does not necessarily involve a vagrant. See, Table 11, where 
the value of the property taken dur ing these larcenies is 
presented. 

23 See, p. 69, infra, for a discussion of the effect of this high 
percentage of lush- worker larcenies in Queens on the clearance 
rate found for incidents occurring on trains there. 
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• • • • • • • • TABLE 5 

TRANSIT GRAND lARCENY INCIDENTS REPORl'ED 'IO 'lHE TRANSIT ·POLICE DEPAR'IMENT AS OCCURRING 
FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUsr 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 1982: 

TPD CRIME CLASSIFICATION BY TiME OF INCIDENT 

TPD CRIME CLASSIFCATION 

Jewelry Purse Lush 

• 

Snatch Snatch Ba9 0l2.ener PickE£cket Worker 
1 

Other ~ 

: TIME OF INCIDENT N % N % N % N % N % N % - - - - -
. 12:01 - 6:00 A.M. 15 4.3% 25 7.8% 3· 1.0% 25 12.2% 104 67.5% 27 19.0% 

6:01 - 12:00 Noon 82 23.6 65 20.3 68 21.9 54 26.3 23 14.9 32 22.5 

: 12:01 - 6:00 P.M. 197 56.8 139 43.4 182 58.7 94 45.9 9 5.9 56 39.5 

6:01 - 12:00 Midnight 53 15.3 91 2804 57 18.4 32 15.6 18 11.7 27 19.0 

SUB'lUl2\L 347 100.0% 320 100.0% 310 100.0% 205 Ul0.0% 154 100.0% 142 100.0% 

Not Available 1 1 

• 

'IOTAL 

N .! 
199 13.5% , 

324 21.9 

677 45.8 , 

278 18.8 

1478 100.0% 

2 

I 

1480 
N: 

'lUl2\L 347 320 311 205 155 142 

(23.4%) (21.6%) (21.0%) (13.9%) (10.5%) (9.6%) (100.0%) 

lIncludes larcenies classified h¥ the TPD as a hat snatch, a larceny involving TA property, or a larceny not falling into 
one of the designated classes. 

I-' 
I 
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TABLE 6 

'lRANSIT GRAND LARCENY INCIDEN'lS REPOR'l'ED 'IO ',mE TRANSIT 
POLICE OEPARTMENl' AS OCCURRIOO FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; 

MAY 1-21, 1982; AOOUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IDBER 2-22, 1982: 

DAY OF OCCURRENCE BY TPD CRIME CLASSIFICATION 

~ OF OCCURRENCE 

TPD CRIME Sunday r-tonday Tuesda~ Wednesda~ 'nlUrsda~ Frida:t Saturda:t 'IDI'AL 
CLASSIFlCATICN !! % !! % !! ! !! ! !! ! !! ! !! ! N % 

Jewelry Snatch 19 16.3% 53 24.9% 66 27.5% 57 22.5% 62 25.3% 64 24.5% 29 18.3% 347 23.4% 
Purse Snatch 31 26.1 45 22.4 47 19.6 56 22.2 41 16.7 54 23.7 46 28.6 321] 21.6 

Bag Opener 6 5.3 39 19.4 46 19.2 69 23.7 70 28.6 70 26.8 20 12.4 311 21.8 

Pickpocket 11 9.2 27 13.4 48 23.3 44 17.4 35 14.3 33 11.5 HI 6.2 235 13.9 

Lush WOrker 41 34.5 14 7.0 14 5.6 14 5.5 16 6.5 17 6.5 39 24.2 155 13.5 

Other 'IYPel 
-1l ~ ~ ..1b1. ..l2. -.l:.2. ...B. ...Jh1. A-M 26 .1!:.! 17 13.6 142 9.6 ----

'IDI'AL 119 133.3% 231 133.0% 240 130.0¥. 253 109.0% 245 Hm.0% 261 HI0.3% 161 130.0% 1480 100.0% 

lInc1udes larcenies classified ~ the TPD as a hat snatch, a larceny involving TA property, or a larceny not falling into one of the 
designated classes. 

• '. .' . • • • • • (t 
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days. For instance, weekend days had lower percentages of 

jewelry snatch and bag opener larcenies than weekdays. The 

opposi te was true for lush worker and 

Jewelry snatches accounted foi less than 

incidents on Saturday (18.0%) and 

purse. snatch larcenies. 

one fifth of the larceny 

Sunday (16.0%). The 

percentages of bag opener larcenies on these days were even lower 

(12.4% on Saturday and 5.0% on Sunday). Dur ing the week, the 

percentages of these larcenies were relatively high, ranging from 

22.5% on Wednesday to 27.5% on Tuesday for jewelry snatches and 

from 19.2% on Tuesday to 28.6% on Thursday for bag opener 

larcenies. 

Lush worker larcenies accounted for 34.5% of the larcenies 

• on Sunday and 24.2% of those on Saturday, but only 5.5% to 7.0% 

of those occurring during the week. The weekday-weekend differ­

ences were less str;iking for purse snatch larcenies. This 

classification accounted for 26.1% of the larcenies which 

occurred on Sunday' and 28.6% of those on Saturday, while the 

weekday percentages ranged from 16.7% on Thursday to 22.4% on 
24 Monday. The preponderance of lush worker incidents occurring 

in the early morning and the high proportion of these incidents 

• on the weekend is possibly a result of the greater numbers of 

intoxicated and sleeping persons on trains or within the subway 

system at these times. The relatively high percentage of bag 

opener larcenies which occurred during the week, and from 12:01 

• P.M. to 6:00 P.M., may reflect the difficulty of performing this 

stealthful larceny when the system is less crowded. 

• 

• 

• 

24See , p.56, infra, for a discussion of the effect this pattern 
of -OCcurrence of certain cr ime classes on certain days of the 
week appears to have had on the daily clearance rates for 
larcenies. 
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E. Crime Location 

Over one half (54.7%) of the transit larceny incidents 

reported to the TPD during the sample periods occurred on a 

train, and one fifth (19.6%) occurred on the platform. (~, 

Table 7.) Few larceny incidents occurred on a passageway or ramp 

or "other" location. Of the transit robbery incidents from the 

same periods, however, less than one third (30.9%) occurred on 

the train, while stairways and platforms together accounted for 

almost half of the reported transit robbery locations (24.4% and 

24.2%, respectively). There were few differences among the 

counties in the distribution of incidents according to crime 

location. Compared to the other counties, New York County 

robberies had the lowest percentage occurring on a train (24.9%) 

and th~ highest percentage on a stairway (29.9% of the county's 

robbery incidents). A similar pattern was observed for 

larcenies. For both robber ies and larcenies, Queens incidents 

most often occurred on a t~ain (41.0% and 65.3%, respectively). 

With the exception of lush worker and "other" incidents, the 

distribution of locations across all of the larceny crime types 

paralleled the distribution noted above for all larceny in­

c idents. (ill, Table 8.) Almost all of the 155 lush worker 

incidents (97.4%) occurred on a train or platform (77.4% and 

20.0%, respectively). 25 "Other" larcenies were most likely to 

occur. on a mezzanine {24.6% compared with 11.0% of all 

larcenies).26 A~ong all 1480 reported transit larcenies for this 

period, almost one fourth (22.6%) involved jewelry or purse 

snatches on a train. 

25 por Queens County, 35.1% of all train incidents were lush 
worker larcenies compared to between 9.1% (New York) and 27.7% 
(Bronx) for the other three counties. (These data do not appear 
in any of the tables presented in this report.) ~,p. 69, 
infra, for a discussion of the effect this high percentage of 
lush worker larcenies appears to have had on the train clearance 
rate in Queens •. 

260f the 35 "other" larcenies which occurred on a mezzanine, 8 
were larcenies involving TA property and 27 were larcenies not 
falling into one of the designated classes. (These data do not 
appear in any of the tables presented in this report.) 

.. 
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TABLE 7 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDEN'IS REPORTED 'IO '!HE 
TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; 

AtxIDST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 1982: 

COUNTY BY CRIME IDCATION 

COUNTY 

CRIME lOCATION Kin9,s New York Queens Bronx 'IOTAL 

ROBBERY N % N % N % N % N % - -
Train 174 34.2% 165 24.9% 68 41.0% 63 33.9% 470 30.9% 
Stairway 107 21.0 198 29.9 32 19.3 35 18.8 372 24.4 
Platform 133 26.1 ~ 147 22.2 38 22.9 51 27.4 369 24.2 
Mezzanine 65 12.8 76 11.5 19 11.4 26 14.0 186 12.2 

Token Booth 23 4.5 19 2.9 1 0.6 5 2.7 48 3.2 
Passageway/Rarnp 2 0.4 38 5.7 3 1.8 3 1.6 46 3.0 

Other Location1 5 1.0 19 2.9 5 3.0 3 1.6 32 2.1 

'IOTAL ROBBERY 509 100.0% 662 100.0% 166 100.0% 186 100.0% 1523 100.0% 

LARCENY 

Train 239 57.3% 429 51.2% 77 65.3% 65 60.7% 810 54.7% 
Stairway 40 9.6 119 14.2 8 6.8 13 12.1 180 12.2 

Platform 85 20.4 169 20.2 20 16.9 16 15.0 290 19.6 
Mezzanine 40 9.6 104 12.4 8 6.8 11 10.3 163 11.0 

Passageway/Ramp 7 1.7 11 1.3 2 1.7 2 1.9 22 1.5 • Other Location 1 
6 1.4 6 0.7 3 2.5 15 1.0 

- g 

'IOTAL LARCENY 417 100.0% 838 100.0% 118 100.0% 107 100.0% 1480 HH3.0% 

ROBBERY AND. • LARCENY 
Train 413 44.6% 594 39.6% 145 51.0% 128 43.7% 1280 42.6% 
Stairway 147 15.9 317 21.1 . 40 14.1 48 16.4 552 18.4 

Platform 218 23.5 316 2l.1 58 20.4 67 22.9 659 2l.9 

• .Mezzanine 105 11.3 180 12.0 27 9.5 37 12.6 349 11.6 

Token Booth 23 2.5 19 1.3 1 0.4 5 1.7 48 1.6 

Passageway/Ramp 9 1.0 49 3.2 5 1.8 5 ' .7 68 2.3 

Other Location1 11 1.2 25 1.7 8 2.8 3 1.0 47 1.6 

• 
'IOTAL ROBBEffi: 

AND IARCENY 926 100.0% 1500 100.0% 284 100.0% 293 100.0% 3003 100.0% 

1Inc1udes locations classified by the TPD as a toilet or a location not falling into 

• one of the designated classes. 
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CRIME IDCA:L'ION 

Train 
Platform 
StaiJ:way 

Mezzanine 
Passageway/Ramp 
Other Location2 

rorAL 

TABLE 8 

TRANSIT GRAND IARCENY rnCIDENTS REPORTED '10 'IHE 'lRANSIT roLICE DEPAR'IMENT lIS OCCURRING 
FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

TPD CRIME CUlSSIFICATION BY CRIME IDCATION 

TPD CRIME CLASSIFICATICN 

Jewelry Purse Lush 
Snatch ~ Bag QEener Pickl?2Eket ~ Other ~~ -
N 1 !! ]. !! 1 !! 1. !! ! !! 1 

189 54.5% 145 45.3% 18~ 58.5% 125 61.0% 123 77.4% 49 34.5% 

71 23.4 63 19.7 51 16.4 38 18.5 31 20.0 36 25.4 

41 11.8 49 15.3 50 16.1 21 10.2 1 'L6 18 12.7 

35 10.1 51 16.0 25 8.0 16 7.6 1 0.6 35 24.6 

6 2.3 10 3.1 2 0.7 2 1.0 

3 0.9 2 0.6 1 0.3 3 1.5 2 1.3 4 2.8 

347 100.0% 320 100.0% 311 Hl0.0% 205 100.0% 155 100.0% 142 H"'.0% 

~ 

!! .1 

810 54.7% 

.290 19.6 
180 12.2 

163 11.0 
22 1.5 

15 !l.0 

1480 1~0.0% 

lIncludes larcenies classified by the TPD as a hat snatch, a larceny involving TA property, or a larceny not falling into 
one of. the designated classes. 

2Includes locations classified by the TPD as a toilet or a location not falling into one of the designated classes. 

• ..... -'. • 
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Table 9 shows the distribution of crime incident locations 

by the time of the incident. With the exception of robberies at 

token booths and passageways or ramps, the time of occurrence of 

the incident did not vary great] y for either robber ies or lar­

cenies when crime locations were examined separately. Token 

booth robberies occurred most frequently between 12:01 A.M. and 

6:00 A.M. (43.7%) and least frequently between 6:01 A.M. and 

l2~00 noon (12.5%) and between 12:01 P.M. and 6:00 P.M. (18.7%). 

At all other locations, the highest percentages of robbery inci­

dents occurred either between 12:01 P.M. and 6:00 P.M. or between 

6:01 P.M. and 12:00 midnight. Robbery incidents v.lhich occurred 

on a passageway or ramp had the lowest percentage of incidents 

(8.7%) between 12:01 A.M. and 6:00 A.M. The highest percentage 

of larcenies at all locations occurred between 12: 01 P.M. and 

6:00 P.M., ranging from 44.1% (platform larcenies) to 53.3% 

(larcenies at other locations). Larcenies which occurred in a 

passageway or ramp, stairway, or mezzanine were least likely to 

occur between 12:01 A.M. and 6:00 A.M. (4.6%,8.3%, and 8.6%, 

respectively) • 

F • 

"Weapon," as defined by the TPD, included those instruments 

commonly considered as weapons (such as guns and knives) and also 

bodily force. A weapon may have been reported in connection with 

a cr ime inc ident if it was used in the cr ime or recovered from 

e the person arrested (if there was an arrest). As noted above,27 

a robbery involves the ·~theft. (or attempted theft) of property 

• 

• 

• 

where some kind of force (including a weapon) was used or 

threatened against someone. A larceny is also a theft of 

property and may involve a weapon if it was directed against the 

property and not against a person. 

27 See p. 5, sUEra. 



TABLE 9 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AID GFAND LARCENY INCIDEN'IS REPOR'lED '10 'lilE TAANSIT POLICE DEPAR'IMENT 
AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

CRIl-1E IIJCATICN BY TIME OF INCIDENT 

CRIME IIJCATIQ!! 

Passageway/ Other 2 
'l'IME OF INCIDENT Train Stairway &llif!!! Mezzanine Token Booth !!<!mE Location 1'Q!1lli 
ROBBERY !i % N % N ! N % !i ! !! ! !! .!. !! .!. 
12:01- 6:00 A.M. 124 26.4% 62 16.7% 91 24.7% 41 22.2% 21 43.7% 4 8.1% 4 12.5% 347 22.8% 

6:01-12:00 Noon 65 13.8 49 13.2 41 n.l 22 n.9 6 12.5 8 17.4 7 21.9 198 13.0 
12:01- 6:00 P.M. 137 29.2 133 35.7 124 33.6 69 37.3 9 18.7 18 39.1 11 34.4 501 32.9 

6:01-12:00 Midnight 144 30.6 128 34.4 113 30.6 53 28.6 12 25.0 16 34.8 10 31.2 476 31.3 ~: .. ;.,'." 

SUB'IDrAL 470 H!0.0% 372 101:1.0% 369 100.0% 185 100.0% 48 100.0% 46 100.0% 32 100.0% 1522 HI0.0% 
Not Available 1 1 

'IDl'AL ROBBERY 470 372 369 186 48 46 32 1523 
LARCENY 
12:01- 6:00 A.M. 121 14.9% 15 a.3%. 46 16.0% 14 a.6% 1 4.6% 2 13.3% 199 13.5% 

6:01-12:00 Noon 188 23.2 32 17.8 55 19.1 41 25.1 5 22.7 3 20.0 324 21.9 I 
N 
00 

12:01- 6:00 P.M. 362 44.7 95 52.8 127 44.1 74 45.4 11 Sill ... 8 53.3 677 45.a I 

6:01-12:00 Midnight 139 17.2 38 21.1 60 20.8 34 20.9 5 22.7 2 13.3 278 18.8 

SUB'IOTAL a10 100.0% 180 100.0% 288 Hl0.0% 163 100.0% 22 100.0% 15 100.0% 1478 100.0% 
Not Available 2 2 

,: •• /' : ••• ~.~ I 

'.ID.l'AL IARCENY 810 180 290 163 22 15 1480 

lIncludes ~ocations classified ~ the TPD as a toilet or a location not falling into one of the designated classes. 

.:~- ;":. ~ ;' . 

• • -. , .. 
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Weapons were reported for 1508 of the 1523 robbery incidents 

(99.0%). (~, Table l0.) Almost half (47.9%) of these 1508 

robber ies reported II fist" (or bodily force) as the weapon 0_ In 

addition, gun and "alleged gun,,28 accounted for 24.4% (17.6% and 

6.8%, respectively) of the weapons used in the robberies. Over 

one fifth (22.1%) of the robberies where a weapon was reported 

involved a knife. When the type of weapon reported was examined 

separately by the county of occurrence of the robbery incident, 

Bronx County had the lowest percentage of incidents with bodily 

force ("fist") as the weapon reported (39.7%). Use or possession 

of a knife or gun accounted for a higher proportion of the Bronx 

County robberies (47.8%) than in any other county (41.6%, 38.4%, 

and 37.7% in Queens, New York, and Kings Counties, respectively). 

Only 57 of 1480 larceny incidents in the sample (3.9%) 

reported a weapon. Over five sixths (84.2%) of these weapons 

were knives (or other cutting instruments) .29 Knives are 

sometimes used in larcenies to cut purse or bag straps or the 

pocket of someone asleep on a train. 

28An "alleged gun" is recorded by the TPD as the weapon if the 
perpetrator claims to have a gun or simulates a gun by, for 
example, placing a hand in a pocket. 

29See , pp.62-67, infra, for a discussion of the clearance rates 
among lush worker larcenies, the TPD classification into which 
the majority of these larcenies with weapons fell, and p.72, 
infra, for a discussion of the clearance rates among the lar­
cenies with a weapon. 
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TABLE 113 

TRANSIT roBBERY INCIDENTS REPORl'ED 'IO 'mE TRANSIT OOLICE DEPARTMENT 
AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUsr 1-21, 1982; 

OR OCIDBER 2-22, 1982: 

COUNTY BY WEAPCN TYPE 

COUNTY -
New York Queen~ Bronx 'lOTAL 

WEAPCN TYPE N % N % N % N %. N % - - - - -
Fist1 254 50.4% 312 47.7% 84 513.6% 73 39.7% 723 47.9% 

Knife 87 17.3 150 23.13 46 27.7 513 27.2 333 22.1 

Gun 1133 20.4 1131 15.4 23 13.9 38 20.6 265 17.6 

Alleged Gun 35 6.9 47 7.2 8 4.8 12 6.5 102 6.8 
2 

-1i 5.0 ...M 6.7 5 3.13 11 6.0 85 5.6 Other Type _. -
SUB'lOTAL 504 11313.13% 654 1013.0% 166 11313,13% 184 11313 .. 0% 1508 1130.13% 

Not Available 5 8 2 --1d -
'IDl'AL ROBBERY 5139 662 166 186 1523 

lIncludes all types of bodily force. 

2Inc1udes weapons classfied qy the TPD as a blunt instrument (42), toy gun (13), poison or chemical (113), 
or a weapon not falling into one of the desjgnated classes (213). 

NOTE: Of the 14813 larceny incidents, 57 cases reported a weapon. Weapons included among these 57 cases 
are: knife (48), fist (4), gun (I}., alleged gun (1), toy gun (1), and a weapon not falling into one of 
the designated classes (2). 

• .... -. • • • • • 
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G. Value of Pro}2erty Take.!:! 

For almost three fourths of both the robbery and the larceny 

inc idents (73.7 % and 74.1%, respect i vely) , some dollar value of 

the property stolen in connection with the incident was reported 

to the TPD. 30 (See, Table 11.) Overall, the d ~.str ibu tion of 

stol~n property values was similar for robberies and larcenies. 

The percentage of incidents in three value categories ($5.00 to 

$49.99, $50.00 to $199.99, and $200.00 and over) ranged only from 

30.6% to 33.7% for robberies but from 27.9% to 36.8% for 
. 31' 

larcen~es. 

For some larceny crime classes, the percentage of incidents 

in the three highest cash value categories varied from the 

• distribution found for all larceny incidents. For instance, for 

62.5% of the incidents classified as a larceny jewelry snatch 

where some value of property taken was recorded, the property was 

reported to be worth $200.&0 or more. Purse snatch, bag opener, 

and pickpocket incidents had the smallest percentages of inci­

dents in the $200.00-or-more category (18.3%, 19.2%, and 22.6%, 

respectively) • Lush worker larcenies ·were nearly evenly split 

among the three highest property value categor ies, while purse 

• snatch and bag opener larcenies were more heavily concentrated in 

the $5.00-to-$49.99 and $50.00-to-$199.00 categories. 

• 
30rncluded among the incidents for which the value of property 
stolen was not available were incidents where the value of the 
property was not known or not recorded and incidents where no 
property was taken. (See, p. 72, infra, for a discussion of the 

• variability of the clearance rates among both robberies and 
larcenies for each of the five value categories, especially the 
~value not available" category.) 

3lThe TPD provided data to CJA on the value of property taken in 
the categories presented in Table 11. Because a mean or median 

• would not accurately reflect the distribution of values for cases 
within each category, neither of these averages was calculated 
for these data. 

• 
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VALUE OF 
POOPERI'Y' S'IDLEN 

$1.IU'·"$4.99 

$5.00-$49.99 

$50.00-$199.99 

$200.00 and"Over 

SUB'IOTAL 

Not Availab1e2 

'IDlAL 

TABLE 11 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRl\NJ) U\RCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED 'IO 'lUE 'rnANSIT POLICE DF..PAR'IMENT AS OCCURRING 
FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

TPD CRIME CLASSIFICATICN BY VALUE OF POOPER'IY S'IOLEN 

TPD CRIME CLASSIFICATIOO 

LARCENY 

Jewelry Purse Lush 
Other ~1 ROBBERY Snatch Snatch Bag Deener PickE2,cket ~E. ---

!! ! !! ! !! ! !i ! !! ! !! ! !i ! 

39 3.5% 2 0.7% 7 2.8% 4 1. 7% 7 4.9% 1 1.8% 3 3.0% 

343 30.6 16 5.9 93 37.1 84 35.9 50 35.2 29 29.6 34 34.0 

378 33.7 84 30.9 105 41.8 un 43.2 53 37.3 37 37.8 24 24.8 

362 32.2 170' 62.5 46 18.3 45 19.2 32 22.6 31 31.6 39 39.0 

U22 Hl0.0% 272 100.0% 251 100.0% 234 1013.0% 142 100.0% 98 1013.0% Hl0 100.0% 
401 75 69 77 63 57 42 

1523 347 320 311 2135 155 142 

LARCENY 

~ 

!! ! 

24 2.2% 

306 27.9 

404 36.8 

363 33.1 

Hl97 100.0% 
383 

1480 

1Inc1udes larcenies classified by the TPD as a hat snatch, a larceny involving TA property, or a larceny not falling into one of the designated 
classes. 

2Inc1udes incidents where no property was taken and where the value of the property taken was not available or not recorded • 

• ••• • •• • • • • ~ 

ROBBERY AND 
LARCENY 
~ 

!! ! 

63 2.8% 

649 29.3 

782 35.2 
725 32.7 

2219 100.0% 
784 

3003 

I w 
N 
I 
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H. ~and Sex of Com£lainant .. 

Table 12 shows the age and sex of complainants (or victims) 

for all robbery and larceny incidents. 32 More robbery complain­

ants tended to be in the youngest age categor ies than larceny 

complainants - 18.4% of the robbery complainants were under 20 as 

compared to only 6.4% of the larceny complainants. On average, 

larceny complainants were older than robbery complainants: for 

robbery incidents, the 3verage (or mean) complainant age was 34.9 

yearsi the median age was 30.3 years.33 The mean complainant age 

for larceny incidents was 2.4 years higher (37.3 years) and the 

median complainant age was 2.9 years higher (3302 years). The 

most common age categories for both types of incidents were 20 to 

29 years and 30 to 39 years (28.5% and 19.5% of the robberies and 

32.9% and 23.0% of the larcenies, respectively). Complainants 50 

years or older comprised 21.8% of the robbery and 23.6% of the 

larceny victims. 

32The age and sex of the "complainant" was that of the victim of 
the crime. If someone other than the victim reported the 
crime, the age and sex of the victim may not have been recorded 
(and, thus, would be "not available"). If a police officer was 
the victim of the crime, his or her age should have been 
recorded. If there was more than one complainant (or victim) 
involved in the incident, only the age and sex of the first 
complainant listed on the TP4 form was recorded in the TPD 
computer system for that incident. 

33 A mean is an average calculated by adding all non-missing 
values for a variable together and dividing this sum by the 
number of cases with non-missing values. A median is based 
upon the frequency distr ibution of non-missing values. It is 
the value which cuts the distribution in half - one half of the 
cases have higher values and one half have lower values. 
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SEX OF 
CCMPIAINANT 

ROBBERY 

Male 

Female 

SOB'IDI'AL 

Not Available 

'!OrAL ROBBERY 

LARCENY 

Male 

Female 

SUB'IDI'AL 

Not Available 

'IOI'AL LARCENY 

,:. 

TABLE 12 

TRANSIT roBBERY AND GRAND Ll\RCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED '10 '!lIE mANSIT OOLICE DEPAR1MENT lIS OCCURRING 
FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AOOUsr 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 1982: 

AGE ~)F COMPIAINANl' BY SEX OF CCMP~ 

AGE OF COMPL1\INANT 

Under OVer 
16 yrs. 16-19 yrs. 211-29 yrs. '3f1-39 yrs. 411-49 Y.['s •. 511-59 y'l;s. !t9 yrs. 

N i !!. ! N 1 !! % !i ~i !! i R 1 
82 9f1.1% 127 71.3% 287 69.2% 191 67:3% 116 67'.4% 126 72.8% lIf1 75.9% 

9 9.9 5+ 28.7 128 3f1.8 93 32.7 56 32.6 47 27.2 35 24.1 

--
91 111"."% 178 H1II.II% 415 100.11% 284 Ifla.II% 172 10"."% 173 Ill" • Ill, 145 111".11% 

91 178 415 284 172 173 ' 145 

'(5.2%) (12.2%) (28.5%) (19~5%) (11.8%) (11.9%) (9.9%) 

III 58.0% 26 37.7% 137 3".6% 90 28.8% 65 34.£1% 56 35."% 89 55.6% 

7 41.2 43 62.3 31" 69.4 223 71.2 126 66." HJ4 65." 71 44.4 

--
17 1110.0% 69 11HJ.fI% 447 U'".0% 313 10f1.0% 191 lIl".0% 160 HHl.fI% 160 UII.fI%, 

-'-
17 69 447 313 191 16f1 16" 

(1.3%) (5.1%) (32.9%) (23.11\\) (14.1%) 01.8%) (11.8%) 

l~e age and sex of the llcompl~inant" was that of the victim of the crime. 

• .•... 
. .. .... ~ ..• • • • • 

.... :. 
Not 
Available 'lOTAL 

N !! .! 
34 If173 71.2% 

16 435 28.8 

.-- -
511 15118 1""."% 

15 15 

65 1523 

(1""."%) 

(AGE: SUBIDrAL, N=1458) 

24 497 34.3% I w 
.t:. 

66 95f1 65.7 I 

9f1 144'1 l"~.II% 

33 33 

123 14811 

(100.11%) 

(AGE SOB'IUl'AL, N=1357) 

• .' 
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There were considerable differences in the proportions of 

male and female robbery and larceny complainants, generally and 

among age groups. Victims of robbery incidents were most often 

male (71.2%), while female complainants were more prevalent among 

larcenies (65.7% of these incidents). When complainant age was 

examined by complainant sex, for both robberies and larcenies, 

differences among the age groups appeared the greatest for the 

youngest and oldest age categor ies. For instance, males com­

pr ised 90.1% of the robbery complainants under 16 years of age 

but no more than 75.9% for any other age category. For lar­

cenies, the pattern found in the middle age categories, 16 to 59 

years (where over two thirds - 68.3% - of the victims were 

female), w·as nearly the reverse of that found for complainants 

under 16 years (58.8% male) or over 59 years (55.6% male). 

As Table 13 illustrates, the sex of the larceny complainant 

varied greatl~ depending upon the type of crime incident report­

ed. Bag opener, purse snatch, and jewelry snatch larcenies 

overwhelmingly involved female complainants (96.7 %, 86.7%, and 

7932%, respectively) while lush worker and pickpocket larcenies 

• most oft.en involved male complainants (87.1% and 83.4%, respec­

tively). Larcenies classified as "other" were more evenly split 

among male and female complainants (56.8% and 43.2%, respec­

tively) than any other crime class. 34 

• 

• 

• 

• 

34Among the "other" larcenies where the sex 
was recorded, male complainants were reported 
miscellaneous larcenies, 7(.0% of the 25 hat 
of the 5 larcenies involving TA property. 
appear in any table in this report.) 

of the complainant 
for 50.0% of the 88 
snatches, and 80.0% 
(These data do not 



SEX OF 
COMPLAlNANI' 

Male 

Female 

SUB'IDI'AL 

TABLE 13 

TRANSIT GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORl'ED '10 '!HE 
TRANSIT POLICE DEPAR'lMENl' AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; 

AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'lOBER 2-22, 1982: 

TPD CRIME CLASSIFICATION BY SEX OF COMPLAINANT 

TOP CRIr-m CLASSIFlCA'ION 

Jewelry Snatch Purse Snatch Bag, QEener ,PickE2cket Lush Worker 

N % N % N % N % N % - -
72 20.8% 42 13.3% 10 3.3% 171 83.4% 135 87.1% 

274 79.2 274 86.7 297 96.7 34 16.6 20 12.9 

- . 
346 100.0% 316 100.0% 307 100.0% 205 100.0% 155 100.0% 

Not Available 1 4 4 

'IOTAL 347 320 311 205 155 

Other ~- 'lOTAL 

Ii .1 N. .! 

67 56.8% 497 34.3% 

51 43.2 950 65.7 

--
118 100.0% 1447 100.0% 

24 33 

142 1480 

lIncludes larcenies classified qy the TPD as a hat snatch, a larceny involving TA property, or a larceny not 
falling into-one of the designated classes. 

• • , -e-" ••• • • • • 4 

I w 
0'1 
I 



• 

• 

• 

• 

-37-

III. INCIDENT RATES 

In the previous section, the numbers and types of robbery 

and larceny incidents have been enumerated and described. While 

analyses of these data uncovered some interesting patterns of 

crime incidents, they provide, by themselves, an incomplete -

picture of subway crime and need to be placed in the larger 

perspective of the number of potential crime victims and the 

likelihood of victimization. For example, the findings in 

Section II that fewer larceny incidents occurred late at night 

and early in the morning or on weekends may simply reflect lower 

ridership at those times and thus fewer potential viet ims, not 

that the subways are "safer" during those times. In this 

• . section, we present an analysis of incident rates, taking into 

account the number of passengers. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

A. SamEle Time Periods 

The New York City Transit Authority (TA) provided CJA with 

system-wide turnstile registration figures for each day of the 

four three-week periods examined in this component of the 

study.35 Total passenger registration volume varied slightly 

among the four periods examined (~, Table 14) as did the total 

35These turnstile registration figures do not reflect persons who 
entered the system illegally or with a valid pass. In addition, 
passenger registration, by definition, can only record the point 
at which a person enters the subway system. Although certain 
patterns of entrance and egress may be assumed to be fairly 

. constant, these patterns are not easily translated into exact 
times and locations. For instance, while during the week a 
person may tend to leave the system in the morning at the same 
station where he or she enters in the evening, there is no way to 
determine from passenger registration either the amount of time 
the person was on the system or the route taken. Therefore, when 
this measure is used to determine the number of people in the 
subway system at a particular time or at a particular location, 
it is necessarily only a rough estimate of the number of persons 
present. There are no available data on the number of passengers 
in and around stations and trains at any given time. 
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TABLE 14 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AID GRAm IJ\RCENY INCIDENTS REl'ORTED '10 THE TRANSIT POLICE DEPAR'lMENr 
AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AlX;UST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'1OBER 2-22, 1982: 

WEEKDAY AND WEEKEND !NCIDEN!' RATES PER MILLICN PASSENGERS 

WEEK~YS WEEKENDI 'IDtAL.( ALL DAYS 

'IDl'AL 'lUl'AL 'lUl'AL 
NUMBm OF PASSENGER 3 INCIDENT NUMBER OF2 PASSENGER atf3 INCIDEm' NUMBER OF PASSENGER INCIDENT 

ROBBERY INCIDENTS2 REGISTRATION ~ ,!NCIDENTS REGISTRATI ~ INCIDENTS2 REGISTRATlool ~ 

Feb. 1-21, 1982 289 46,735,347 6.2 134 6,659,509 20.1 423 53,394,856 7.9 
May 1-21, 1982 259 48,769,232 5.3 101:1 7,295,898 13.7 359 56,065,131:1 6.4 
Aug. 1-21, 1982 286 45,539,379 6.3 118 6,773,451 17.4 41:14 52,312,831:1 7.7 
Oct. 2-22, 1982 ..1ll 48[258(835 hl .J!§. 7[1:153(068 lid 337 55,311(903 hl 

'lUl'AL roBBERY 1085 189,302,793 5.7 438 27,781,926 15.7 1523 217,084,719 7.0 

LARCENY 

F~b. 1-21, 1982 257 (see above) 5.5 611 (see above) 9.0 317 (see above) 5.9 
May 1-21, 1982 318 6.5 59 8.1 377 6.7 
Aug. 1-21, 1982 334 7.3 95 14.0 429 8.2 
Oct. 2-22, 1982 -ill. 6.0 ..§i ..2:.i ....ill. §..d. 

'lUl'AL LARCENY 1200 6.3 2811 11:1.1 1480 6.8 

ROBBERY and LARCENY 

Feb. 1-21, 1982 546 (see above) 11.7 194 (see above) 29.1 741:1 (see above) 13.B 
May 1-21, 1982 577 11.8 159 21.8 736 13.1 
Aug. 1-21, 1982 6211 13.6 213 31.4 833 15.9 
Oct. 2-22, 1982 .2ll 11.2 ill 11.& 694 12.5 

70TAL ROBBERY 
AND IJ\RCENY 2285 12.0 718 25.8 3003 13.8 

1 Includes Saturdays and Sundays only. 

2Information provided b¥ the Transit Police Department, Data Processing Unit. 

3Turnstile registration of passengers. New York City Transit Authority, ACCOUnting Department and Systems and Information Management 
Department~ 4116 Repqrt, February 1982; May 1982; August 1982; and October 1982. 
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numbers of robbery and larceny incidents, although with different 

• patterns. The average daily incident rates (the number of inci­

dents per million passengers per day) were highest for robberies 

during February and August (7.9 and 7.7 daily incidents per 

• 

r 

million passengers, respectively) and for larcenies during August 

(8.2 incidents per million passengers). (See, Figure 4.) The 

lowest robbery incident rate was 6.1 per million passengers in 

the October period while, for larcenies, February showed the 

lowest incident rate at 5.9 incidents per million passengers. 

The overall average daily incident rate for all four periods, for 

both crime types, was 13.8 incidents per million passengers. 

B. Da~ of Occurrence 

Both the robbery and the larceny incident rates were 

calculated separately for each of the four periods for incidents 

occurring on a weekday (Monday through Friday). (~, Table 14 

and Figure 5.) Weekend incident rates, for all time periods, 

were substantially higher than the weekday incident rates for 

each cr ime category. The highest weekend larceny rate was for 

August 1982 (14.0 per million), almost twice the August weekday 

rate of 7.3 per million. This may; in part, reflect the increas­

ed incidence of chain snatches that occur in the summer months. 36 

The three other periods have weekend larceny incident rates 

between 8.1 per million (May) and 9.4 per million (October). 

36An analysis of larceny crime classifications for each of the 
four periods showed the highest percentage of jewelry snatches 
among the August sample (33.3%, compared to 7.6%, 28.1%, and 
20.7% for February, May, and October, respectively). (See, Table 
1 in Appendix I.) This pattern was also found when' incidents 
which occurred on the weekend and during the week were examined 
separately. Among weekend incidents, the percentage of lush 
worker incidents was higher in the August period (32 of the 80 
incidents, or 40.0%) than in any other per iod and constituted 
33.7% of all of the weekend larceny incidents in August. (See, 
Table 1 in Appendix I.) ---
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TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED TO THE 

TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING 
FEB. 1 -21 , 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUG. 1-21, 1982; OR OCT. 2-22. 1982: 

WEEKDAY AND WEEKEND INCIDENT RATES 
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For robberies, the,weekend incident rate of 15.7 per million 

passengers was almost three times as high as the weekday robbery 

incident rate (5 •. 7). _ The highest weekend robbery incident rate 

was 20.1 per million fo,r the February 1982 period. Also, week­

ends in the August period produced high incident rates for 

rObbery (17.4 per million compared to 13.7 and,12.2 per million 

for May and October, respectively). 

C. Time of Incident, Monday through Friday 

The availability from the TA of hourly passenger registra­

tion data for a sample day in October 1982 allowed- the calcula­

tion of weekday incident rates per two-hour interval for the 

October sample period.
37 (~, Table 15 and Figure 6.) The 

interval from 2:01 A.M. to 4:00 A.M. showed the highest incident 

rates for both robbery and larceny incidents (29.0 and 38.4' 

incidents per million registered passengers, respectively). The 

period from 12:01 A.M. to 2:00 A.M. had the second highest inci­

dent rates for both cr ime. types (28.0 robbery and 13.2 larceny 

incidents: per million passengers). The lowest weekday incident 

rate for both crime types was th.at for the early morn.ing rush­

hour period, 6:01 A.M. to 8:00 A.M. (1.3 robbery and 1.-9 larceny 

incidents per million passengers) • For the evening rush hour 

(4:01 P.M. to 6:00 P.M.) the robbery incident rate was relatively 

low (2.7) and the larceny rate relatively high (8.1). 

37These incident rates were calculated using hourly passenger 
registration figures for October 13, 1982, a Wednesday, from New 
York City Transit AuthoritY_I- Station Department and Accounting 
Department~ Traffic Stud!: Passenger Registration b~ Hours, 
RaEid Transit Lines, Wednesda~, October 13, 1982, n.d., p~ 116. 
The Transit Authority also published hourly passenger r.egistra­
tion figures for March 24, 1982. Because this March date, unlike 
October 13., did not fall within the 84 days of the sample period, 
it was not used to calculate the hourly incident rates reported 
here. In additi'on, to limit the effect of any seasonal or 
weekend variations in incident times, only October incidents 
which occurred from Monday through Friday were selected for the 
hourly rate calculations. (See, Appendix I, Figures 1 and 2, for 
the time of incident for alr-robbery and larceny incidents which 
occurred Monday through Friday.) 
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TIME OF INCIDENT 

12:~n - 2:00 A.M. 

2:01 - 4:00 A.M •. 

4:01 - 6:00 A.M. 

6:01.- 8:"" A.M. 
8:01 - 10:0" A.M. 

10:01 - 12:00 N'oon 

12:01 - 2:00 P.M. 

2:iU - 4:00 P.M. 

4:"1 - 6:IHl P.M. 

6:01 - 8:00 P.M. 
8:01 - 10:00 P.M. 

10:01 - 12:li"1 />1idnight 

ti • • • • TABLE 15 . 

TAA..~SIT ROBBERY AND GRANJ LARCENY' INCIDENTS REPORTED '10 WE TRANSIT POLICE DEPAR'IMENT 
AS OCCURRING OC'lOBER 2-22, 1982: 

INCIDENT RATES pm 'lID-lOUR INTERVAL, MOODAY - FRIDAY 

DAILY PASSENGER AVERAGE NUMBER OF INCIDENTS PER DAy2 INCIDENT RATE3 

ROOISTRATIOOI ROBBERY LARCENY. 'IOTAL ROBBERY LAACENY 

45,360 1.27 0.60 1.87 29;0 13.2 
13,798 6.40 11.53 0.93 29.0 38.4 

39,952 0.47 6.40 0.87 ll.8 Hl.0 

450,980 0.60 li.87 1.47 1.3 1.9 

600,620 1.27 2.20 4.07 2.1 4.7 

237,978 1.13 0.93 2.06 4.8 3.9 

220,209 1.87 1.20 3.07 8.5 5.4 

352,672 2.93 2.40 5.33 8.3 6.8 

764,027 1.93 5·73 7.66 2.7 8.1 

315,797 1.73 2.07 3.80 5.5 6.5 

143,.043 1.93 1.~7 3.00 13.5 7.5 

103,351 1.13 0.67 1.80 HJ.9 65 

SUB'IOTAL, 24-HR. PERIOD 3,227,787 16.66 19.27 35.93 5.1 6~0 

Not Available 57(787 0.07 ...!Jd .Jhl[ ....L1. b.l 
TOTAL, 24-HI~. PERIOD 3,285,574 16.73 19.40 36.13 5.1. 5.9 

• 

~ 

41.2 

67.4 

21.8 

3.2 

6.8 

8.7 

13.9 

15.1 

U.8 
12.0 

21.0 

17.4 

ll.l 

..l...2. 
11.0 

Ipassenger hourly registration for October 13, 1982. New York City Transit Authority, Station Department, Accounting Department, 
TRAFFIC SrtJDY: PASSENGER REGISTRA'l'ION BY 1I0URS, RAPID TRANSIT LINES, October 13, 1982, p. 116. 

2Based upon data provided ~ the Transit Police Department, Data Processing Unit, for October 2-22, 1982, Monday through Friday 
only. 

3Nurnber of incidents per million passengers. 
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TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED TO THE 
TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING OCTOBER 2-22,1982: 

SOURCES: 

INCIDENT RATES PER TWO-HOUR INTERVAL, MONDAY-FRIDAY 

ROBBERY LARCENY ROBBERY &: 
lARCENY 

80 I NUMBER OF INCIDENTS PER WWON PASSENGERS 
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~. RAPID TRANSIT ~. WEDNESUA.Y. OCTOBER 1 J, 1 ga2, n.d •• p. 116. -
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D. Countt 

By looking at the daily incident rate~ for each county, a 

pattern emerges which is different from that found by simply 
38 looking at the average numbe~ of incidents per day. As with 

the incidents-per-day averages, there was substantial var iation 

among incident rate~ for the four counties. (~, Table 16.) 

For instance, the average daily incident rate for robberies and 

larcenies combined ranged from a low of 8.7 incidents per million 

registered passengers in Queens to a high of 21.0 incidents per 

million passengers in Kings County. New York and Bronx Counties 

fell fairly evenly between these two extremes with daily incident 

rates of l2Ql and 17.6 incidents per million registered 
. 1 39 passengers, respect~ve y. 

When each crime category was examined separately, Queens 

also had the lowest incident rates per day for both robbery and 

larceny (5.1 per million and 3.6 per million, respectively) while 

the incident rates in Kings County for both robbery (11.6 per 

million) and larceny (9.4 per million) were higher than those for 

any other county. New York County was the only county which had 

a higher daily incident rate for larceny (6.8 per million) than 

for robbery (5.3 per million). The relatively high daily robbery 

incident rate in the Bronx (11.1 per million) contrasts sharply 

with the low daily average number of robbery incidents occurring 

38see , p.ll, sUEra, for a discussion of the average number of 
transit robbery and larceny incidents p€r day for each county. 

39Table 17 shows how a simple count of incidents per day can give 
a distorted picture of the actual vict imization rate. Al though 
Queens and the Bronx had about the same average number of inci­
dents per day (3.4 and 3.5, respectively) th~ incident rate for 
the Bronx was twice as high (17.6 per million passenger~rsus 
8.8 for Queens). Similarly, although Kings County had a much 
lower average number of robbery and larceny incidents per day 
than New York County, its incident rate (21.0), because of its 
lower Eassen~er volume, was almost double that of New York County 
(12.1) . 
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TABLE 16 . 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AID GRAND LARCENY INCIDEN'IS REPORTED '10 THE TRlINSIT POLICE DEPAR'INENT 
AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AtxmST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 191)2: 

INCIDENl' RA'lE BY COUN'lyl 

AVERAGE mILl( PfSSENGER AVERAGE OOMBER OF INCIDENTS PER Dl\y2 INCIDENT RATE3 

~ REX3ISTRATlON ROBBERY LARCEN~ ~. ROBBERY LARCENY ~ 

Kings . 517,9~8 6." 4.9 19.9 11.6 9.4 21.0 
New York 1,47~,llg 7.9 10.0 17.~ 5.3 6.8 12.1 

Queens 388,~85 2." 1.4 3.4 5.1 3.6 8.7 
Bronx 198,751 2.2 1.3 3.5 11.1 6.5 17.6 

'l'OI'AL 2,579,862 18.1 17.6 35.1 'j .0 6.8 13.8 

lBased upon turnstile registration figures for February, May, August, and October 1982. These figures have been adjusted to 
reflect the average daily passenger registration for February 1-21, May 1-21, August 1-21, and October 2-22, 1982. New York City 
Transit Authority, Accounting Department and ~stems and Information Management Department, 406 ReE2rt, February 1982~ May 19821 
August 1982; and October 1982. 
2 
Based upon data provided ~ the Transit Police Department, Data processing Unit. 

3Number of incidents per million passengers • 
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TAB::c.E 17 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS 
REPORTED -'10 '!HE 'mANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT 

AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; 
AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

INCIDENr RA'IE AND CLEARANCE RAn!: BY COUNTY 

COUNTY 

ROBBERY Kings New York Queens Bronx 1OI'AL 

Incident Rate1 11.6 5.3 5.1 11.1 7.0 

Clearance Rate 16.9% 16.5% 14.5% 22.0% 17.1% 

LARCENY 

Incident Rate1 9.4 6.8 3.6 6.5 6.8 

Clearance Rate 13.2% 24.3% 25.4% ' 21.5% 21.1% 

ROBBERY AND LARCENY 

Incident Rate1 21.0 12.1 8.7 17.6 13.8 

Clearance Rate 15.2% 20.9% 19.0% 21.8% 19.0% 

~tnnber of incidents per million passengers. Calculated using the data 
provided by the Transit Police Department Data Processing Unit, and tu!'n­
stile registration figures --for February, May, August, and October 1982. 
New York City Transit Authority, Accounting Department and S-jsterns and In­
formation Management Department, 406 Report, February, 1982; May, 1982; 
August, 1982; and October, 1982. These turnstile registration figures 
have been adjusted to reflect the average daily passenger registration for 
February 1-21, May 1-21, August 1~21, and October 2-22, 1982. 
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there. Again the very high average daily passenger registration 

found in New York County and the comparatively low passenge·r 

volume in the Bronx appear to mediate the crime incident figures 

reported above where only the number of incidents reported was 

taken into account. 

E. Incident Rate for 25 stations with Highest Passenger 

Entr;:{ Volume 

The TA produced a report on the volume of. passenger entry 

registration by station in the subway_system for the year ending 

June 30,- _1982. 40 Us--ing these data, the average· daily volume for 

the 25 stations with the highes~ passengeF entry volume was 

calculated. 4l Second, the average number of incidents per day 

was tabulated for each of ~hese stations (or, more precisely, at 

the Transit Police "posts" which make up these stations and 

include the tracks corning into and going out from. them). 

Finally, incident rates for the 25 stations with the highest 

passenger entry volume were calculated from these figures. These 

stations were then ranked from the highest to the lowest incident 

rate for robbery, for larceny, and for robbery and larceny 

combined. Table 18-summarizes these data. 

40EUgenia Katsnelson, ~ew York City Transit Autho~ity, Engi­
neering Department, Planning Division, Rankins of Stations: 
Yearl~ and Peak Hourly Passenger Registrations, July 1983. See, 
fn. 35, p.37, for a note on passenger entry volume. 

41 t . .. th 1 . d h th . Sta 10ns serv1ng more an one 1ne were groupe w.ere ere 1S 
a free transfer between them. These include: (1) stations where 
lines are separated by platform levels which were designed as a 
single station, such as the IND station at West 4th Street and 
Sixth Avenue in Manhattan; 'and (2)" stations, or iginally designed 
as separate stations but later joined by tunnels, that allow free 
transfer, such as the station complex at- Fulton, Broadway; 
Nassau, and William Streets in lower Manhattan. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• • • • • TABLE 18 - • • 
TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED 'l.O THE TRANSIT POLICE DEPAR'IMENT 

AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21! 1982; AU;UST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IDBER 2-22, 1982: 

INCIDENT RATE FOR 25 STATIONS wrrn: HIGHEST PASSENGER ENTRY \ULUME CITYWIDE 

• 

INCIDENTS PER DAy3 INCIDENT RATE4 (RANKS1 5 

STATION1 
LINE 

lWERAGE 2 
DAII;<l VOLUME ROBBERY LARCENY 'IDrAL ROBBERY LARCENY 'IDrAL 

y 

1. Grand Central TSS LEX FLS 85,525 0.23 0.82 1.05 2.7 (16) 9.6 ( 6) 12.3 ( 9) 
2. 34th St. BWY 6AV 64,218 0.27 0.66 0.93 4.2 (10) IDI ( 4) 14.5 ( 6) 
3. Times Square BWY BWl FLS TSS 61,525 . 0.31 0.61 0.92 5.0 ( 8) ~ (5) ru ( 5) 
4. 34th St. BWl 43,622 0.06 0.18 0.24 1.4 (21) 4.1 (20) 5.5 (23) 
5. Chambers~wrc- 8AV BAV NLT 43,458 0.10 0.32 0.42 2'.3 (17) 7.4 (U) 9.7 (15) 

Park Place 
6. 47 St.-Rockfe11er 6AV 43,052 0.12 0.17 0.29 2.8 (14) 3.9 (22) 6.7 '(213) 
7. 34th St. 8AV 41,823 0.08 0.17 0.25 1.9 (20) , 4.1 (20) 6.0 (22) 
8. 59th St.- LEX BWY 39,297 0.03 0.66 0.69 0.8 (22) ~ ( 1) 117~]) ( 3) 

Lexington 
9. Fu1ton-Broadway- LEX NAB 8AV NLT 39,061 0.11 0.26 0.37 2.8 (14) 6.7 (13) 9.5 (16) 

Nassau-William 
10. 42nd st. - 5 Ave. 6AV FLS 37,982 0.55 0.31 0.86 114.41 ( 1) 8.2 ( 8) 122.61 ( 1) 
11. Union Square LEX BWY CNR 36,696 0.13 0.38 0.51 3.5 (12) IU.41 ( 3) 13.9 ( 8) 
12. Main St. FLS 34,417 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.3 (25) 0.6 (25) 0.9 (25) 
13. 42nd st. BAV 31,528 0.32 0.36 0.68 g( 2) 111.41 ( 2) ~ (2) 
14. 59th St. 8AV BWl 31,102 0.20 0.16 0.36 6.4 ( 5) 5.1 (19) 11.5(12) 
15. Lexington Ave. QBL 30,807 0.07 0.10 0.17 2.3 (17) 3.2 (24) , 5.5 (23) 
16. 86th St. LEX 29,818 0.02 0.17 0.19 0.7 (23) 5.7 (15) 6.4 (21) 
17. 14th St. BW? CNR 6AV 27,374 0.14 0.25 0.39 5.1 ( 7) 9.1 ( 7) 14.2 ( 7) 
18. 179th St. QBL 26,689 0.02 0.19 0.21 0.8 (23) 7.1 (11) 7.9 (18) 
19. West 4th st. 8AV 24,997 0.16 0.14 0.30 g (5) 5.6 (17) 12.0 (HI) 
20. Canal-Lafayette- LEX BWY BWY NAB 23,724 0.19 0.08 0.27 I[&J ( 4) 3.4 (23) 11.4 (13) 

Broadway-Centre 
21. 5th Ave. QBL 22,885 0.09 0.16 0.25 3.9 (11) 7.0 (12) 10.9 (14) 
22. Brooklyn Bridge- LEX'NAS 22,753 0.05 0.13 0.18 2.2 (19) 5.7 (15) 7.9 (18) 

Chambers 
23. Rooseve1t-74 St. QBL FLS 20,835 0.20 0.14 0.34 19.61 ( 3) 6.7 (13) IliJI ( 4) 
24. Bowling Green LEX 18,554 0.06 0.10 0.16 3.2 (13) 5.4 (18) 8.6 (17) 
25. 96th st. BWl 18,354 0.08 0.14 0.22 4.4 ( 9) 7.6 ( 9) 12.0 (10) 

1St at ions serving more than one line were grouped where there is a free transfer between them. 

• 

2Based upon turnstile registration figures fo~ the year ending. June 30, 1982." Eugenia Katsnelson, New York City Transit Authority, 
Engineering Department, Planning Division, Ranking of Stations: Yearly and Peak Hourly Passenger Registrations, July 1983. 

3Based ~n data provided by the Transit Police Department, Data Processing, Unit. 

4Number of incidents per million passengers. 

5Incident rate rank among the 25 stations with the highest passenger entry volume (from highest to lowest). 

NC/.I'E: Boxes. indirete stations with the five highest incident rates in each category. 
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Stations with the greatest daily passenger registratiom 

volume or largest number of incidents per day were not necessar­

ily the ones with the highest incident rates. Both the total 

daily incident rate and the daily incident rate for robberies was 

highest for the station complex at 42nd Street and 6th Avenue in 

Manhattan (22.6 robbery and larceny incidents combined, and 14.4 

robbery incidents per million registered passengers). This 

station complex includes the station at 5th Avenue and 42nd 

Street and has the tenth highest passenger volume. Another 

station on 42nd Street, located at 8th Avenue (13th highest in 

passenger volume), had the second highest incident rate among 

these 25 stations across all three crime categories: 10.2 robber­

ies, 11.4 larcenies, and 21.6 robber ies and larcenies combined 

per million registered passengers. 

Of these 25 high passenger registration stations, the BMT 

and IRT station complex at 59th Street and Lexington Avenue had 

the highest average daily incident rate for larceny (16.8 per 

million registered passengers). However, its robbery incident 

rate (0.8 per million) was among the lowest of the stations 

examined in Table 18. The two stations which feed into Penn­

sylvania Station, the 7th Avenue and 8th Avenue stations at 34th 

Street, despite their high passenger volume (ranked 4th arid 7th, 

respectively), had relatively low incident rates for both robbery 

and larceny. The 7th Avenue Station had 1.4 robbery and 4.1 

larceny incidents per million registered passengers (ranked 23rd 

in terms of combined incident rate) while the 8th Avenue station 

had 1.9 robbery and 4.1 larceny incidents per million registered 

passengers (ranked 22nd out of the 25 stations in combined 

incident rates). The station with the lowest robbery, larceny, 

and combined incident rates among the 25 stations was the Main 

Street Station of the Flushing IRT line. 
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Table 19 presents information on how much the robbery, 

larceny, and combined robbery and larceny incident rates for 

these same high passe~gei registration volume stations differed 

from the overall incident rates for all 465 stations (citywide 

means) • In this table, a negative deviation from the mean 

indicates that the incident rate at a station was lower, by that 

absolute amount, than the incident rate among all stations. Con­

versely, a positive deviation from the mean indicates that a 

station's incident rate was that much higher than the citywide 

average. 

For robber ies and larcenies combined, the stations whose 

average daily incidents per million passengers were at least 6 

• greater than the citywide average were 42nd Street-5th Avenue 

(22.6 per million passengers) and 42nd Street-8th Avenue (21.6). 

For larceny incidents, the average daily incident rate for the 

59th Street-Lexington Station (16.8) was substantially higher 

than the citywide average. Combined incident rates that were at 

least 6 units lower than the citywide average were observed for 

the following stations: 34th Street-7th Avenue; 34th Street-8th 

Avenue; 47th Street-Rockefeller Center i 86th Street-Lexington, 

• IRT; Lexington Avenue, IND (at 53rd Street); and Main Street­

Flushing, IRT. 

As noted earlier, because the only available passenger 

• volume data were turnstile registration figures, these station 

incident rates are only estimates of the true rates. Because the 

passenger registration data do not take into account those pas­

sengers on trains passing through the station or passengers 

• transferring between lines, the incident rates shown in Tables 18 

and 19 of this report generally ~ estimate the actual rates. 

This would especially be true for those stations with a high 

volume of passenger transfers, such as the 59th Street-Lexington 

• Avenue, 42nd Street-5th Avenue, West 4th Street, and 34th Street­

Broadway-6th Avenue stations • 

., 
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TABLE 19 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED 'IO rnIE TRANSIT RJLICE DEPARTMENT 
• 

AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AOOUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'lOBER 2-22, 1982: 

DEVIATIONS FROM MEAN OF CITYWIDE INCIDENT RATE FOR 25 STATIONS 
WITH HIGHEST PASSENGER ENTRY VOLUMNI 

DEVIATIONS FRCM MEAti3 
ROBBERY LARCENY 

Citywide Citywide 

STATION2 Mean = 7.0 Mean = 6.8 
LINE 

Grand Central TSS LEX FLS -4.3 +2.8 
34th St. BWY 6AV -2.8 +3.5 
Times Square BWY BWl FLS 'ISS -2.0 +3.1 
34th St. BWl -5.6 -2.7 
Chambers-WI'C- 8AV SAV NLT -4.7 +0.6 

ParJs Place 
47 St.-Rockfe11er 6AV -4.2 -2.9 
34th St. 8AV -5.1 -2.7 
59th St.-Lexington LEX BWY -6.2 +10.0 
Fu1ton-Broadway- LEX NAS 8AV NLT -4.2 -0.1 

Nassau-William 
42nd St. - 5 Ave. 6AV FLS . +7.4 +1.4 
Union Square LEX BWY CNR -3.5 +3.6 
Main St. FLS -6.7 -6.2 
42nd St. 8AV +3.2 +4.6 
59th St. 8AV BWl -0.6 -1.7 
Lexington Ave. QBL -4.7 -3.6 
86th St. LEX -6.3 -1.1 
14th St. BWl CNR 6AV -1.9 +2.3 
179th St. QBL -6.2 +0.3 
West 4th St. 8AV -0.6 -1.2 
Canal-Lafayette- LEX BWY BWY NAB +1.0 -3.4 

Broadway-Centre 
5th Ave. QBL -3.1 +0.2 
Brooklyn Bridge- LEX NAS -4.8 -1.1 

Chambers 
Rooseve1t-74 St. QBL FLS +2.6 -0.1 
Bowling Green LEX -3.8 -1.4 
96th St. BWl -2.6 +0.8 

'IDl'AL 

Citywide 
Mean = 13.8 

-1.5 
+0.7 
+1.1 
-8.3 
-4.1 

-7:1 
-7.8 
+3.8 
-4.3 

+8.8 
+0.1 

-12.9 
+7.8 
-2.3 
-8.3 
-7.4 
+0.4 
-5.9 
-1.8 
-2.4 

-2.9 
-5.9 

+2.5 
-5.2 
-1.8 

1The incident rate for 25 stations with highest passenger entry volume is based upon 
turnstile registrations figures for· the year ending June 30, 1982. Eugenia Katsne1son, 
New York City Transit Authority, Engineering Department, Planning Division, Rankins o~ 
Stations: Yearly and Peak Hour1~ Passenger R~istrations, July 1983. 

2Stations serving more than one line were grouped where there is a free transfer 
between them. 

3The citywide mean is based upon turnstile registration figures for February, May, August, 
and October 1982. New York City Transit Authority, Accounting Department and Systems and 
Information Management Department, 406 ReEort, February 1982; May 1982; August 1982; and 
October 1982. 
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IV. CLEARANCES 

Among the 3003 crime incidents occurring during the 84 days 

covered by the study, 251 robberies and 311 larcenies were 

cleared by an arrest. 42 In-addition, 9 robberies and 1 larceny 

in the sample were "exceptional clearances." In this section, 

factors associated with the subway crime incidents-are described 

according to whether the incident was cleared. 43 An attempt is 

also made here to identify patterns among variables in relation 

to clearances. 

A. Time Pe~iod 

Nearly one fifth. (19.0%) of all robbery and·· -larceny 

incidents in the four periods of the study were subsequently 

cleared. (~, .. T.able 20.) The overall percentage of robbery in­

cidents cleared (17.1%1 was four percentage points lower than the 

o ve raIl per c e n tag e 0 f 1 arc e n i esc 1 ear e d ( 21 • 1 %) • Wh i 1 e the 

October per iod had a somewhat higher percentage of. clearances 

than the other periods for both robberies and larcenies (20.5% 

and 23.8 % , respectively), the difference was not statistically' 

significant for either crime type. 44 

B. Day of Occurrence 

The day of the week on which a robbery occurred was not 

s·trongly related to its likelihood of being cleared. The per­

centage of robberies cleared varied by only 3.3 percentage points 

among all days, from a low of 15.5% on Saturday to a high of 

18.8% on Thursday •... (~, Table 21.) While the variation in the 

42see, fn. 4, supra, for an explanation of the TPD definition of 
"clearance" and "exceptional clearance." 

43ThUSr all of the clearance figures in this section refer to the 
total number of cleared robberies (260) and larcenies (312). 

44 The level of significance used was 0.05 with 3 degrees of 
o freedom. For the robbery incidents, chi-square equaled 4.3 

and, for the larceny incidents, it was 3.1. 
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TABLE 20 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDEN'lS REPORTED 'ID mE 
TRANSIT POLICE DEPAR'IMENT 'AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982~ MAY 1-21, 1982; 

AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 1982: • 
TIME PERIOD OF INCIDENT BY CLEARANCE 

TIME PERIOD OF INCIDENT 

• Februa£l 1-2l Ma:£ 1-21 Ausust 1-2l October 2-22 '!OrAL 

ROBBERY N % N % N % N % N % - - - - - -
Clearance 70 16.5% 61 17.0% 60 14.9% 69 20.5% 260 17.1% 

No Clearance 353 83.5 298 83.0 344 85.1 268 79.5 1263 82.9 • 
'IDTAL IDBBERY 423 100.0% 359 100.0% 404 H10.0% 337 100.0% 1523 100.0% 

LARCENY 

Clearance 70 22.1% 72 19.1% 85 19.8% 85 23 .8% 312 2l.1% 

No Clearance 247 77.9 305 80.9 344 80.2 272 76.2 1168 78.9 

'IDTAL LARCENY 317 100.0% 377 100.0% 429 100.0% 357 100.0% 1480 100.0% • 
ROBBERY AND 
LARCENY 
Clearance 140 18.9% 133 18.1% 145 17.4% 154 22.2% 572 19.0% 

No Clearance 600 81.1 603 81.9 688 82.6 540 77.8 2431 81.0 • 
" - -. , 

'IDTALIDBBERY 
AND LARCENY 740 100.0% 736 100.0% 833 100.0% 694 100.0% 3003 100.0% 

• ! 

• 

• 
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TABLE 21 . 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AID GlWD LARCENY INCIDEN'lS REPORTED ro WE 
TRANSIT roLICE DEPAR'll1ENl' AS OCCURRIOO FEBRtJARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; 

AlXiUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCWSER 2-22,'1982: 

DAY OF OCCURRENCE BY CLEARANCE 

DAY OF OCCURRENCE 

"" . &: .... -. 

• • • • 

Sunday Monday Tuesday l'lednesday '!bursday Friday Saturday ~ 
ROBBERY !i ! !i .! !i .! !i .! !i ! !! ! !i ! !! % 

Clearance 34 16.5% 38 18.4% 37 16.1% 31 16.111% 36 18.8% 48 17.6% 36 15.5% 260 17.1% 

No Clearance 172 83.5 169 81.6 184 83.3 163 84.111 155 81.2 224 82.4 196 84.5 1263 82.9 
, '. - --

TOTAL ROBBERY 21116 113111.111% 2137 11313.13% 221 1111111.111% 194 Hm.l1I% 191 1111111.I1I~ 272 11110.111% 232 100.111% 1523 11113.0% 

LARCENY 

Clearance 28 23.5% 38 18.9% 47 19.6% 61 24.1% 39 15.9% 55 21.1% 44 27.3% 312 21.1% 
No Clearance 91 76.5 163 81.1 193 813.4 192 75.9. 21:16 64.1 206 78.9 117 72.7 1168 78.9 I 

U1 
U1 
I 

TOTAL IARCENY 119 11110.0% 2131 11313.1:1% 2413 Hm.13% 253 1111111.1:1% 245 1'113.111% 261 108.1:1% 161 1013.111% 1480 HUl.0% 

ROBBERY AND 
LARCENY 
Clearance 62 19.1% 76 18.6% 84 18.2% 92 2111 .6% 75 17.2% 11113 19.3% 8111 213.4% 572 19.3% 

No Clearance 263 8111.9 332 81.4 377 81.8 355 79.4 361 82.8 430 80.7 313 79.6 2431 81.0 

TOTAL ROBBERY 325 HII1I.0% 408 11:10.0% 461 HI0.11I% 447 UI1l.I1I% 436 HII1I.0% 533 100.13% 393 11110.111% 311103 100.O% 
AND LARCENY 
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number of robbery incidents occurring from one day to another was 

not great, as a previous section of the report pointed out,45 the 

likelihood of being the victim of a robbery was greater on 

weekends than during the week. 46 Thus for- robberies, the chance 

of being victimized was greater on the weekend Vlhile the proba­

bility of the perpetrator being apprehended was nearly the same 

throughout the week. 

Larcenies, on the other hand, differed by as much as 11.4 

percentage points in the clearance rates for crimes committed on 

a given day, from 15.9% on Thursday to 27.3% on Saturday.47 

Higher-than-average clearance rates were also observed for 

incidents occurring on Wednesday (24.1%) and Sunday (23.5%). 

Clearance rates for each day of the week were re-calculated 

without lush worker incidents
48 (~, Table 2 in Appendix I.) 

When lush worker incidents were not included, the percentage of 

clearances on Saturday and Sunday dropped by 4.3% and 6.8% to 

23.0% and 16.7%, respectively. Thus, it appears that the high 

weekend clearance rates for larcenies were related, at least in 

part, to the high percentage of lush worker incidents which 

occurred on those days. 

45~, p.12, SlJE.,rC!, and Table 3. 

46 
~, pp.39,42, sUEra, Table 14, and Figure 5. 

47 Police deployment. figures separated according to day of the 
week may help explain whether any of the differences 1n 
clearance volume can be accounted for by the number of police 
present in the system on particular days. However, there may 
be differences in the numbers of officers present in the subway 
on particular days which are related to the number of persons 
arrested and not just to the number of police initially deployed. 
For instance, an ar rest of one or more per sons for a cr ime may 
require that one or more officers leave the system to help pro­
cess the arrestees. If arrests, especially multiple arrests, for 
robber ies, larcenies, and other cr imes tend to occur more often 
on certain days, manpower fi....;l:n:-es. would not give a complete 
picture of day-to-day police prc:dence on the system. 

48These incidents were eliminated because they had a relatively 
high percentage of clearances (See, p.64, infra) and occurred 
most frequently on the weekend (See, p • .23, SUEr a) • 

., 
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c. Time of Incident 

Table 22 summarizes the clearance rates for robber ies and 

larcenies by time of the incident and complainant age. For lar­

cenies y the percentages of incidents cleared which occurred 

• between 12:01 A.M. and 4:00 A.M. and between 4:01 A.M. and 8:00 

A.M. (4108% and 30.7%, respectively) were each at least 10 per­

centage points higher than for any other time period, possibly 

reflecting that it may be easier for victims or witnesses to see 

• who the perpetrator is when the system is less crowded. 49 Among 

robberies, where there was less variation by time period in the 

percentage of incidents cleared; the highest clearance rate 

(20.5%) was found for the 12:01 P.M. to 4:00 P.M. period. Rela-

• tively low clearance rates were observed for robbery incidents 

occurring between 4:01 P.M. and 8:00 P.M. (13.1%), and for lar­

cenies occurring between 8:01 'A.M. and 12:00 no<;>n (13.7%).50 

• 

• 

• 

Do Count::l, 

Transit crime clearance rates varied somewhat by borough of 

occurrence. (~, Table 23.) The clearance rate for larcenies 

was higher than the robbery clearance rate citywide (21 • .1% and 

17.1%, respectively), in New York County (24.3% and 16.5%, re­

spectively), and in Queens (25.4% and 14.5%, respectively). In 

the Bronx, however, clearance rates for robberies and larcenies 

were roughly equivalent (22.0% and 21.5%, respectively). In Kings 

49See , p.64, infra, for a discussion of clearance rates for lush 
woi?'ker larcenies, the larceny crime classification most likely to 
occur early in the morning (See, Table 5), and pp.65, 67, infra, 
for a discussion of the clearance rates among crime classesat 
certain times of the day. 

50See , pp. 62, 64-65, 67, infra, for a discussion of clearance 
rates among TPD crime classifications. 



• 

TABLE 22" 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AID GRAm LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED '1.0 '!HE 
TRANSIT OOLICE DEPARTMENT AS OCCUruUOOFEBRUARY 1-21, 1982! MAY 1-21, 19B2i 

A~sr 1-21, 1982, OR OC'IDBER 2-22, 1982: 

PERCENTAGE CLEARED BY TIME OF lNCIDENl' BY AGE OF COMPLAlNAN'.r1 

TINE OF INCIDENT 

AGE OF 8:01-12:00 
COMPLAINANT 12:31-4:3e A.M~ 4:01-8:33 A.M~ 8:01-12:00 Noon 12:01-4:00 P.M. 4:01-8:00 P.M. Midnight 

ROBBERY 1 
Under 16 yrs. 53.3 

16-19 yes. 29.6 

23-29 yes. 27.3 

30-39 yes. 9.7 

43-49 yrs. 9.4 

53-59 yrs. 6.9 

Over 59 yrs. 9.1 

.ilil. 
( 4) 

( 27) 

( 77) 

( 62) 

( 32) 

( 29) 

( 11) 

SUBTOTAL 17.8 (242) 

~t 
Available 21.4 (14) 

1 
66.7 

28.6 

15.6 

14.3 

26.3 

14.3 

22.2 

.ilil. 
( 3) 

( 7) 
( 32j 

( 35) 

( 19) 

( 28) 

( 9) 

18.8 (133) 

12.5 (8) 

TOI'AL ROBBERY lifJf (256) 18.4 (141) 

LARCENY 
Under 16 yrs. 133.3 (1) 

16-19 yrs. 8B.3 (5) 

23-29 yrs. 42.9 (49) 

33-39 yrs. 

40-49 yes. 

50-59 yrs. 

40.3 (35) 

21.4 ! 14) 

16.7 (6) 

Over 59 yrs. 5B.0 (4) 

SUB'!Ol.'AL 40.4 (114) 

Not 
Available 62.5 

TOTAL LARCENY 4I:i:r 

( 8) 

n-22f 

( -) 
50.0 (13) 

28.0 (53) 

25.8 (31) 

28.6 (21) 

33.3 (18)' 

41. 7 (12) 

31.0 (142) 

27.3 (11) 

3ir.'1 1I53f 

1 
23.1 

2B.0 

11.9 

27.3 

6.7 

9.1 

18.2 

.ilil. 
( 13) 

( 20) 

( 42) 

( 22) 

( 15) 

( 22) 

( 11) 

15.9 (145) 

( 3) 

! 
23.1 

~.8 

31.5 

24.0 

13.3 

9.7 

12.1 

.ilil. 
( 39) 

( 48) 

( 73) 

( 50) 

( 3B) 

( 31) 

( 58) 

20.7 (329) 

12.5 (8) 

15.5 (l48) 2i;~5 (337) 

( 5) 
50.0 (8) 

5.8 (69) 

12.1 (66) 

25.£1 (28) 

4.8 (21) 

16.1 (31) 

12.7 (228) 

25.0 

I3.1 

( 23) 

mar 

37:5 (8) 

26.9 (26) . 

9.9 (81) 

14.8 (54) 

13.2 (38) 

11.9 (42) 

10.7 (56) 

13.8 (305) 

56.0 (25) 

Ir.J 133m"" 

1 
15.8 

21.6 
11.1 

13.9 

6.1 

9.4 

16.7 

.ilil. 
( 19) 

( 37) 

( 81) 

( 54) 

( 33) 

( 32) 

( 3B) 

12.9 (286) 

15.8 (19) 

! 
53.8 

~.5 

19.1 

16.4 

4.7 

12.9 

11.5 

..llil 
( 13) 

( 39) 

(lHI) 

( 61) 

( 43) 

( 31) 

( 26) 

17.3 (323) 

( 12) 

I3.T (3i;5f16.4 (335) 

( -) 

18.8 (16) 

15.0 (lGO) 

19.6 (102) 

19.7 (71) , 

21.2 (66) 

13.5 (52) 

17.6 (467) 

47.7 (44) 

~ TSITf 

( 3) 

75.0 (4) 

23.7 (38) 

4.0 (25) 

5.6 (10) 

( 7) 

2tUI (5) 

15.0 (Ul0) 

28.6 (14) 

lb.1 1IT4T 

Not 
Available 

.llil. 
(-) 

H 
(-) 

H 
(-) 

(-) 

(-) 

H 

(1) 

(1) 

H 
(-) 

(-) 

(-) 

(1) 

(-) 

H 

(1) 

(1) 

12) 

~ 

1 ..llil. 
28.6 (91) 

22.5 (178) 

20.2 (415) 

16.2 (284) 

9.9 (172) 

13.4 (173) 

13.8 (145) 

17.2 (1458) 

13.8 (65) 

17.1 (1523) 

23.5 (17) 

37.7 (69) 

17.9 (447) 

18.8 (313) 

19.4 (191) 

16.9 (160) 

16.3 (160) 

19.1 (1357) 

43.1 (123) 

rr.T "(TiffiM 

1Numbers in parentheses "(N)b refer to the total number of incidents in each age category during each time period. All percentages in table 
refer to the percentage of the total incidents in each catego~ which ~ere cleared b¥ an arrest. 
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lNumbers in parentheses "(N) II refer t:o the total number of incidents in each county at each location. All percentat;les in table 
refer to the percentage of the total incidents in each category which were cleared by an arrest. 

2Includes locations classified by the TPD as a toilet or a location not falling into one of the designated classes. 
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County, while the robbery clearance rate (16.9%) was comparab-1-e 

to other county robbery clearance rates, except that for the 

Bronx, the clearance rate for larcenies (13.2%) was much lower 
51 than for any other county. 

The NYPD citywide clearance figures for all of 1982 varied 

greatly for robberies and larcenies. 52 Citywide (excluding 

Richmond County) clearance rates were 20.7% for robberies 

(slightly higher than for transit robberies) and only 7.0% for 

larcenies (substantially lower than for transit larcenies). (See, 

Table 24.) Differences in clearance rates among counties were 

slight for both types of crime. Robbery clearance rates were 

between 19.1% in Kings·County and 22.5% in the Bronx while 

larceny clearance rates ranged from 5.5% in Queens to 7.7% in 

Bronx County. The large difference between the transit larceny 

clearance rate for the sample periods and the citywide NYPD 

figures may be related to the type of larceny found most often in 

each group. For instance, the vast majority of subway larcenies 

were crimes where property was taken from a person, such as with 

a jewelry or purse snatch or a bag opener larceny. 53 ·The 

citywide NYPD figures may include large numbers of other types of 

larcenies, especially those where there was not a direct 

confrontation between the perpetrator and the vi~tim. 

51 See, pp.67, 69, infra, for explanations of some factors which 
appear to account for this low larceny clearance rate in Kings 
County. See, also, pp.67, 69 and 71, infra, for a discussion of 
clearance-rates at various crime locations. 

52 
See, fn. 12, ~uEra. 

53 See, p.18, sUEra, for a discussion of TPD crime classi-
fications for larcenies. 
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TABLE 24 

ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED 'IO '!HE 
NEW YORK CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT IN 1982: 

COUNTY OF OCCURRENCE BY CLEARANCE1 

COUNTY -
CITYWIDE 

1982 ROBBERY (Excluding 
COMPLAINTS Kin~s New York Queens Bronx Bichrnond) 

N % N % N % N % 1i % 

C1earaL, . .;e 5,981 19.1% 6,620 20.8% 3,231 21.7% 3,755 22.5% 19,587 20.7% 

No Clearance 25,295 80.9 25,134 79.2 11,657 78.3 12,931 77.5 75,O17 79.3 

TOTAL IpBBERY 31,276 100.0% 31,754 100.0% 14,888 100.0% 16,686 10O.0% 94,604 100.0% 

1982 LARCENY 
COMPLAINTS 

Clearance 2,218 6.5% 6,457 7.6% 1,593 5.3% 1,152 7.7% 11,420 7.0% 

No Clearance 31,875 93.5 78,853 92.4 27,280 94.5 13,742 92.3 151,750 93.0 

'lOTAL LARCENY 3""4,"093 10O.0% 85,31'0 100.O% 28,873 100.0% 14,894 100.0% 163,170 r0"f1~0% 

1Statistica1 ReP9rt, Complaints and Arrests, New York City Police Department, Office of Management' Analysis, Crime 
Analysis Section, 1982, December, n.d., ppe 31, 34, 35, and 38. 
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E. TPD Crime Classification 

For robbery incidents, the percentage of cleared incidents 

among those classified by the TPD as "robbery passenger" was 

lower than that for a-II -other robberies (15.6% compared to 

24.0%) .54 (~, Table 25.) This difference is difficult to 

evaluate because the "other" category contains diverse sorts of 

robberies 55 which are not numerous enough to be separately 

analyzed. In addition, the decision by the TPD to classify a 

particular robbery incident in a category other than "passenger" 

may have occur red when inc idents were particul ar ly noteworthy. 

Factors which made these incidents noteworthy in some way may 

also have made them more likely to have been cleared. 

For larceny incidents, the "level of intrusion" of .the 

taking of property56 was related to the likelihood that the 

incident was cleared. For instance, incidents with comparatively 

minimal amounts of physical contact necessary for completion of 

the crime, such as purse or jewelry snatches, had substantially 

lower percentages of cleared incidents (9.7% and 11.0%, respec­

tively). (See, Table 25.) In contrast, those incidents involving 

54The difference between the two 
significant at the 0.01 level 
Chi-square equaled 10.9. 

categor ies was 
with 1 degree 

statistically 
of freedom. 

55"Other" includes robberies classified by the TPD as a jewelry 
snatch, a bag snatch with injury or a mugging, a robbery 
involving a student~ a school pass, or TA property, or a robbery 
not falling into one of the designated classes. 

5611Level of intrusion" refers to the len~th of the physical 
contact which a perpetrator would ordinarily have to have with 
a victim to complete a particular type of theft. In this 
context, physical II contact II can be distinguished from physical 
"force" where the latter refers to the amount of physical 
exertion used in the course of a crime. 
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TABLE 25 

TRANSIT ROBBER'{ AN) GRAm IAOCENl INCIDENT.:) REPORTED 'IO 'lHR 
TRANSIT FeLICE DEPAR~MENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 19821 MAY 1-21, 1982; 

AOOJsr 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 1982: 

TID CRIME CLASSIFICATICN BY CLEARANCE 

TID CRIME CLASSIFICATION 

ROBBERY ~ENY 

'IDI'AL 'IOl'AL 
Passenger 1 

~ ROBBERY Jewe1!X Snatch Purse Snatch Bag Opener PickP2£ket Lush Worker Other Type 
2 

LARCENY 

!i !. !i !. !i .! !i !. !i '!. !i !. !i .! !i !. !i % !i % 

Clearance 197 15.6% 63 24.6% 266 17.1% 38 1l.6% 31 9.7% 72 23.2% 66 32.2% 58 37.4% 47 33.1% 312 21.1% 

No Clearance 1064 84.4 199 76.0 1263 82.9 31119 89.0 289 90.3 239 76.8 139 67.8 97 62.6 95 66.9 1168 78.9 

'IOl.1U. 1261 HI0.0% 262 10111.111% 1523 1111111.111% 347 10111.0% 32111 l"".~% 311 11110."% 205 10111.6% 155 16111.6% 142 160.6% 148111 11110.0% 

lIncludes robberies classified b)r the TPD as a jewelry snatch, a bag snatch with injury or a mugging, a robbery involving a student, school pass, or TA 
property, or a robbery not falling into one of the designated classes. 

2Includes larcenies classified by the TPO as a hat snatch, a larceny involving TA property, or a larceny not falling into one of the designated classes. 
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a more intrusive taking, such as those classified as bag opener, 
pickpocket, and lush worker larcenies, had higher percentages of 

clearances (23.2%, 32.2%, and 37.4%, respectively) .57 This high­

er clearance rate found for lush worker lar.cenies may also be 

related to the time of_ occurrence of these 

high clearance rates found for these times. 58 
incidents and the 

As. Table 5 illu-

strated, two thirds of the lush worker incidents (67r5%) occurred 

between 12:01 A.M. and 6:00 A.M. In addition, these lush worker 

incidents represented 52.3% of the 199 larcenies reported as 

occurring in this time period. 

Table 26 presents the percentage of cleared larceny 

inc idents wi thin six four-hour time per iods. Although many· of 

the categories involved few numbers of cases, some observations 

about these data can be made. For instance, jewelry snatch and 

57This interpretation appears to be supported even among lush 
worker larcenies. Separate clearance rates were calculated for 
lush worker larcenies according to whether a weapon was reported 
(35 or 22.6%) or not (120 or 77.4%). All 35 repo·rted weapons 
were knives or other cutting instruments. Among these 35 lar­
cenies, the clearance rate was 8.6 %. For the other lush worker 
larcenies where no weapon was reported, the clearance rate was 
45.8%. (These figures do not appear in any table in this re­
port.) If~a knife was used to cut the pocket of a sleeping 
person, the length of the physical contact between the perpetra­
tor and tb;e victim (or level of intrusion) would probably have 
been less than that necessary to remove the same property from 
the same person if the pocket had remained intact. Here, where 
the level of intrusion was comparatively low, the chance that, the 
larceny would have been noticed immediately would also have been 
low. If this type of larceny was not noticed immediately, it was 
probably less likely to have resulted in an immediate arrest 
(and, thus, in a clearance). (See, p.86, infra, for a discussion 
of incident-to-arrest time lagsamong TPD larceny cr ime class i­
fications. ) 

_58see , p.S7, sugra, where it is noted that the percent'ages of 
incldents occurrlng between 12:01 A.M. and 4:00 A.M. and between 
4:01 A.M. and 8:00 A.Mo which were cleared were each at least 10 
percentage points higher thdn for any other time period. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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purse snatch larcenies had fairly consistent percentages of 
clearances within all of the time periods. The percentages of 

cleared jewelry snatch incidents within each period ranged from 

9.6% to 14.3% while the purse snatch clearance-rates varied a 

little more, ranging from 3.7% to 14.3%. 

The clearance rates for pickpocket, "other," and lush worker 

larcenies were highest for incidents which occurred between 12:01 

A.M. and 4:00 A.M. (66.7%, 63.2%, and 38.1%, respectively) and 

• 4:01 A.M. and 8:00 A.M. (34.8%, 37.5%, and 50.0%, respectively). 

Overall, the clearance rates for these two time periods were 

higher than for any other time categories as were the clearance 

rates for these three crime classes. However, as Table 26 indi-

• cates, the clearance rates were not high for all crime classes 

dur ing these two early morning time per iods nor were they high 

for pickpocket, lush worker, or other larcenies at all times. 

Therefore, it may be the interaction of factors associated with 

these three crime types and two time periods which produced the 

higher clearance rates found for pickpocket, lush worker, and 

other larcenies in the early morning hours. These higher clear-

• 

• 

• 

ance rates at these times appear to explain relatively high 

overall rates found when these two time periods were compared to 

other time periods and these three crime classes were compared to 

other crime classes. 

As noted above, Kings County had the lowest percentage of 

clearances for all larcenies. 59 The combination of having the 

comparatively large percentages of jewelry and purse snatches 

occurring there 60 and the low percentages of clearances for these 

59 See, p.60, supra. 

60 
• See, p.20, sUEra. 

• 
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'fABLE 26 

TRl\NSIT GRAND Ll\RCENY INCIDEN'IS REPORTED '10 WE 
TRANSIT roLICE DEPARmENl' AS OCCURRIOO FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; 

AOOUsr 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 1982: 

PERCENTAGE CLEARED BY TIME OF INCIDENl' BY TPD CRIME CLASSIFICATIOO1 

TIME OF INCIDENT 

8:111-12:00 8:01-12:Im Not 
TPD CRIME 12:01-4:00 A.M. 4:01-8:00 A.M. Noon 12:01-4:00 P.M. 4:01-8:00 P.M. Midnight Available 'IO'fAL 
CLASSIFlCA'l'ION % Jill.. ! Jill.. % Jill.. ! JID.. % JID.. ! Jill.. Jill.. ! .lliL 
Jewelry Snatch 14.3 ( 7) 10.0 (20) 10.0 (70) 9.6 (125) 12.5 (104) 14.3 (21) (-) 11.0 (347) 
Purse Snatch 14.3 (14) 3.7 (27) 8.2 (49) 10.7 (75) 12.2 (Hl7) 6.3 (48) (-) 9.7 (320) 

Bag Opener ( 1) 18.2 (11) 11.9 (59) 37.0 (46) 23.1 (lB6) 2B.6 ( 7) (1) 23.2 (311) 

Pickpocket 66.7 (18) 34.8 (23) 23.7 , (38) 25.6 (43) 31.9 ( 72) 27.3 (ll) H 32.2 (205) 
Lush Worker 3B.1 (63) 50.0 (56) ( B) 14.3 ( 7) - ( 7) 30.8 (13) (1) 37.4 (155) 

Other Type 
2 63.2 (19) 37.5 (16) 29.2 (24) 20.6 (34) 31.4 ( 35) 28.6 (14) H 33.1 (142) 

--- ---- -----
'IDl'AL 41.8 (122) 30.7 (153) 13.7 (248) 17.0 (330) 20.2 (511) 16.7 (114) (2) 21.1 (1480) 

lNurr~~s in parentheses "(N)" refer to the total number of incidents in each TPD crime classification category during each time period. 
All percentages in-the table refer to the percentage of the total incidents in each category which were cleared bf an arrest. 

2Inc1udes larcenies classified by the TPD as a hat snatch, a iarceny involving TA property, or a larceny not falling into one of the 
designated classes. 

• .-. --. • • • • • 
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particular crime types accounts, in part, for Kings County's low 
61 percentage of larceny clearances. Percentages of cleared 

pickpocket and lush worker larcenies were also low in Kings 

County in comparison to the other counties. (See, Table 27.) In 

the Bronx, clearance rates for jewelry snatch (4.8%), purse 

snatch (4.2%), and bag opener larcenies (11.1%) were lower than 

for the other counties (although the numbers of incidents in 

these categories were fairly small). 

F. Crime Location 

Table 23 also presents the percentage of cleared incidents 

occurring at a particular location separately for each county in 

the system. For both transit robberies and larcenies citywide, 

clearance rates varied considerably by the location of the crime 

incident. For robberies, the clearance rate was highest for 

incidents which occurred in the mezzanine (27.4%) and lowest for 

those which occurred on stairways and in passageways or on ramps 

(11.8% and 10.9%, respectively). Among transit larcenies, the 

clearance rates were roughly equivalent for incidents which 

occur red on stairways, mez zanines, and platforms (27.2%, 24.5 %, 

and 24.1%, respectively), but lower for those which occurred on 

trains (18.1%), where over one half of the transit larcenies 

occurred. 62 

The variation was substantial among counties in the percent­

age of cleared larcenies which occurred at different locations. 

For instance, the relatively high percentages of stairway and 

• platform incidents cleared, noted above, reflected primarily the 

high clearance rate in New Yo~k County (36.1% for stairways and 

• 61 See, p. 69, infra, where the lmq percentage of clearances in 
Kings County for larcenies occurring on a train is also noted. 

62 See, p.24, supra • 

• 



COUNTY 

Kings 

New York 

Queens 
Bronx 

TC1I'AL 

TABLE 27 

TRANSIT GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED 'IO '!HE 
TRANSIT fOLICE DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; 

AUGUsr 1-21, 1982; OR OC'lOBER 2-22, 1982: 

PERCENTAGE CLEARED BY TPD CRIME CLASSIFICATICN BY COUNTY1 

TID CRIME CLASSIFICATION 

.Jewe1r~ Snatch Purse Snatch Bas 0Eener Pick£2ckc:.1:. .. Lush Worker Other ~-

% ..lliL % (N) % ..lliL % (N) % Jill.. % lID.. -
14.1 (163) 8.6 (116) 16.0 ( 25) 12.1 ( 33) 10.9 ( 46) 26.5 ( 34) 

7.1 (140) 11.5 (157) 23.5 (260) 37.1 (140) 54.2 ( 59) 37.8 ( 82) 

17.4 ( 23) 8.7 ( 23) 35.3 ( 17) 17.6 ( 17) 45.2 ( 31) 14.3 ( 7) 

4.8 ( 21) 4.2 ( 24) 11.1 ( 9) 46.7 ( 15) 36.8 ( 19) 31.6 ( 19) 

11.0 (347) 9.7 (320) 23.2 (311) 32.2 (205) 37.4 (155) 33.1 (142) 

'lOTAL 

% lID.. 
13.2 ( 417) 

24.3 ( 838) 

25.4 ( 118) 

?_1.5 ( 107) 

21.1 (1480) I 
0'1 
ex:> I 

I 

1Nurnbers in parentheses "(N) II refer to the total number of incidents in each cr ime category for each county. All percent':" 
ages in table refer to the percentage of the total incidents in each category which were cleared b¥ an arrest. 

2Inc1udes larcenies classified py the TPD as a hat snatch, a larceny involving TA property, or a larceny not falling into 
one of the designated classes. 
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33.1% for platform incidents), where most of these incidents 

occurred. The percentage of stairway and mezzanine larceny 

incidents cleared in the Bronx was low (7.7% and 18.2%, 

respectively) compared to the percentages cleared in other 

counties (27.5%, 25.0%, and 24.0% for mezzanine incidents in 

• Kings, Queens, and New York Counties, respectively). - Also, the 

percentage of cleared train larcenies varied from 31.2% (Queens) 

and 27.7% (Bronx) to 17.7% (New York) and 12.1% (Kings). This 

I variation among counties in train clearance rates appears to be 

• related, in part, both to the percentage of lush worker incidents 

which occurred on trains in each county and to the clearance 

rates in each county for these incidents. 63 

• Among robber ies, there was somewhat less var iation among 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

counties in the percentages of cleared incidents at particular 

locations within the system. For all counties, clearance rates 

for both mezzanine and stairway incidents were lower. 

Table 28 presents robbery and larceny clearance rates by 

six-hour time intervals. Clearance rates for robberies which 

occurred on a stairway or mezzanine varied less across time 

periods than those which occurred on a train or p1atform. 64 

Stairway robbery clearance rates were relatively low, ranging 

630f the Queens and Bronx larceny train incidents, 35.1% and 
27.7%, respectively, were lush 'Ilorker incidents. Only 9.1% of 
the New York County and 15.1% of the Kings County larceny train 
incidents were classified as lush worker incidents. In addition, 
the clearance rate for the lush worker train incidents in Kings 
County (8.3%) was very low in comparison to those for New York, 
Queens, and Bronx Counties (48.7%, 40.7%, and 33.3%, respective-
1y). These data should be interpreted with caution because they 
involve small numbers of cases in some instances. (These data do 
not a9pear in any of the tables in this report.) 

64Because robbery incidents which occurred at the other three 
locations (token booth, passageway or ramp, and "other") did not 
have enough incidents in each time period to guard against 
skewedness, they have not been discussed here. 
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TIME OF INCIDENT 

ROBBERY 

12:fil- 6:03 A.M. 
6:31-12:313 Noon 

12:31- 6:33 P.M. 
6:31-12:03 Midnight 

SU8'IOI'AL 

Not Available 

'IOTAL roBBERY 

LARCENY 

12:31- 6:33 A.M. 

6:31-12:30 Noon 
12:31- 6:08 P.M. 

TABLE 28' 

TRANSIT ROBBERY Am GRAND LARCENY INCIDENlS REFOR'IEO 10 TIlE TRANSIT POLICE DEPAA'IMENT 
AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1962: 

PERCENTAGE CLEARED BY CRIME IDCATIGI BY TIME OF INCID~ 

CRIME LOCA'l'ION 

passageway/ Other 2 Train Stairway' Platform Mezzanine Token Booth &m!E Location 

% ® % @.> ! ® ! (ill ! !!i) ! (ill 1 ® 
16.1 (124) 14.5 ( 62) 16.5 ( 91) 31.7 ( 41) 14.3 (21) 25.3 ( 4) 25.8 ( 4) 

7.7 ( 65) 14.3 ( 49) 26.8 ( 41) 22.7 ( 22) 33.3 ( 6) 25.3 ( 8) 14.3 ( 7) 

17.5 (D7) 11.3 (133) 22.6 (124) 29.0 ( 69) 11.1 ( 9) 5.6 (18) 27.3 (11) 
23.1 (144) 13.2 (128) 13.3 (113) 22.6 ( 53) 8.3 (12) 6.3 (16) 13.13 (13) 

--- -- ---- ---- --- -- --.--
16.6 (473) 11.8 (372) 18.7 (369) 27.3 (185) 14.6 (46) 10.9 (46) 18.8 (32) 

. --=.. L..::l _- .L::l. _-L=l. 103 • @. L.!l. --=:. .L::l. _- .L::l. _- ..L::l. 
16.6 (4713) 11.8 (372) IB.7 (369) 27.4 (166) 14.6 (46) 13.9 (46) 18.6 (32) 

41.3 (121) 40.0 ( 15) 56.5 ( 46) 26.6 ( 14) - ( -) - ( 1) Hm.3 ( 2) 

11.7 (168) 6.2 ( 32) 16.4 ( 55) 24.4 ( 41) - ( -) 20.3 ( 5) - ( 3) 
13.8 (362) 35.8 ( 95) IB.l (127) , 28.4 (74) - ( -) - (11) 12.5 ( 8) 

6:31-12:33 Midnight 1B.3 (139) 1B.4 ( 38) 16.7 ( 60) 14.7 ( 34) - ( -) 43.3 ( 5) - ( 2) 

SU8'IDTAL lB. 1 (810) 27.2 (180) 23.6 (288) 24.5 lIm --T=f 13.6 (22) 213.13 (15) 
Not Available _- L.:l. _-L:l ~L1l. _-L:i _- ..l:1 -=...l:l. _- .L::l. 

'IDl'AL LARCENY 18.1 (813) 27.2 (lB3) 24.1 (293) 24.5 (163) - ( -) 13.6 (22) 20.8 (15) 

1'Qffik 

1 <ill 
17.9 ( 347) 

16.7 ( 198) 
18.4 ( 5U) 

15.1 ( 476) 

-----
17.3 (1522) 

lill!.J! L.!l.. 
17.1 (1523) 

44.2 ( 199) 
13.6 ( 324) 

19.1 ( 671) 
17.6 ( 278) 

21.0 (1476) 

l![J! .L...ll.. 
21.1 (1480) 

~umbers in parentheses" (N)" refer to the total number of incidents in each crime location during each time period. All percentages in 
table refp.r to the percentage of the total incidents in each category whicn were cleared ~ an arrest. 

2Includes locations classified ~ the TPD as a toilet or a location not falling into one of the designated classes. 
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from 10.2% (6:01 P.M. to 12:00 midnight) to 14.5% (12:01 A.M. to 

• 6:00 A.M.). Clearance rates for robbery mezzanine incidents, on 

the other hand, were relatively high for all time periods, 

ranging from clearance rates of 22.6% and 22.7% for the periods 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

between 6:01 P.M. and 12:00 midnight and between (j:01 A.M. and 

12:00 noon, respectively, to 31.7% for the period between 12:01 

AoM. and 6:00 A.M. Among platform incidents, those which occur­

red between 6:01 A.M. and 12:00 noon had the highest clearance 

rate (26.8%). The lowest clearance rate for platform incidents 

was 13.3% (6:01 P.M. to 12:00 midnight) while that for train 

robberies which occurred between 6:01 A.M. to 12:00 noon was even 

lower (7.7%). The clearance rate for train robberies was highest 

for the period between 6:01 P.M. and 12:00 midnight (20.1%). 

Larceny clearance rates varied more consistently by time of 

incident across crime locations than robberies. The highest 

clearance rates among stairway, train, and platform larcenies 

were found for the 12:01 A.M. to 6:00 A.M. period (40.0%, 4l~3%, 

and 56.5%, respectively). Among the clearance rates for the 

remaining time per iods for these three larceny locations I only 

tha clearance rate for the 12:01 P.M. to 6:00 P.M. period for 

stairway incidents (35.8%) was over 20.0%. For larceny mezzanine 

incidents, the clearance rates for the first three time periods 

(12:01 A.M. to 6:00 A.M., 6:01 A.M. to 12:00 noon, and 12:01 P.M. 

to 6:00 P .• M.) were roughly equivalent (28.6%, 24.4%, and 28~4%, 

res~ectively) while that for the 6:01 P.M. to 12:00 midnight 

period was almost 10 percentage points lower (14.7%). 

G. Value of Property Stolen 

Table 29 shows the percentage of incidents cleared by the 

value of property reported stolen. For both robberies and 

• larcenies, the percentage of incidents cleared was highest when 

the value of the property stolen was not available (31.4% and 

• 
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58.2%, respectively; compared to 11.9% and 8.1% for all robberies 

and larcenies where the amount stolen was reported). These high 

clearance rates suggest that the "not available" category may 

include large numbers of crimes where no property was taken 

because the perpetrator was apprehended before the crime was 

completed. 

Across all weapon types, robberies where a gun was reported 

had the lowest percentage of clearances (10.9%). (~, Table 

30.) Where the weapon reported was an "alleged gun," the percen­

tage of cleared incidents rose to 23.5%. The "other" category65 

had the highest percentage of clearances among all weapon cate­

gories (29.4%). As with the "other" category for the robbery 

crime classification, the diversity of weapons in this category 

and the small numbers of cases in certain categories made these 

percentages difficult to evaluate. Of the 57 larcenies where a 

weapon was reported, 15 were cleared (26.3%) .66 

I. Age of Com~lainan~ 

Clearance rates were higher for both robberies and larcenies 

among incidents involving younger complainants than for those in 

which the complainant was older. (See, Table 22.) For robber­

ies, incidents with complainants under 16, 16 to 19, and 20 to 29 

6SThis category includes weapons classified as a toy gun, blunt 
instrument, poison or chemical, or a weapon not falling into one 
of the TPD-designated classes. 

66These figures on larceny clearances by weapon used do not 
appear in any table in this report. ~,fn. 57, supra, for a 
discussion of clearance rates among lush worker larcenies 
separated according to whether a weapon was reported. 
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TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED 'IO WE 
TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; 

AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IDBER 2-22, 1982: 

VALUE OF PROPERTY SIOLEN BY CLEARANCE 

VALUE OF PROPERTY SIDLEN 

$1.00-$4.99 $5.00-$49.99 $50.00-$199.99 $200.00 and Over SUB'lOTAL 
Not 1 
Available TOl'AL 

ROBBERY N % N % N % N % N % N % N ! - - -
Clearance 7 17.9% 43 12.5% 46 12.2% 38 10.5% 134 11.9% 126 31.4% 260 17.1% 

No Clearance 32 82.1 300 87.5 332 87.8 324 89.5 988 88.1 275 68.6 1263 82.9 

""' 
'IOTAL ROBBERY 39 100.0% 343 100.0% 378 100.0% 362 100.0% 1122 100.0% 401 100.0% 1523 100.0% 

LARCENY 

Clearance 8 33.3% 38 "12.4% 27 6.7% 16 4.4% 89 8.1% 223 58.2% 312 21.1% 

No Clearance 16 66.7 268 87.6 377 93.3 347 95.6 1008 91.9 160 41.8 1168 78.9 

TOTAL IARCENY 24 100.0% 306 10000% 404 100.0% 363 100.0% 1097 100.0% 383 100.0% 1480 100.0% 

1Inc1udes incidents where no property was taken and where the value of the property taken was not available or was not 
recorded. 
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TABLE- 39 

TRANSIT ROBBERY INCIDENTS REPORTED ~ ~1E TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT 
1\5 OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 19821 MAY 1-21, 1982; AOOUsr 1-21, 1982; 00 OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

WEAPCN TYPE BY CLEARANCE 

WJg\PCN TYPE 

Fistl 
Alleged Other2 Not 3 

Knife Gun Gun ~ SUBTOTAL Available 
y- .! !i ! !i .! !i .! !i ! !i ]. ~ 

Clearance 130 18.0% sa 15.a% 29 10.9% 24 23.5% 25 29.4% 258 17.1% 2 
No Clearance 593 82.0 283 85.9 236 89.1 78 76.5 6" 70.6 125a 82.9 13 

TOTAL 723 Hm.0% 333 100.0% 265 100.0% 192 100.3% 85 la0.0% 1508 130.0% 15 

1 Includes all types of bodily force. 

TOTAL 
!!---1 

260 17.1% 
1263 82.9 

1523 100.0% 

2Includes weapons classified b¥ the TPD as a toy gun, blunt instrument, poison or chemical, or a weapon not falling into one of the 
designated classes. 

3 Includes incidents where no weapon was used, threatened, or recovered and where the type of weapon used, threatened, or recovered 
was not available or not recorded. . 
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years of age were cleared 28.6%, 22.5%, and 20.2% of the time, 

• respectively. In contrast, the percentage of robbery incidents 

cleared where complainants were 40 years or older was 11.2%. 

Larceny incidents ~ith complainants under 16 and from 16 to 

• 19 years old were cleared 23.5% and 37.7% of the time, respec­

tively, compared with 19.1% of all larcenies. 67 It should be 

noted, however, that larceny incidents witn complainants in these 

two age groups make up only 6.4% of all incidents where the age 

• of the complainant was available. (~, Table 12.) 

Table 22 shows clearance rates by complainant ages and time 

of incident in four-hour intervals. While it is difficult to 

• draw definitive conclusions because of the small numbers of cases 

appearing in many of the categories, several observations can be 

made. Among robberies, clearance rates for incidents invorving 

67These differential clearance rates may be attributable, in 
part, to the associations between complainant age and crime 

• class. Larcenies involving complainants under 16 years and 16 to 
19 years included, in compar ison to other larcenies (where the 
age of the complainant was known), low percentages of incidents 
in the crime class (purse snatch) with the lowest clearance rate 
(9.7%) and hiSh percentages in one of the crime classes ("other" 
larcenies) with a high clearance rate (33.1%). (See, Table 3 in 

• Appendix I.) Among all larcenies where the age of the complainant 
was known, 22.0% were purse snatches while "other" larcenies 
represented only 8.2% of these incidents. (These figures are not 
shown in Table 3, Appendix I.) Among incidents with complainants 
under 16 and 16 to 19 years of age, however, purse snatches 
accounted for only 11.8% and 14.5% of the total, respectively, 

• while "other" larcenies made up 29.4% and 11.6%, respectively. 
(See, Table 3, Appendix I.) 

• 

• 



-76-

l6-to-19-year-old complainants, unlike other age groups, were 

fairly similar across time periods, ranging from 20.0% for in­

cidents occurring between 8:01 A.M. and l2:~0 ~oon to 29.6% for 

incidents in the 12:01 A.M. to 4:00 A.M. period. Although 

robbery clearance rates were generally lowest for incidents 

involving complainants aged 4.0 or older (9.9% to l3.8%), these 

age groups showed re-latively high clearance rates for incidents 

occurring between 4:01 A.M. and 8:00 A.M. (14.3% to 26.3%). 

Relatively high clearance rates were also observed within the 

20 -to-29-year-old group for incidents occur ring between 12: 0,1 

A.M. and 4:00 A.M. (27.3-%). and between 12:01 P.M. and 4:.00 P.M. 

(31.5%), and wi thin 30-to-39-year-olds for incidents occurr ing 

between....8:0l A.M. and 4:00 P.M. (27.3% and 24.0%). 68 

For larceny incidents, the highest clearance rates among 

those involving complainants aged 20 to 29 and 30 to 39 years 

were for incidents in the 12:01 A.M. to 4:00 -A.M. period ·(42.9% 
-' . 

and 40.0%,. respectively), and the lowest rates during the period 

8:01 A.M. to 12:00 noon (5.8% for 20-to-29-year-olds) and 8:01 

P.M. to 12:00 midnight (4.0% for 30-to-39-year-olds) .69 

J. Sex of ComElainant 

Table 31 shows that, for robberies, the clearance rate was 

virtually identical for male (17.2%) and female (16.6%) complain­

ants. For larcenies, h~wever, incidents involving male complain­

ants were more likely to be cleared than -those; involving female 

68complainants aged 20 to 29 years and 30 to 39 years comprised 
28.5% and 19.5%, respectively, of all robbery incidents where the 
age of the complainant was available. (~, Table 12.) 

69complaints aged 20 to 29 years and 30 ··to 39 years comprised 
32.9% and 23.0%, respectively, of all larceny incidents where the 
age of the complainant was available. (~, Table 12.) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 
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complainants (28.2% of the larcenies involving male complainants 

• and 16.2% of the larcenies involving female complainants were 

cleared) • This difference may reflect that jewelry and purse 

snatches, which have relatively low clearance rates70 are 

predominantly crimes against women. 

• 

• 
v. INCIDENTS WITH ARREST(S) 

For this study, because the number and cbaracter istics of 

perEetrators involved in each crime incident were not known, it 

was not possible to analyze offender characteristics for all 

incidents. In this section, data are analyzed for Eersons 

• arrested for incidents which occurred in the four sample three-

• 

• 

• 

week periods in 1982, including number of co-defendants, the time 

lag between incident and arrest, and the age of the youngest 

t d f "d t 71 person arres e or an ~nc~ en' • 

70 See, Table 25, where the clearance rates for jewelry and purse 
snatch larcenies are presented, and Table 13, where the 
percentages of incidents involving male and female complainants 
are shown separately for each TPD crime classification. 

7lThis section includes information about defendants arrested for 
these crime incidents and does not include information related to 
incidents where there was an "exceptional clearance." 
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• 
TABLE 31 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDEN'IS REPORTED 'IO THE 
TRANSIT POLICE DEPAR'IMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 19821 MAY 1-21, 1982"; • AUGUsr 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 1982: 

SEX OF COMPLAINANT BY CLEARANCE 

SEX OF COMPLAINANT • 
Not 

Male Female Available 'IOTAL -
'ROBBERY N % N % N li .! • - -

Clearance 185 17.2% 72 16.6% 3 260 17.1% 

No Clearance 888 82.8 363 83.4 12 1263 82.9 

·'IOTAL ROBBERY 1073 100.0% 435 100.0% 15 1523 100.0% 

LARCENY 

Clearance 140 28.2% 154 16.2% 18 312 21.1% 

No Clearance 357 71.8 796 83.8 15 1168 78.9 • 
'IO'mL LARCENY 497 100.0% 950 100.0% 33 1480 100.0% 

ROBBERY AND • 
LARCENY 
Clearance 325 20.7% 226 ·16.3% 21 572 19.0% 

No Clearance 1245 79.3 1159 83e7 27 2431 81.0 

TOTAL ROBBERY • 
AND LARCENY 1570 100.0% 1385 100.0% 48 3003 100.0% 

• 

• 
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A. Number of Arrestees and Time of Incident 

• Robbery arrestees were much more likely to have 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

co-defendants than arrestees charged with larceny (43.8% of the 

robbery incidents compared to 18.3%. of those classified as 

larcenies). (~, Table 32.) Among the robbery and larceny 

incidents with more than one arrestee, the majority included just 

two defendants (79.1% and 82.5%, respectively). 

Figure 7 shows the percentages of robbery and larceny 

arre~ts that. included more than one defendant by the time of the 

incident. For robbery incidents with arrest (s), the data show 

that incidents which occurred during the time period 12:01 P.M. 

to 4:00 P.M. were most likely to involve co-defendants (54.0% of 

these incidents versus 43.8% of all robbery incidents with 

arrest (s) ) .72 Conversely, for robbery incidents that occurred 

during the time period 8:01 A.M. to 12:00 noon, the percentage of 

arrests involving more than one arrestee was the lowest (22.7%). 

Because data are only available for those incidents which 

resul ted in an arrest, it is not possible with this dataset to 

determine whether more robber ies were commi tted in particular 

time periods by individuals acting in groups or alone. In 

addition, this dataset cannot address questions such as whether 

72 See, Table 32. 
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TABLE 32 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND L~CENY INCIDENTS WI'IH ARREST(S) REPORl'ED 
10 THE TRANSIT POLICE DEPAR1MENT "AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; 

MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC1OBER 2-22, 1982: 

NUMBER OF ARRESTEES PER INCIDENT 

NUMBER OF ROBBERY LARCENY 
ARRESTEES PER 
INCIDENT N % N % 

ONE ARRESTEE 141 56.2% 254 81. 7% 

MORE 'lEAN CNE: 

Two . 87 34.6 . ( 79.1%) 47 15.1 ( 82.5%) 

Three 16 6.4 ( 14.6 ) 9 2.9 ( 15.8 ) 

Four 4 1.6 ( 3.6 ) ( - ) 

Five 2 0.8 1.8 ) ( - ) 
Six ]. 0.4 0.9 ) ( - ) 

Seven - ) 1 0.3 ( 1.7 ) 

SUB'IOTAL 
MORE 'IRAN CNE 110 43.8% (100.0%) 57 18.3% (100.0%) 

'IDI'AL 251 100.0% 311 100.0% 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• ; 

• 

• 

• 
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TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS WITH ARRESTS REPORTED -------,-
TO THE TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; 

MAY 1-21,1982; AUGUST 1-21,1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22,1982: 
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the number of persons arrested for an incident was a result of 

different police arrest or patrol practices during certain time 

periods. It may be logical to assume, however, that the greater 

numbers of arrests of more than one defendant for incidents 

occurring 12:01 P.M. to 4:00 P.M. may be related to students 

getting out of school. 73 

For larcenies, in contrast to robber ies, co-defendant 

arrests were most likely for incidents occurring during the 

period from 4:01 P.M. to 8:00 P.M. (27.5% of these arrests in­

volved more than one defendant compared with 18.3% of all 

larcenies with arrest(s». 74 Co-defendant arrests were least 

common among larceny incidents with arrest(s) which occurred 

between 8:01 A.M. and 12:00 noon (5.9% of these arrests). 

73Additional analyses were conducted in which robbery incidents 
wi th arrests were separated according to: (1) whether the 
incident occurred during the week or on the weekend; (2) whether 
one or more than one defendant was arrested; and (3) lhe time of 
occurrence of the ihcident and the age class of the arrestee(s). 
For incidents with more than one arrestee which occurred Monday 
through Friday, those which fell in the under-16-years age 
category were overrepresented in the 12:01 P.M. to 4:00 P.M. 
category (51.9%, compared to 37.2% for all incidents occurring in 
this time period). These divisions of the data, however, resulted 
in very small numbers of cases in particular categories and 
should be cautiously interpreted. (The data discussed here have 
not been included in any of the tables in khis report.) 

.' 74 ' See, Table 32. The figures for larceny incidents with 
arrest (s) involving more than one defendant per inci.dent may be 
unreliable since the total number of cases is relatively low 
(N=57); therefore, these results should be interpreted with 
caution. 

• 
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B. Incident-to-Arrest Time Lag 

• The number' of transit robbery and larceny incidents with 

arrest(s) decreased as the interval between the time of the 

incident and th~ time of arrest increased: 59.4% were classified 

as an "immediate arrest"75 while an additional 26.8% had an 

• incident-to-arrest time lag of 1 to 15 minutes. (~, Table 33.) 

When robbery and larceny incidents with arrest(s) were examined 

separately, however, larcenies were much more likely to result in 

immediate arrest(s) than robberies (74.1% compared to 41.2%, 

• respectively) • Only 8.0% of robbery and 2.6% of larcer.y 

incidents with arrest (s) occurred more than one hour after the 

incident. 

• 

• 

• 

1. Incident-to-Arrest Time Las and County 

Table 34 shows the percentage distribution of arrest time 

lag by county of occurrence for robbery and larceny incidents 

with arrest (s) • New York County had the highest percentage of 

immediate arrests for both robbery and larceny (48.6% and 81.1%, 

respectively) while Queens had the lowest percentage for robbery 

(22.7%)76 and Kings for larceny (52.7%). 

2. Incident-to-Arrest Time Lag and Crime Location 

Table 35 shows the percentage distribution of incident-to­

arrest time lag by crime location for rObbery and larceny. 

Robbery and larceny mezzanine incidents with an arrest each had a 

75An "immediate arrest" is one where the time of incident and the 
time of arrest were the same. For incidents where more than one 
defendant was arrested, the incident-to-arrest time lag of the 
first defendant arrested was recorded here. 

76Note , however, that the total number of robbery incidents with 
arrest(s) for Queens was relatively small (N=22). 
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TABLE 33 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AID GRAm LARCENY INCIDENW WI'lH ARREST (S) 
REPORl'ED 'IO 'lEE 'rnANSIT roLICE DEPARIMENT ~S 

OCCTJRRIm FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; 
AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC~DBER 2-22, 1982: 

ARRESI' TIME LAG1 

ROBBERY LARCENY 'IOTAL 
ARREST 
TIME LAG N % N % N % 

Immediate Arrest2 103 41.2% 229 74.1% 332 59.4% 

1 - 15 minutes 91 36.4 59 19.1 150 26.8 

16 - 30 minutes 17 6.8 8 2.6 25 4.5 

31 - 60 minutes 19 7.6 5 1.6 24 4.3 

OVer 1 hr. - 1.day 13 5.2 7 2.3 20 3.6 

OVer 1 day 7 2.8 1 0.3 8 1.4 

SUB'IO'l'AL 250 100.0% 309 100.0% 559 100.0% . 
Not Available 1 2 3 

251 311 562 

lInterval between time of incident and time of arrest. For inci~ 
dents where more than one defendant was arrested, the incident-to­
arrest time lag of the first defendant arrested was recorded here. 

2Time of incident and time of arrest were the same. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• TABLE 34 

TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS WIlli ARREST(S) REPO~TED 'IO '!HE 
TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENr AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982: 

AOOUST 1-21, 1982: OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 1982: 

• COUNI'Y BY ARREST TIME LAG 

COUNTY 

• ARREST TIME LAG1 Kings New York Queens Bronx 'IDI'AL 

ROBBERY N % N % N % N % N % - -
Immediate Arrest2 31 36.1% 52 48.6% 5 22.7% 15 42.9% 103 41.2% 

• 1 - 15 Minutes 32 37.2 37 34.6 8 36.4 14 40.0 91 36.4 

16 - 60 Minutes 13 15.1 13 12.1 6 27.3 4 11.4 36 14.4 

Over 1 hour 10 11.6 5 4.7 3 13.6 2 5.7 20 8.13 

SUB'lDTAL 86 100.0% 1137 100.0% 22 100.0% 35 100.0% 250 100.0% 

Not Available 1 1 

'IDl'AL ROBBERY 86 108 2') Jo. 35 251 

• 
LARCENY 

Immediate Arrest~ 29 52.7% 163 81.1% 23 76.7% 14 60.9% 229 74.1% 

• 1 - 15 Minutes 15 27.3 32 15.9 5 16.7 7 30.4 59 19.1 

Over 15 Minutes 11 20.0 6 3.0 2 6.7 2 8.7 21 6.8 

SUB'I'<::Y.mL 55 100.0% 201 100.0% 30 100.0% 23 100.0% 309 100.0% 

• Not Available 2 2 

'IDI'AL LARCENY 55 203 30 23 311 

(t 1rnterva1 between time of incident and time of arrest. For incidents where more than one 
defendant was arrested, the incident-to-arrest time lag of the first defendant arrested 
was recorded here. / 

2Time of incident and time of arrest were the same. 

• 
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relatively high percentage of arrests more than 15 minutes after 
the incident (44.9% a~d_25.0%, respectively). Among robbery 
train incidents with arrest(s), most arrests occurred between 1 

and 15 minutes after the incident (48.7%) with only 36.8% 

occurring immediabely.77. 

3. Incident-to-Arrest Time La2 and TPD Crime Classification 

Table 36 shows the percentage distribution of the time from 

incident to arrest for larcenies by TPD cr ime cl.assification. 

Larcenies classified by the TPD as "jewelry snatch ll and "purse 

snatch," when compared with other TPD larceny .crime 

classifications, had high percentages of arrests after the 

passage of some time - over half (57.9%) of jewelry snatches and 

40.0% of purse snatch arrests were not immediate. As noted 

abov:e, the overall arrest time lag distribution for rObb.ery 

showed a similar pattern, with nearly three fifths (58.8%) of the 

arrests not occurring immediately.78 This ~imilarity in the 

arrest time lag distributions for robberies and jewelry and purse 

snatch larcenies may have resulted because jewelry and purse 

snatch incidents, like robberies, are transactions which are 

likely to capture the attention of the victim (or others). 

Hence, they would allow the victim (or another) to notice some 

feature of the perpetrator, enabling him or her to identify 

someone as the perpetrator for a lat.er arrest. Note also that 

lush worker, bag opener, and· pickpocket larcenies, which had 

relatively high clearance rates,79 had the highest percentages of 

immediate arrests (87.7%, 84.5%, and 75.8%, respectively). With 

these larcenies, suspected perpetrators appear likely to be 

"caught in the act" or not caught at all. 

77 
See, p. 89, infra, where the relationship between incident-to-

arrest time lags for crime location and weapon type is discussed. 

78 See, p.83, s~pra. 

79 See, p.64, supra. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• , 

• 

• 



• • • • • • • • • • TABLE 35 

TRANSIT roBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS WIllJ lIRREST(S) REPORTED '10 llJE TR1\NSIT roLICE DEPAR'IMI:ln' 
lIS OCCURRIOO FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AOOUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'lOOER 2-22, 1982: 

CRIME lOCATION BY ARREST TIME rAG 

CRIME WCATIGI 

ARREST TIME LAGl 
1ll!!! Stairwa~ Platform Mezzanine 

passagewayl 
Token Booth RaIne 

Other 3 
Location TOl'AL 

roBBERY N .! !i .! N .! !i ! !i ! !i .! !i ! !i % 
Immediate Arrest2 28 36.8% 24 57.2% 31 47.7% 11 22.4% 5 71.4% 3 60.0% 1 16.7% 103 41.2% 

1-15 Minutes 37 48.7 10 23.8 21 32.3 16 32.7 . 2 28.6 2 49.0 3 59.0 91 36.4 
16-60 Minutes 5 6.6 4 9.5 7 19.8 18 36.7 2 33.3 36 14.4 

Over 1 hour 6 7.9 4 9.5 6 9.2 4 8.2. 20 8.9 

----
SUB'lOTAL 76 190.0% 42 100.0% 65 100.0% 49 100.0% 7 1e0.0% 5 100.0% 6 190.9% 250 100.0% 

Not Available 1 1 

'IDTAL roBBERY 76 42 65 50 7 5 6 251 
LARCENY' 
Immediate Arrest2 I 

199 74.1% 37 77.1% 57 83.8% 22 55.0% 1 33.3% 3 100.0% 229 74.1% co 
-...J 

1-15 Minutes 32 21.B 9 1B.7 9 13.2 B 20.9 1 33.3 59 19.1 I 

Over 15 Minutes 6 4.1 2 4.2 2 3.0 19 25.0 1 33.3 21 6.8 

----
SUBTCYrAL 147 1I:J0.9% 4B 100.0% 68 100.0% 40 100.0% 3 H'0.0% 3 100.0% 309 190.0% 

Not Available 2 2 

'IDTAL LARCENY 147 48 70 40 3 3 311 

1Interval between time of -incident and time of arrest. For incidents where'more than one defendant was arrested, the incident-to-arrest 
time lag of the first defendant arrested was recorded here. 

2Time of incident and time of arrest were the same. 

3Inc1udes locations classified ~ the TPD as a toilet or a location not falling into one of the designated classes. 
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ARREST 
TIME LAG

l 

Immediate ~rrest2 
1 - 15 Minutes 

Over 15 Minutes 

Sua'IDI'AL 

Not Available 

'IDI'AL 

TABLE 3~ 

TRANSIT GRAND IARCENY INCIDFNI'S WI'llJ AR{mST (S) REPORTED '10 WE 'IRANSIT POLICE DEPAR'IMl:Nl' 
AS OCCURRIW fEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982, AOOUsr 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IOBER 2-22, 1982: 

Jewelry snatch 
11 % 

16 42.1% 

12 31.6 

10 26.3 

38 100.0% 

38 

'!'PD CRIME CLASSIFICATION BY ARREST TIME LAG 

Purse Snatch 
N % - -

18 60.0% 

8 26.7 

4 13.3 

30 100.0% 

30 

'lm CRIME CIASSIFlCATlOO 

Bag Opener PickE2cket 
!i ! !i .! 

60 84.5% 50 75.8% 
10 14.1 14 21.2 

1 1.4 2 3.0 

- --
71 U0.0% !i6 100.0% 

1 

72 66 

Lush WOrker 
!i .! 

50 87.7% 
6 10.5 

1 1.8 

57 ~00 .0% 

1 

58 

Other 'l'ypEt3 

!i .! 

35 74.5% 
9 19.1 

3 6.4 

----47 100.0% 

47 

~ 
!i .! 

229 74.1% 
59 19.1 

21 6.8 

- --
309 Hm.0% 

2 

311 

lInterval between time of incident and time of arrest. FOr incidents where more than.one defendant was arrested, the incident-to-
arrest time lag of the first defendant arrested was recorded here. . 

2Time of incident and time of arrest were the same. 

3Includes larcenies classified by the TPD as a hat snatch, a larceny involving TA property, or a larceny not falling into 
one of the designated classes. 

~ : . 
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4. Incident-to-Arrest Time La£ and WeaEon Type 

• Robbery incidents with arrest (s) where the weapon reported 

was some kind of bodily force (fist) or cutting instrument 

(knife) had higher percentages of later arrest (s) compared to 

incidents where some other. weapon was reported. About three 

• fifths (61.4%) of "fist" and three quarters (77.8%) of "knife" 

robbery incidents with arrest(s) resulted in arrest(s) after the 

passage of some time. (~, Table 37.) These high proportions 

of later arrests among robberies with arrest(s} where a knife or 

• fist was reported appears to be related to the high proportion of 

later arrests among robberies which occurred on a train or 
. 80 

mezzan~ne. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

5. Incident-to-Arrest Time Lag and Value of ProEerty Taken 

As Table 38 illustra~es, larceny incidents w.ere most likely 

to result in immediate arrest(s} in the "not available" category 

(81.5%) which includes cases where no prop~rty was taken and 

where the value of the property taken was not available or not 

recorded. Although this was true for robbery incidents also, the 

percentage of immediate arrests in this category was not as high 

for robbery as it was for larceny (47.6%, or 59 of 124 robbery 

incidents with arrest (s» • In addition, large percentages of 

robbery and larceny incidents with arrest(s) appear to have 

resulted in the apprehension of a suspect before any property was 

taken from the complainant. Almost half (49.4%) of the robbery 

and 71.7% of the larceny inc idents with ar rest (s) reported no 

value of property stolen. 

S0ever one half (51.6%) of the "f-l.st" robberies with arrest(s) 
and two thirds (64.4%) of those W~l a knife occurred on a train 
or mezzanine. In addition, roughl.l three fourths of both train 

• (76.3%) and mezzanine (74.0%) incidents reported a fist or knife 
as the weapon us~d. (These figures do not appear in any table in 
this report.) Given the small numbers of robbery cases where 
there was an ar rest, however, it was not poss ible to determine 
which factor (weapon use or cr ime location) was more likely to 
affect when the arrest occurred. • 
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TABLE 37 

'ffiANSI'f ROBBERY INCIDENTS WI'IH ARREST(S) REPORTED ro 'lIIE 'IRANSIT OOLICE DEPAR'IMENT 
AS OCCURRING FEBRUAm' 1-21, 1982i MAY 1-21, lS82i AlnlSf 1-21, 1982; OR OC'lOBER 2-22, 1982: 

WEAI?OO 'lYPE BY ARRES'f rAG 

WEAPCN TYPE 

SUB'IOTAL 'l Not 
Fist Knife Gun Alleged Gun GUN Other Type- Available 'l'OTAL 

ARREST 
TIME LAd- N % N % !! .1 !! .1 !! % !! ! !! !! .1 

Immediate Arrest2 49 38.6% 10 22.2% 18 64.3% 14 5B.3% 32 61.5% 12 50.0% 103 41.2% 

1 - 15 Minutes 50 39.4 26 57.8 2 7.1 6 25.0 8 15.4 5 20.6 2 91 36.4 

16 - 60 Minutes 17 13.4 6 13.3 5 17.9 3 12.5 a 15.4 5 23.8 36 14.4 I 

Over 1 hour 11 B.6 3 6.7 3 H1.7 1 4.2 4 7.7 2 8.4 20 8.0 

SUB'lOTAL 127 100.0% 45 1'10.0% 28 100.0% 24 100.0% 52 100.0% 24 1''0.0% 2 250 100.0% 

Not Available 1 1 

~AL 128 45 28 24 52 24 2 251 

lInterval between time of incident and time of arrest. For incidents where more than one defendant was arrested, the incident-to­
arrest time lag of the first defendant arrested "las recorded here. 

2Time of incident and time of arrest were the- same. 

3Includes weapons classified by the TPD as a toy gun, blunt instrument, poison or chemical, or a weapon not falling into one of 
the designated classes. 

• • • • • • • • 
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TRANSIT ROBBERY AND GRAND L~RCENY INCIDENTS WI'IH ARREST(S) REPORTED '10 'lHE 'lRANSIT POLICE DEPAR'IMENT 
AS OCCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; HAY 1-21, 1982, A(X;{Jsr 1-21, 19821 OR OC'lOOER 2-22, 1982: 

VAIDE OF PROPERTY SI'OLEN BY ARREST TIME lAG 

VAUlE OF PROPERTY S'IOLEN 

ARREST 1 
TIME Ll\G $1."0-$4.99 $5.30-$49.99 $5,,~f'-:-~'~~ ,~ $20!1~!,0 and OVer 

Not 3 
Available ~ 

ROBBERY !i ! !i ! !i % !i ! !i % N % 

Immediate Arrest2 1 16.7% 12 30.0% 15 34.9% 16 43.3% 59 47.6% Hi3 41.2% 

1 - 15 Minutes 2 33.3 19 47.5 15 34.9 14 37.8 41 33.1 91 36.4 

16 - 60 Minutes 2 33.3 6 15.0 8 18.6 3 8.1 17 13.7 36 14.4 

OVer 1 hour 1 16.7 3 7.5 5 11.6 4 10.8 7 5.6 20 8.0 

SUB'lDTAL 6 10".fJ% 40 Hl0 .0% 43 100.0% 37 100.0% 124 100.0% 250 100.0% 

Not Available 1 1 

'!OrAL RJBBERY 6 41 43 37 124 251 

(2.4%) (16.3%) (17 .2%) (14.7%) (49.4%) (100.0%) 

LARCENY 

Immediate Arrest2 6 75.0% 23 62.2% 15 55.6% 5 31.3% 180 81.5% 229 74.1% 

1 - 15 Minutes 2 25.0 HI 27.1:1 8 29.6 6 37.5 33 14.9 50 19.1 

OVer 15 Minutes 4 H'.8 4 14.8 5 31.3 8 3.6 21 6.8 

SUB'IOTAL 8 H10.0% 37 100.0% 27 i00.0% 16 100.0% 221 100.0% 389 100.0% 

Not Available 2 2 

'IOTAL LARCENY 8 37 27 16 223 311 

(2.6%) (11.9%) (8.7%) (5.1%) (71.7%) CHlO.0%) 

1rnterval between time of incident and time of arrest. For incidents where more than one defendant was arrested, the 
incident-to-arrest time lag of the first qefendant arrested was recorded here. 

2Time of incident and time of arrest were the same. 

3Includes incidents where no property was taken and where the value of property taken was not available or not recorded. 
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6. Incident-to-Arrest Time ~a9 and Age .of ComElainant 

The "20 to 29 years" complainant age category had the high­

est percentage of incidents with an immediate arrest among rob­

beries (53.8%) and among larcenies (80.0%). (~, Table 39.). 

Also, for robbery incidents with arrest(s), the lik~lihood of an 

immediate arrest decreased as the age of the complainant in­

creased. For robbery complainants aged 50· years or older, only 

27.0% of arrests were immediate.. This pattern was not observed 

among larceny incidents with arrest(s), however. 

7. Incident-to-Arrest Time Lag and Sex of C6mElainant 

The incident-to-arrest time lag percentage distributions 

were fairly similar for male and female complainants among both 

robbery and larceny incidents.. F.or larcenies, however, the 

percentage of incidents with an immediate arrest was slightly 

higher for male complainants than it was for females (77.7% 

compared to 70.6%). (~, Table 40.) 

C. Defendant Age -

About one third of the 562 incidents with arrest(s) involved 

defendants 16 to 19 years of age (35.8%) .81 (See, Table 41.) A 

comparison of the two crime types shows that robbery incidents 

w~ th an arrest had a greater percentage of - arrestees in younger 

age categor ies than larceny incidents. Al though the percentage 

of incidents with defendants under 16 years of age was about the 

same for robbery (18.8 %) and larceny (16.5.%), the per·centage of 

arrestees in the age class of 16 to 19 years was 14.8 percentage 

points higher for robbery cases than for larceny (44.0% compared 

to 29.2%). In addition, 13.2% of robbery cases compared to 29.4% 

of larceny cases fell into the combined age classes of 25 to 29 

years and over 29 years. 

8lwhen more than one defendant· was arrested for an incident, the 
age of the youngest defendant was chosen as the defendant age for 
that particular incident. 

• 

• 
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ARREST ~. 
TIME LI\ 

ROBBERY 
Immediate Arrest2 

1-15 Minutes 
16-60 Minutes 

Over 1 hour 

SUB'lOTAL 
Not Available 

'lOTAL ROBBERY 

lARCENY 

Immediate Arrest2 

1-15 Minutes 

Over 15 Minutes 

SUB'lOTAL 

Not Availab1.'2 

'lOTAL lARCENY 

• • • • • • 
TABLE '39 

TRANSIT roBBERY AND GRAND lARCENY INCIDENTS WI'll) ARREST(S) REPORTED 'ill WE TRANSIT OOLICE DEPAR'IM~T 
lIS OCCURRnG FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AOOUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'lOBER 2-22, 1982: 

AGE OF <XJMPLI\INANr BY ARREST TIME Ll\G 

AGE OF COMPu\INANl' 

Under Over 
16 years 16-19 year!'; 2"-2~_ye9~s 3"=-:3 9 ¥!,!ar ~ 4"-4~ ye~Ili 50-59 yean, ~~_year~ 

!'! ! !'! ! !'! ! !'! ! !'! ! !i ! !i ! 
lB 38.5% 13 34.2% 43 53.8% 15 33.3% 9 52.9% 4 23.5% 6 30.3% 

1" 38.5 1~ 34.2 22 27.5 21 46.7 5 29.4 9 52.9 8 40.9 

4 15.3 9 23.7 9 11.2 5 11.1 2 n.8 3 17.7 3 15.0 

2 7.7 3 7.9 6 7.5 4 8.9 1 5.9 1 5.9 3 15." 

26 H'''.''% 38 1"".0% 80 100.0% 45 Hl0.0% 17 1"0.0% 17 100.0% 2" Hl0.0% 

26 38 80 45 17 17 20 

3 75.0% 18 69.2% 64 80.0% 44 69.5% 22 61.1% 19 73.1% 17 65.4% 

6 23.1 10 12.5 16 27.1 10 27.8 6 23.1 6 23.1 

1 25." 2 7.7 6 7.5 2 3.4 4 11.1 1 3.8 3 n.5 

4 H10.0% 26 100.0% 80 10".0% 59 10".0% 36 10".0% 26 100."% 26 10".0% 

- ...l -
4 26 8" 59 37 26 26 

• 

Not 
byaila!>!~ ~ 

!'! !'! % 

3 103 41.2% 

3 91 36.4 

1 36 14.4 

2" 8." 

7 25" 1"0.0% 

...l J 
8 251 

45 229 74.1% 

5 59 19.1 

2 21 6.8 

52 3"9 1'1".0% 

...l -2 
53 311 

lInterval between time of incident and time of arrest. For incidents where more than one defendant was arrested, the incident-to-arrest time lag of 
the first defendant arrested was recorded here. 

I 

2Time of incident and time of'arrest were the same. 

.. 
• 

I 
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I 
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• TABLE 40 

TRANSIT roBBERY AND GRAND lARCENY INCIDENTS WIlli ARREST(S) REPORTED 'IO 'mE 
TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENl' AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; 

AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

• SEX OF COMPLAINANI' BY ARREST TIME LAG 

SEX OF COMPLAINANT 

• ARREST Not 
TIME LAG

1 
Male Female Available 'IDI'AL 

ROBBERY N % N % N N % -
Immediate Arrest2 75 41.2% 27 40.9% 1 103 41.2% • 
1 - 15 minutes 67 36.8 23 34.8 1 91 36.4 

16 - 60 minutes 24 13.2 12 18.2 36 14.4 

Over 1 hour 16 8.8 4 6.1 20 8.0 

SUBTOTAL 182 100.0% 66 100.0% 2 250 100.0% 

Not Available 1 1 

• . TOTAL roBBERY 182 67 2 251 

LARCENY 

Immediate Arrest2 108 77.7% 108 70.6% 13 229 74.1% • 1 - 15 Minutes 26 18 .. 7 31 20.3 2 59 19.1 

Over 15·Minutes 5 3.6 14 9.1 2 21 6.8 

SUBTOTAL 139 100.0% 153 100.0% 17 309 100.0% • Not Available 1 1 2 

'IDI'AL LARCENY 140 153 18 311 

• 
lInterval between time of incident and time of arrest. For incidents where 
more than one defendant was arrested, the incident-to-arrest time lag of the 
first defendant arrested was recorded here. 

2Time of incident and time of arrest were the same. • 
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TABLE 41 

TRANSIT roBBERY AND GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS WIlli ARRES'l'{S) REPORTED 'IO 'IUE 'lWINSIT roLICE DEPl\R'IMENr 
AS OCCURR:m; FEBR~ 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AtxlUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCroBER 2-22, 1982: 

COUNTY Bl DEFENDANT(S) AGE(S)l 

~ 

DEFENDANTlS) AGElS) Kings New York Q!!eens Bronx 'IDl'AL 

ROBBERY .JL % N _%- .JL !... N % N % 

Under 16 years 19 22.1% 15 14. ,,% 5 22.7% 8 22.9% 47 18.8% 
16-19 years 2 39 45.3 46 43.£1 14 63.7 11 31.4 11£1 44.0 

2£1-24 years 20 23.3 33 28.1 1 4.5 9 25.7 6" 24.£1 

25-29 years 6 7.£1 9 8.4 2 9.1 4 11.4 21 8.4 

OVer 29 years .2 -ll.. .2~ ..l --1hL -ll ---.1.JL 
SUB'IDl'A!. 86 1£1".£1% 1£17 1£1£1.£1% 22 1£1£1.£1% 35 1£1£1.£1% 25£1 113£1.13% 

Not Available J 1 

'.IOTA!. roBBERY 86 108 22 35 251 

LARCENY 
Under 16 years2 17 3£1.9% 3£1 14.9% 4 17.4% 51 16.5% 

16-19 years 21 38.2 54 26.9 8 26.7% 7 3£1.5 96 29.2 
I 

2£1-24 years 9 16.4 53 26.4 11 36.6 4 17.4 77 24.9 '-0 
U1 

25-29 years 2 
5 9.1 26 12.9 5 16.7 3 13.£1 39 12.6 I 

Over 29 years ..l .2.d... ..l!! ...JJh.L ...i~ 2. 21.7 ..2. ...liJL 
SUB'.IOTA!. 55 113£1.£1% 2131 1BfI.£I% 30 130.5% 23 HHI.B% 3139 11313.£1% 

Not Available -.l. 2 

'IOTAL LARCENY 55 2£13 3£1 23 311 
ROBBERY AND LARCENY 

Under 16 years2 36 25.5% 45 14.6% 5 9.6% 12 2£1.7% 98 17.5% 
2 16-19 years 6£1 42.6 1£10 32.5 22 42.3 18 31.£1 2£1£1 35.8 

2£1-24 years 29 2£1.6 83 27.£1 12 23.1 13 22.4 137 24.5 

25-29 years 2 11 7.8 35 11.3 7 13.5 7 12.1 6£1 1£1.7 

Over 29 years ..2 --.hL ....12. .l:i.t.L .J. ~ Jt ..1lJL ..f1 '»A-
SUB'IDl'AL 141 100.0% 3£18 l£lfl.fI% 52 H'lfl.0% 58 If1f1.3% 559 113£1.13% 

Not Available _3 3 

'.IOTA!. roBBERY 
!IND q.RCENY 141 311 52 58 562 

1For cases involving more than one defendant per incident where the defendants belong to different 
age categories, the age of the youngest defendant arrested for the incident was chosen. 

2Includes an incident involving more than one defendant ~ere the age of one of the defendants 
arrested was not available. 
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1. Defendant A~e and Time of- Incident 

For all four-hour incident time periods, more than four 

fifths of defendants for robbery incidents with arrest(s) were in 

the three youngest age categories (under 16, 16 to 19, and 20 to 

24 years). _ (~, Figure 8.) The 16 to 19 year age group was the­

largest category for all time periods. This was especially true 

for three time periods, between 12:01 A.M. and 4:00 A.M., 4:01 

A.M. and 8:00 A.M., and 12:01 P.M. and 4:00 P.M., where about 

half of the incidents during each period were classified as 

involving defendants aged L6 to 19 years (47.8%, 57.7%, and 

49.2%, respectively). Also, robbery incidents involving 

defendants under 16 years of age were most frequent in the period 

from 4:01 P.M. to 8:00 P.M. (32.5% -of the 40 incidents within 

this time pez;iod) and least frequent in that between 4:01 A.M.·· 

and 8:00 A.M. (no reported incidents with axrestees under 16 

years). 

Similarly, for all time periods except 4:01 A~M. to 8:00 

A.M., larceny incidents with arrest(s) had large proportions of 

incidents in the three youngest defendant age categories. (See, 

Figure 9.) Approximately three fifths or more (57.9% to 84.3%) 

oft h e inc ide n t s wit h in the set i m e per i Q'd s bel 0 n g edt 0 the s e 

combined age classes. with the exception of between 12:01 P.M. 

and 4:00 P.M. (where- there were slightly more 2~-to-24-year-olds 

(28.6%) than 16-to-19-year-olds (26.8%» and between 4:01 A.M. 

and 8:00 A.M., incidents with 16-to-19-year-01d defendants made 

up the largest percentage of incidents. The time period between 

4:01 A.M. and 8:00 A.M. had about the same proportion of larceny 

incidents in the older (over 24 years) and younger (under 25 

years) age categories (51.5% and 48.9%, respectively). Within 

this time period, the age categories 20 to 24 years and over 29 

years represented the highest percentage of incidents, each 

comprising about a quarter of the total incidents for the time 

period (29.8% and 27.7%, respectively). 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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TRANSIT ROBBERY INCIDENTS WITH ARREST(S) REPORTED TO THE 

TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21,1982; 

MAY 1-21,1982; AUGUST 1-21,1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22,1982: 

TIME OF INCIDENT BY DEFENDANT(S) AGE(S)· 

UN&18 - ~ 
II1II 

20-24 
WARS 

R2S&S29 
25-29 
YEARS 

r:::::::ZJ 
W 9 

I I 
PERCENTAGE OF ROBBERY INCIDENTS WITH ARREST(S) 
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90 

80 
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O. Wu
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12:01 TO 
... :00 A.M. 
(N-.a) 

4:01 TO 
8:00 A.M. 
(N-28) 

8:01 TO 12:01 10 
12:00 NOON 4:00 P ..... 

(N-21) (N-BJ) 

TIME OF INCIDENT 

4:01 TO 
8:00 P .... 
(N--IO) 

8:01 TO 
12:00 ,,'0 
(N-~) 

• ExC(udea two CQMS wh .... the time of Incident or the d.rendam age wa. not avoUabl •• 
For co.. tnvoivtng mona than one defendant per Incfdent wh.. the defendant. belong to 
different age catogorfu, the age of the youngut defendant arrut.d for the lnoldani wu aho ...... 

::1 
1O 
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Ci1 

(l) 
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TRANSIT GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS WITH ARREST(S) REPORTED TO THE 

TRANSIT POLICE OEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21,1982; 
MAY 1-21,1982; AUGUST 1-21,1982; OR OCTOBER 2....;.22,1982: 

• 
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TIME OF INCIDENT BY DEFENDANT(S) AGE(S)· 

UNDER 16 
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. _ .. __ ..... __ _. ____________ ._ ARREST(S) 
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• • 11 • " •• • • • • e • 
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e • • • • • • • • • ..J'l' 
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Robbery _incidents with arrest (s) , when compared with 

larcenies, had smaller proportions of incidents in the older 
• (over 24 ye.ars) defendant age categories for all time periQds. 

(Com]2are, Figure 8 and Figure 9.) There were at least twice as 

many incidents with older defendants among the larceny incidents 

than among robberies during all time periods except 4:01 P.M. to 

• 8:00 P.M., where the proportion of incidents with older 

defendants was only slightly higher for larcenies than for 

robberies. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

2. Defendant Age and County 

Except for larceny incidents wi th an arrest in Queens, 

incidents with arrestees who were 16 to 19 years of age 

represented the most frequent age group among all robbery and 

larceny defendant age distributions for all counties. (See, 

Table 41.) The percentage distr ibution of 16-to-19-year-olds 

ranged from 26.9% for New York County larceny defendants to 63.7% 

of the Queens robbery arrestee incidents. Overall, Kings County 

had the largest percentage of arrestees in the youngest age 

category (25.5% of the Kings County arrestees were under 16 years 

of age compared to 14.6%, 9.6%, and 20.7% of those incidents in 

New York, Queens, and Bronx Counties, respectively). Moreover, 

only 11.3% of the Kings County incidents with arrest(s) fell into 

the two oldest age classes (25 to 29 years and over 29 years) as 

compared" to 25.9%, 2,5.0%, and 25.9% of these incidents in New 

York, Queens, and Bronx Counties. 

As noted above, Table 41 also shows that there was a greater 

percentage of younger arrestees among the robbery incidents with 

an arrest than among the larceny incidents with an arrest. This 

pattern did not hold for Kings County, however. There, the age 

distributions were fairly similar for robbery and larceny in-

cidents with an arrest: 67.4% of the robbery incidents with an 

arrest were classified as having arrestees under 20 years com­

pared with 69.1% for larceny~ 9.3% of the robbery incidents had 

arrestees classified as 25 years and over compared with 14.5% for 

• larceny. 
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3. Defendant Age and WeaEon TYEe 

For robberies, the type of weapon used varied according to 

the age of the youngest defendant arrested for each incident. 

Defendants 16 to 19 and 20 to 24 years were more likely to use 

fists (54.1% and 57.6%) than both younger (46.8% of the under 16 

years) and older defendants (39.4% of all the incidents with 

defendants over 25 years). (~, Table 42.) Overall, a "fist" 

(which includes all types of bodily force) was used in one half 

(51.4%) .. of all the robbery incidents with arrest(s). A gun o.r 

alleged gun was used in 20.9% of all these robberies. Defendants 

under 16 years had the highest percentage of gun use (25.5%). 

Older arrestees (those over 25 years) used an "other" weapon in a 

larger proportion of their incidents (24. 2%) than any other age 

group. Incidents. with defendants in the 20-to-24-year-old age 

category had the lowest percentage of knife use (10.2%) of any 

age group. Knife use among the-other age groups involved a large 

proportion of the incidents ranging from 16.7% of the over 29 

arrestee group to 21.1% of the incidents involving a 16-to-19-

year-old as the youngest arrestee. 82 

4. Defendant A~e and A~e and Sex of ComElainant 

The most common complain.ant age categories among a,ll the 

robbery and larceny complainants in the 84 days in the sample 

period were the 20-to-29 and 30-to-39-year-old classes (together 

comprising 48.0% and 55.9% of all robbery and larceny incidents, 

respectively) .83 Complainants in these two age classes also 

comprised nearly one half of the complainants for robbery and 

larceny incidents with arrest(s) where the age of the complainant 

was available (51.4% and 53.9%, .respectively). 84. Both robbery-

82 The distributions of weapon use for single- and multiple-arres­
tee incidents were examined, but, because they were similar, they 
were not separately reported in Table 42. 

83 
~, Table 12. 

84These figures can be calculated from the data presented in 
Tables 43 and 44. 
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TABLE 42 

... :' 
TRANSIT ROBBERY INCIDEN'IS WI'll1 ARREST (S) 

REPORTED 'IO 'IflE TRANSIT POLICE DEPAR'lMENT AS OCCURRING 

• 

FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

DEFENDANT (S) AGE (5) PER INCIDENl' BY \'IEAPCN TYPE 

DEFENDANT (S) AGE (S) 1 . 

• • 

Not 
Under 16 Years 16-19 :tears 23-24 Years 25-29 Years Over 29 Years Available rorAL 

WEAPCN TYPE !! % !! ], !i ], !i ! !! ! !! !! ], 

Gun 8 17.0% 12 11.0% 5 8.5% 1 4.8% 2 16.7% 28 11,3% 

Alleged Gun ...! -.!hi ...2 --1d 8 ..112 3 ..lid .21. -2& 

suarorAL GIN 12 25.5% 21 19.3% 13 22.0% 4 19.1% 2 16.7% 52 

Knife 9 19.2% 23 21.1% 6 H'.2% 4 19.1% 2 16.7% 1 45 
Fist2 22 46.8 59 54.1 34 57.6 9 42.8 4 33.3 128 

Other 3 
....! ~ -.t --2.2 ..§. H}.2 ..J. 19.1 ..i .l.ld .-?i 

SUB'IDl'AL 47 103.0% 109 Hm.0% 59 Hm.0% 21 100.0% 12 130.0% 1 249 
Not Available J. ~ .2 

IDl'AL 47 110 60 21 12 1 251 

IFor cases involving more than one defendant per incident where the defendants belong to different age categories, 
the age of the youngest defendant arrested for the incident was chosen. 
2 
Includes all types of bodily force. 

3Includes weapons classified bf the Transit Police Department (TPD) as a toy gun, blunt instrument, poison or 
chemical, or a weapon not falling into one of the designated classes. 

23.9% 

18.1% 
51.4 

9.6 

100.0% 

• • 

". ~:, .::. ': .': .::. ': 

I 
I-' 
0 
I-' 
I 
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TABLE 43 

'IRANSIT ROBBERY INCIDENTS WI'm ARREST(S) REPORTED 'IO WE '!RANSI'!' POLICE DEPAR'IMmI' AS OCCURRING 
FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

DEFENDANT(S) AGE(Sl 
mE DEFENDANT 
ARRESTED' 

Under 16 years 

16 - 19 years 
20 - 24 years 

25 - 29 years 
Over 29 years 

SUB'IDTAL 

Under 
16 yrs. 

!i ! 
2 7.7% 

5 19.2 

1 3.9 

If 30.8% 

MORE '!HAN CNE DEFENDANT ARRESTED
1 

Under 16 years 9 34.6% 
2 

16 - 19 years 7 26.9 

2e -'24 years 2 7.7 

25 - 29 years 

Over 29 years 

SUB'IOTAL 18 69.2% 

ALL INCIDENTS WIW ARREST(Sll 

Under 16 years 11 42.3% 
2 16 - 19 years 

20 - 24 years 

25 - 29 years 

Over 29 years 

SUB'IOTAL 

Not Available 

'IOTAL INCIDENTS 
WI'IH ARREST(S) 

12 

3 

46.2 

11.5 

26 10".0% 

26 
(10.3%) 

, '. 

AGE OF COMPLAINANT BY DEFENDANT(S) AGE(S) PER INeIDEm' 

16-19 yrs. 

li ! 
3 7.9% 

HI 26.3 

2 5.3 

1 2.6 

Ii) TI:I% 

9 

11 

1 

1 

23.7% 

29.0 

2.6 

2.6 

22 57.9% 

12 31.6% 

21 55.2 

3 7.9 

2 5.3 

38 100.0% 

38 
(15.1%) 

20-29 yrs. 

li ! 
3 3.8% 

18 22.5 
23 - 28.8 

6 7.5 

1 1.2 

Sf i)JJj% 

3 

20 

6 

3.8% 

25.0 

7.5 

29 36.3% 

6 7.5% 

38 47.5 

29 36.3 

6 7.5 

1 1.2 

80 100.0% 

Bif 
(31.9%) 

AGE OF' COHPLAINANf 

30-39 yrs. 

li ! 
2' 4.4.% 

6 13.3 

9 20.0 

4 8.9 

8 17.8 

29 b4.4% 

5 

6 

4 

1 

11.1% 

13.3 
8.9 

2.3 

16 35.6% 

7 . 15.5% 

12 26.7 

13 28.9 

5 11.1 

8 17.8 

45 HH'-"% 

45 
(17.9%) 

40-49 yrs. 

li ! 

3 17.6% 

3 17.6 

4 23.5 

TIr '5B.if% 

2 

4 

1 

11.8% 

23.5 

5.9 

7 41.2% 

2 11.8% 

7 41.2 

4 23.5 

4 23.5 

17 100.0% 

17 
(6.8%) 

50-59 yrs: 

li ! 
1 6.2% 

2 12.5 

4 25.0 

2 12.5 

'9 '5b.2% 

2 

5 

12.5% 

31.3 

7 43.8% 

3 18.7% 

7 43.8 

4 25.0 

2 12.5 

16 100.0% 

1 

17 
(6.8%) 

Over 
59 yrs. 

li' ! 
1 5.0% 

7 35.0 

3 15.0 

3 15.0 

14 71Df% 

3 

3 

15.0% 

15.0 

6' 30.0% 

4 20.0% 

10 50.0 

3 15.0 

3 15.0 

20 HJ0.0% 

211 
(8.0%) 

Not 
Available 'lOTAL 

!i !i ! 
1 

2 

, 
1 

3 

1 

5' 

2 

3 

1 

2 

13 5.2% 

51 20.4 

45 18.0 

19 7.6 

12 4.8 

m 56.0% 

34 

59 
15 

2 

13.6% 

23.6 
6.0 

0.B 

110 44.0% 

47 IB.8% 

110 44.0 

60 24.0 

21 8.4 
12 4.8 

8 250 100.O% 

1 

B 25I 
(3.2%) 

IFor cases involving defendants belonging to different age categories, the age of the youngest defendant arrested for the incident was chosen. 

2rncludes an 'incident where the age of one of the defendants arrested was not available. 
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and larceny incidents were most likely to involve arrestees 

• falling in the l6-to-19-year-old age category (44.0% and 29.1%, 

respectively). (~, Tables 43 and 44·.) For robbery incidents, 

the ar res tee age var ied by the age of the complainant although 

this patterrr of variation was found only among the four youngest 

• complainant age categories: complainants in these age groups had 

higher percentages of same-age arrestees than any other complain­

ant age category. For example, among l6-to-19-year-old complain­

ants, the percentage of l6-to-19-year-old arr,estees was 55.2%, 

• which was higher than the percentage found for any other com­

plainant age category.85 This pattern did not appear to hold for 

larceny incidents with arrest(s) where the age distributions 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

within each complainant age group tended to follow more closely 

the overall age distribution for these incidents. 

Among robbery incidents with arrest(s), those involving male 

complainants were more likely to have more than one arrestee than 

were those involving-female complainants (48.1% compared to 

32.8%, respectively). (See Table 45.) In contrast, for larceny 

incidents with arrest(s), 23.7% of the incidents involving female 

complainants had more than one arrestee compared to 14.4% of 

those with male complainants. (See, Table 46.) 

85As noted earlier, this dataset cannot answar questions related 
to E,erEet r a to rage s, such as: do robber s pr ey on same-age 
victims? It can only report on the ages of those arrested for 
crime incidents involving complainants whose ages were reported. 



'!'ABLE" 44 

TRANSIT GRAND lARCENY INCIDENTS WIlli lIRREST(S) REPORTED '10 '!HE 'rnANSIT fOLICE DEPAR'lMENT AS OCCURRING 
FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; A{X;{JSI' 1-21, 1982; OR OC'IDBER 2-22, 1982: 

Under 
16 yrs. 

ONE DEFENDANT ARRESTED ~ ! 
Under 16 years 

16 - 19 years 2 53.3% 

23 - 24 years 
25 - 29 years 

Over 29 years 

SOB'lOTAL 2 53.3% 

NORE '!HAN CNE DEFElIDANT ARRESTED
I 

Under 16 years2 ' 

16 - 19 years 1 25.3% 

23 - 24 years 
2 25 - 29 years 

Over 29 years 

SOB'lOTAL 

1 25.3 

2 53.0% 

ALL INCIDENTS WIlli ARREST(S)1 
2 

Unde~ 16 years 

16 - 19 years 

20 - 24 years 

25 - 29 years 
2 Over 29 years 

SOB'lOTAL 

Not Available 

TOTAL INCIDEN'1'8 
wrm ARREST (8) 

3 75.0% 

1 25.0 

4 100.0% 

4 

AGE OF COMPLAINANT BY DEFElIDANT(S) AGE(S) PER INCIDENT 

AGE OF COMPU\INANr 

16-19 yrs. 

N. ! 
4 15.4% 

7 26.9 

6 23.1 
3 11.5 

2 7.7 

22 84.6% 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3.8% 

3.8 

3.8 

3.8 

4 15 .• 4% 

5 19.2% 

8 33.8 

7 26.9 

4 15.4 

~~ 
26 I1HJ.0% 

26 

20-29 yrs. 

! ]. 
9 11.4% 

15 19.0 

16 20.3 

9 11.4 

17 21.5 

66 83.5% 

5. 

4 

4 

6.3% 

5.1 

5.1 

13 16.5% 

14 17.7% 

19 24.1 

20 25.3 

9 11.4 

17 ..1.hL 
79 100.0% 

-1 

80 

30-39 ~rs. 

! ! 
6 H'1.2.% 

15 25.4 

12 20.3 
4 "6.8 

13 22.0 

50 84.7% 

3 

3 

1 

1 

1 

5.1% 

5.1 

1:7 

1.7 

1.7 

9 15.3% 

9 15.3% 

18 30.5 

13 22.0 

5 8.5 

1:.4. ....?l.:L 
59 1130.0% 

59 

40-49 yrs. 

! ! 
3 8.3\ 

9 25.0 

7 19.5 

8 22.2 

3 8.3 

39 83.3% 

1 2.8% 

4 11.1 

1 2.8· 

6 16.7% 

4 11.1% 

13 36.1 

7 19.5 

9 25.0 

..l. ~ 
36 I1HJ.0% 

1 

37 

50-59 yrs. 

! ]. 
1 3.816 

.4 15.4 

6 . 23.1 

1 3.8 

4 15.4 

16 61.5% 

5 19.2% 

2 7.7 

2 7.7 

1 3.8 

HI 38.5% 

6 23.1% 

6 23.1 

8 3e.7 

2 7.7 

...! ...ll:i.. 
26 10".0% 

26 

Over 
59 Xrs. 

! ! 
4 15.4% 

7 26.9 

4 15.4 
2 7.7 

6 23.1 

23 88.5% 

.,.. 

2 

1 

7.7% 

3.8 

3 11.5% 

4 15.4% 

9 34.6 

5 19.2 

2 7.7 

&. ~ 
26 HHJ.3% 

26 

Not 
Available TOTAL 

! !i 1 
7 34 11.0% 

7 66 21.4 

16 67 21.7 

7 34 . 11.8 

6 51 16.5 

43 

2 

7 

1 

13 

9 

14 

17 

7 

..&. 
53 

53 

252 81.6% 

17 

24 

10 

5 

1 

5.5% 

7.8 

3.2 

1.6 

11.3 

57 18~4% 

51 16.5% 
90 29.1 

77 24.9 

39 12.6 

52 ~ 

309 HlIl./iJ% 

--.£ 

311 

I For cases involving defendants belonging to different age categories, the age of the youngest defendant arrested for the incident was chosen. 

2Includes an incident where the age of one of the defendants arrested was not available. " 

• • -." -. • • • • • • 

I ..... 
o 
~ 
I 

.:' .... 
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• 
TABLE 45 

TRANSIT ROBBERY INCIDENTS WIlli ARREST (S) REPORTED '!O 'IHE 'ffiANSIT POLICE DEPAR'IMENT AS 

• OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

SEX OF COMPLAINANT BY DEFENDANT(S) AGE(S) PER INCIDENT 

. SEX OF ~OMPLAINANT • -~ 'ff 

Not 
DEFENDANT (S) AGE (S) Male Female Available 'IOTAL 

ONE DEFENDANT ARRESTED N % N % N N 1-- - -• Under 16 years 7 3.9% 5 7.5% 1 13 5.2% 

16 - 19 years 32 17.7 19 28.4 51 20.4 

213 - 24 years 35 19.3 113 14.9 45 18.13 

25 - 29 years 12 6.6 7 10.4 19 7.6 

• Over 29 years 8 4.4 4 6.13 12 4.8 

SUB'IOTAL 94 51.9% -4"5 67.2% 1 1413 56.13% 

MORE 'IHAN CNE DEFENDANT ARRESTED1 

Under 16 years 26 14.4% 8 11.9% 34 13.6% 

16 - 19 years 2 
45 24.4 13 19.4 1 59 23.6 

213 - 24 years 14 7.7 1 1.5 15 6.13 

25 - 29 years 2 1.1 2 13.8 

• Over 29 years 

SUB'IOTAL 87 48.1% 22 32.8% 1" 1113 44.13% 

ALL INCIDENTS WI'IH ARREST (S) 1 • Under 16 years 33 18.2% 13 19.4% 1 47 18.8% 

16 - 19 years 2 
77 42.6 32 47.8 1 1113 44.13 

213 - 24 years 49 27.1 11 16.4 613 24.13 

25 - 29 years 14 7.7 7 113.4 21 8.4 • Over 29 years 8 4.4 4 6.13 12 4.8 

SUB'IOTAL 181 11313.13% 67 11313.13% 2' 2513 11313.13% 
Not Available 1 1 

• TOTAL INCIDEN'l'S 
WI'IH ARREST (S) 182 67 2 251 

1For cases involving defendants belonging to different age categories, the age of the 
youngest defeldant arrested for the incident was chosen. 

• 2 Includes an incident where the age of one of the defendants arrested was_not available. 

'~-"---
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TABLE 46 • 

,,; 

TRANSIT GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS WIlli ARREST(S) REPORl'ED 'IO '!HE TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT 
AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'lOBER 2-22, 
1982: 

SEX OF COMPLAINANT BY DEFENDANT(S) AGE(S) PER INCIDENT • 
SEX OF COMPLAINANT 

Not 
DEFENDANT (S) AGE (S) Male Female Available 'IOTAL • 
ONE DEFENDANT ARRESTED N % N % N N % - - -
Under 16 years 7 5.0% 23 15.1% 4 34 11.0% 

16 - 19 years 30 21.6 34 22.4 2 66 21.4 • 20 - 24 years 30 21.6 32 21.1 5 67 21. 7 

25 - 29 years 23 16.5 8 5.3 3 34 11.0 

Over 29 years 29 20.9 19 12.5 3 51 16.5 

• 
SUB'IOTAL 119 85.6% 116 76.3% 17 252 81.6% 

MORE 'IHAN CNE DEFENDANT ARRESTEDI 

Under 16 years 2 5 3.6% 11 7.2% 1 17 5.5% 

16 - 19 years 9 6.5 15 9.9 24 7.8 

20 - 24 years 4 2.9 6 3.9 10 3.2 

25 - 29 years 2 2 1.4 3 2.0 5 1.6 

Over 29 years 1 0.7 1 0.3 • 
SUB'IOTAL 20 14.4% 36 23.7% 1 57 18.4% 

ALL INCIDENTS WI'lH ARREST (S) 1 
Under 16 years2 12 8.6% 34 22.4% 5 51 16.5% • 
16 - 19 years 39 28.0 49 32.2 2 913 29.1 

20 - 24 years 34 24.5 38 25.13 5 77 24.9 

25 - 29 years 2 25 18.13 11 7.2 3 39 12.6 

Over 29 years 29 20.9 213 13.2 3 52 16.9 • 
SUB'lOTAL 139 1130.0% 152 11313.0% 18 309 1013.13% 

Not Available 1 1 2 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 
WI'lH ARREST(S) 1413 153 18 311 • 

I For cases involving defendants belonging to different age categories, the age of the 
youngest defenaant arrested for the incident was chosen. 

2Includes an incident where the age of one of the defendants arrested was not available. • 
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Because males represented 71.2% of the robbery complainants 

in the sample86 and because clearance rates for robbery complain­

ants were nearly identical for male and female complainants 

(17.2% and 16.6%., respectively) ,87 it is not surprising that 

73.1% of the complainants for robbery incidents wi th an arrest 

where the sex of the complainant was available were males. 88 For 

larceny incidents, the different percentages of clearances for 

male and female complainants (28.2% and 16.2%, respectively)89 

resul ted in a higher representation of males among the larceny 

incidents with arrest(s) (47.8%)90 than among all larceny com­

plainants (34.3%) .91 

86 See, Table 12. 

87 
~, Table 31. 

88This percentage wa·s calculated from figures appearing in Table 
45. 

89 See, Table 31. 

90This percentage was calculated from figures appearing in Table 
46. 

91 See, Table 13. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This section of the report focuses on robbery arrests made 

• December 1981 through-June 1982 for incidents which occurred on 

• 

• 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

.. 

the subway system. The first part describes the robbery inci-

dents while the second part examines the relationship between 

certain character istics of the robbery incident and defendant 

arrest and court processing information. 

Overall, 1255 transit robbery arrests were made in the 

seven-month sample period. Although these 1255 arrests involved 

717 incidents, this portion of the study reports information for 

only 705 incidents. l Note also that the number of incidents is 

lower than the number of arrestees because some of the incidents 

involved more than one arrestee from the sample period. 

During the sample per iod, the Transit Police Department 

(TPD) sent CJA copies of all the arrest reports (TP4s) for sub-

way robberies. CJA staff screened these arrest reports and 

matched the defendant arrest numbers with those in the CJA data-

base (UDIIS) • This screening procedure was done so that no 

arrest was included in the sample more than once and that arrests 

lWhen the ad jus tmen t s we remade in the dataset to allow 
information to be presented for incidents as well as arrests, the 
method used did not allow for the separate reporting of 12 inci­
dents in which the implicated defendants were linked to more than. 
one incident. For half of these incidents, information on the 
additional incidents was not reported either because it was not 
available or was duplicative. For the other six incidents, in­
formation was reported in combination with the information for 
the other incident linked to the same arrestee(s). 
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made by the TPDfor above-ground incidents and cases involving an 

attempted murder arrest charge were excluded. 2 Later, to ensure 

the completeness of the sample ,. arrest information from the TPD 

computer system was matched against the previously icentified 

sample. 

Incident information was coded by CJA staff directly from 

the TP4 forms. Some of the information which was coded was 

transcribed directly from the TP4 - for example, defendant date 

of birth, time of incident, and county of occurrence. Other 

information (such as use of force, seriousness of victim injury, 

and whether property was actually taken) was derived from the 

descr iption of the incident which appeared on the TP4. The 

coding scheme was developed by CJA and based upon a review of all 

of the TP4s for the sample period. Demographic and case pro-

cessing information was gathered from several sources. Some 

data, such as defendant residence, arrest charge, and court 

in!ormation,3 were coded from the TP4. The CJA computer system 

served as the primary Criminal Court data source, supplemented by 

Cr iminal Court calendars and the computer system operated by 

2The TPD classifies arrests according to the FBI's Uniform Crime 
Reports (UCR) hierarchy; under this hierarchy, a robbery involv­
ing murder, rape, or attempted rape would not be classified as a 
robbery because the other cr imes are considered ~ severe 
offenses than robbery. Under the UCR scheme, attempted murder is 
considered to be an aggravated assault and classified as a less 
severe offense than robbery. Note, however, that robberies where 
there was also an attempted murder arrest charge were neverthe­
less excluded by CJA from this sample of transit robbery arrests. 

3The court information coded from the TP4 indicated the court in 
which the defendant's case was to be prosecuted initially: Family 
Court, Criminal Court, or Supreme Court. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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State of New York Office of Court Administration (OCA) for cases 

which were not interviewed by CJA. 4 Supreme Court case process-

ing inforI.lation for defendants whose cases were transferred to 

Supreme Court and for defendants who were indicted prior to 

arrest was also gathered from the OCA computer system. 

II. INCIDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

This section presents information on the subway incidents 

for which arrests between December 1981 and June 1982 were made. 

Information on county of incident, crime location, crime victims, 

use of force or a weapon, and the property involved in the inci-

dent is analyzed below. This information may differ from that 

presented in Pa,rt I of the report because, in Part I, informa­

tion on all robbery incidents reported to the TPD as occurring in 

four three-week sample periods in 1982 was presented. Here, the 

incidents reported are .QDl..y those for which an arrest vias made 0 

Some comparisons are made with the 251 robbery incidents with 

arrest(s) reported in Part I, however. 

A. CQunty of Incident 

Forty-two percent of the robbery incidents for which 

defendants were arrested in the seven months of the sample period 

occurred in New York County while 37.4% occurred in Kings, 8.7% 

in Queens, and 11.9% in Bronx Counties. (See, Table 47.) This 

percentage distr ibution by county of occurrence was similar to 

4CJA does not interview defendants arrested for robbery incidents 
• who were incarcerated at the time of their arrests. 



TABLE 47 

TRA.~T-ROBI£RY ARRESTS MADE DEX»IBER 1981 THOOUGI JrnE 1982: 

NUMIER OF PARTICIPANrS BY a:xJN'lY OF IN:IDENl' 

NUW:R OF PARTlCIPANl'S 

Ole Two ~ee Four Five Six or More 
.wmrI ParticiJ:1an~ I'fLrticipants Participants Participants Participants Pa rticipants 

N ! N ! ~ ! N 1- N !. R 1-

New York 99 44.8% 97 41.2% 46 40.3\5 22 37.3% 15 48.4% 16 39.0% 

Kings 77 34.8 85 36.2 45 39.5 25 42.4 14 45.2 16 39.0 

Bronx 26 11.8 27 11.5 14 12.3 10 16.9 1 3.2 6 14.6 

Queens 19 8.6 26 11.1 9 7.9 2 3.4 1 3.2 3 7.3 

roI'AL 221 100.0% 235 100.0% 114 100.0% 59 100.0% 31 100.0% 41 100.0% 
IN:IDENI'S 

• • . _ .• --. • • 

sum.u.mr. 
'lflREE N:lt 
OR MORE Available 

R 1 R 

99 40.4% 1 

- 100 40.8 2 

31 12.7 1 

15 -6.1 

245 100.0% 4 

• • 

'lUl'AL 
IOCIDENrS 

R l 

296 42.0% 

264 37,.4 

84 11.9 

61 8.7 

705 100.0% 

• 

I 
I-' 
I-' 
I-' 
I 

• 
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that found in the 84 days of the sample of 1982 transit robbery 

incidents5 and to the distribution of citywide (transit and non­

transit) robbery incidents reported in 19826 which were described 

in Part I. 

Table 47 presents the relationship between the number of 

participants7 and the incident county. As the table shows, there 

was not a great deal of var iation among the participant cate­

gories when the information for incidents with three or more 

participants was aggregated. The percentage of Kings County in­

cidents was lowest among those with one participant (34.8%) and 

highest among those with three or more participants (40.8%). 

One-participant incidents had the highest percentage of New York 

County incidents (44.8%) while the percentage of Queens County 

incidents was highest (llal%) among those involving two partici-

pants .. 

B. Crime Location 

Among the 705 incidents, two fifths (41.3%) occurred on the 

train and one fourth (24.1%) were platform incidents. 

Table 48.) This distribution of incidents by crime location 

differs from both the distribution of crime locations for 

5 see , Table 1, Part I. 

6See , Table 2, Part I. 

7 Note that this sample of incidents is based upon an initial 
arrest population. Thus, conclusions about the percentages of 
sll subway robberies which involve one or more than one perpetra­
tor cannot be drawn from these data. 



TABLE 48 

TR.!\NSIT l1OBBER{ ARRESTS MlIDE DECEMBER 1981 THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

lIDHIER OF PARTICIPANl'S BY OUME unTION 

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS 

Ole Two Three Four Five Six or More Not TOl'AL 
Il:X:A~IQN .l'£rtiQiJ;!9I1t Pa[tiQioonts Parti!;;iI5l!!t§ PartiQiQiIDt!i mrtici l2§!lt§ ParticiQ9!!ts sumurAL Available IlCIDENI'S 

n j .N j .N .1 ..N .1 ..N .1 ..N j ..N .! ..N ..N .! 

Train 75 34.1% 96 40.8% 47 41.3% 28 47.4% 19 61.3% 25 61.0% 290 41.5% 1 291 41.3% 

Platform 54 24.5 53 22.6 i9 25.4 16 27.1 8 25.8 8 19.5 168 24.0 2 170 24.1 

Mezzaninel 47 21.4 32 13.6 20 17.5 5 8.5 3 9.7 5 12.2 112 16.0 1 113 16.1 

stairwal 34 15.5 40 17.0 16 14.0 8 13.6 1 3.2 3 7.3 102 14.6 102 14.5 

Passageway 2 0.9 8 3.4 1 0.9 1 1.7 12 1.7 12 1.7 

other3 8 3.6 6 2.6 1 0.9 1 1.7 16 2.2 16 2.3 

SUBrOrAL 220 100.0% 235 100.0% 114 100.0% 59 100.0% 31 100.0% 41 100.0% 700 100 .. 0% 4 704 100.0% 

l'bt Available 1 1 1 I 
f-1 
f-1 

'IUl'AL 221 235 114 59 31 41 701 4 705 w 
IOCIDENrS I 

1 Includes "near token booth." 

2Includes "exit area," "highwheel," and Dstairway.· 

3Includes locations described as "closed end," "closed end crossover area,· and "bathroan." 

~ 

• • .' --. • • • • ;. • 
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reported robbery incidents and for robbery incidents with 

arrest(s) described in Part I, with higher percentages of train 

and mezzanine incidents and fewer stairway incidents. Among the 

robbery incidents reported in Part I, less than one third (30.9%) 

took place on a train, while, as with the 705 incidents reported 

here, one fourth (24.2%) occurred on the platform. 8 These per-

centages were similar to those for the robbery incidents with 

arrest(s) described in Part I.9 The reason for the difference 

between the two arrest samples is unclear. 

In addition, crime location was examined separately accord-

ing to the number of participants involved in the incident. The 

percentage of incidents which occurred on the train rose greatly 

as the number of participants involved in the incident increased. 

One third (34 ~ 1%) of the incidents with one participant while 

over three fifths (61.3 and 61.0%) of the incidents with five and 

six or more participants, respectively, occurred there. The per­

centage of mezzanine incidents was highest (21. 4%) among those 

with only one participant. 

8~, Table 7, Part I. 

9~, Table 35, Part I. (The percentage of incidents occurring 
at each location can be calculated by dividing the number of 
incidents at a particular location by the total number of 
incidents with an arrest.) 
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C. Victim Information 

This section presents information on the number of victims 

and witnesses and, also, the number of participants in the crime, 

the average age and the sex(es) of the victim(s), and the 

seriousness of any injury suffered by a victim in relation to the 

number of victims. lO The most severe victim injury in relation 

to the sex of the victims is also examined in this section. 

1. Number of Victims and witnesses 

Overall, for 88.1% of the 705 robbery incidents for which 

arrests were made in the seven-month sample per iod, only one 

victim was reported on the TP4. (See, Table 49.) Two thirds of 

these 705 incidents (67.3%) had no non-victim witnesses reported 

on the TP4. (See, Table 50.) However, two or more vic.tims or 

witnesses were reported for two fifths (41.0%) of the incidents. 

(~, Table 510) 

2. Number of participants By Number of victims 

Table 49 presents the number of participants in the crime 

by the number of victims reported. The percentage of incidents 

with one participant (31.5%) was approximately equal to the per­

centage with two participants (33.5%). The remaining partici­

pant categories represented between 16.3% (three participants) 

and 404% (five participants) of the total number of incidents 

10While the total number of victims reported on the TP4 for each 
incident was coded by CJA, specific victim information (such as 
the age, sex, the extent of the injury suffered, and county of 
residence) was coded for only the first three victims listed on 
the TP4. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• • • • • • 
TABI:B 49 

TRANSIT RCilIERY ARRESTS MADE DEX::EMIER 1981 'IHRCUGH JUNE 1982: 

NlMBER OF PARTICIPANrS BY Nll1BER OF VICl'IMS" 

NUMIER OF PARTICIPAm'S 

NUMIER OF One Two Three Four Five Six or More VICl'IMS Partici~ Participants Participants Participants Participants Participants 

N 1. !! 1. !! 1- H l. H 1 H 1 
One Victim 20B 94.1% 208 88.5% 101 88.6% 48 81.4% 27 87.1% 26 63.4% 

Two or More 
Victins 13 5.9 27 11.5 13 11.4 11 18.6 4 12.9 15 36.6 
'!UrAL 221 100.0% 235 100.0% 114 100.0% 59 100.0% 31 100.0% 41 100.0% IN:IDENl'S 

(31.5%) (33.5%) (16.3%) (8.4%) (4.4%) (5.9%) 

• • 

lbt 
SIlffi'Ol'AI, Available 

tI 1- N 

618· 88.2% 3 

83 11.8 1 

701 100.0% 4 

(100.0%) 

• 

'lU.rAL 
IOCIDms 

N 1. 

621 88.1% 

84 11.9 

705 100.0% 

• 

I 
I-' 
I-' 
(j) 
I 
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TABLE 50 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 
THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

NUMBER OF NON-VICTIM WITNESSES 

NUM~ER QF WITNESSES N % 

NO WITNESSES 474 67.3% 

ONE OR MORE 
WITNESSES 

1 Witness 191 27.2 

2 or More Witnesses 39 5.5 

SUBTOTAL ONE OR 230 32.7% 
MORE WITNESSES 

704 100.0% 

Not Available 1 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• . 

, 
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TABLE 51 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 
THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

TOTAL NUMBER OF VICTIMS AND WITNESSES 

NUMBER OF VICTIMS 
AND WITNESSES N i. 

1 Victim, No 
Witnesses 415 59.0% 

2 Victims or Witnesses 215 30.6 

3 Victims or Witnesses 50 7.1 

4 or More Victims 
or Witnesses 23 3.3 

SUBTOTAL 703 100.0% 

Not Available 2 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 



-119-

where the number of participants could be determined from the TP4 

crime incident description. This distribution of crime partici-

pants contrasts sharply with the distribution of crime victims 

noted above. Among incidents in which the number of participants 

was known, 88.2% had only one victim reported on the TP4. Among 

incidents with only one participant, 94.1 % reported only one 

victim, the highest percentage among any category of partici­

pants. Incidents with six or more participants had the highest 

percentage of multiple victims (36.6%). There was l~ttle varia­

tion among the other categories of participants. In sum, almost 

three tenths {29.7%} of the 701 incidents in which the number of 

partici.pants was available involved a single perpetrator and a 

single victim; 58.5% involved more- than one perpetrator but only 
. 

one victim; and 10.0% involved multiple participants and multiple 

victims. 

3. Average Age of Victims 

Overall, almost three fifths (58.2%) of the 705 robbery 

incidents had an naverage lf victim agell of under 30 years. (~, 

Table 52.) The largest percentage of incidents had an average 

victim age in the 19-to-29-years a.ge category (32.4%). Victim 

age was also examined separately in Table 52 according to whether 

one or more than victim was involved in the robbery incident. 

The percentage of multiple-victim incidents where the average age 

11 n Average n victim age for incidents with more than one victim 
was the mean age when two ages were available and the median age 
when three ages we re available. (See, fn. 33, Part I, for a 
discussion of the definitions of Ifmeanlf and "median.") 
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TABLE 52 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 
THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

AVERAGE1 AGE OF VICTIM(S} BY NUMBER OF VICTIMS 

INCIDENTS WITH 
ONE VICTIM N i. _lll_ 
Under 16 years 65 9.5% ( 10.8%~ 
16 - 18 years 82 12.0 ( 13.6% 
19 - 29 years 193 28.1 ( 32.1%) 
30 - 39 years III 16.2 ( 18.4%) 
40 - 49 years 59 8.6 ( 908%) 
50 - 59 years 51 7.4 ( 8.5%) 
Over 59 years 41 6.0 ( 6.8%) 

602 87.8% (100.0%) 
Not Available 19 

SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS 
WITH ONE VICTIM 621 

INCIDENTS WITH 
MQRE ~HAN QN~ ~I~TIM 
Under 16 years 15 2.2% ( 17.9%) 
16 - 18 years 15 2.2 ( 17.9%) 
19 - 29 years 29 4.2 ( 34.5%) 
30 - 39 years 9 1.3 ( 10.7%) 
40 - 49 years "II 1.6 ( 13.1%) 
50 - 59 years 4 0.6 ( 4.7%) 
Over 59 years 1 0.1 ( 102%) 

SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS WITH 
MORE THAN ONE VICTIM 84 12.2% (100.0%) 

SUBTOTAL 686 100.0% 

Not Available 19 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 

ALL ~1. .. "cIDE~~TS 
Under 16 years 80 11.7% 
16 - 18 years 97 14.1 
19 - 29 years 222 32.4 
30 - 39 years 120 17.5 
40 - 49 years 70 10.2 
50 - 59 years 55 8.0 
Over 59 years 42 6.1 

SUBTOTAL 686 100.0% 

Not Available 19 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 

l"Average" victim age for incidents with more than one victim is 
the mean age when two ages were available and the median age when 
three ages were available. 

,"" ·~".k'·'·'· .~ .. '" 



of the victims was 29 years of age or less (70.3 %) was greater 

than that found for- single-victim incidents (56.5%). This 

difference reflected a larger percentage of under 19 year olds 

among the multiple-victim incidents. Incidents with one victim 

were more likely to involve victims 50 years of age or older 

(15.3% versus 5.9% for multiple-victim incidents). 

4. Sex of Victims 

Overall, among the incidents for which robbery arrests were 

made in the seven months 'of the sample per iod (December 1981 

through June 1982), 71.3% of the TP4s listed only male victims 

while 25.7% listed only female victims. 12 (See, Table 53.) 

Three percent of the incidents reported both male and female 

victims. Among incidents with only one victim, almost three 

fourths (73.2%) reported male victims. Among incidents with more 

than one victim, 56.3% reported all male victims while 17.5% re­

ported that all of the victims were female. 

5. Seriousness pf victim Injury 

Table 54 presents the seriousness of the injury to the 

cr ime victim (s-), as measured pr imar ily by the treatment the 

victim(s) received, in relation to the number of victims involved 

l2This percentage distribution corresponds to that found among 
the robbery incidents and among the robbery incidents with 
arrest(s) reported in Part I (See, Tables 12 and 40) where the 
sex of the complainant was available. (Note that the percentages 
in Table 40 must be calculated with N=249.) 
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TABLE 53 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 
THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

SEX(ES) OF VICTIM(S) BY NUMBER OF VICTIMS 

INCIDENTS WITH 
ONE VICTIM_ 

Males 
Females 

SUBTOTAL 

Not Available 

SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS 
WITH ONE VICTIM 

INCIDENTS WITH MORE 
THAN ONE VICTIM 

All Males 
All Females 
Both Sexes 

SUBTOTAL 

Not Available 
SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS 

WITH MORE THAN 
ONE VICTIM 

SUBTOTAL 

Not Available 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 

ALL INCIDENTS 

All Males 
All Females 
Both Sexes 

SUBTOTAL 

Not Available 

N .-
451 
165 

616 

5 

621 

45 
14 
21 

80 

4 

84 

696 

9 

705 

496 
179 

21 

696 

9 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 

1 

64.8% 
23.7 

88.5% 

6.5 % 
2.0 
3.0 

11.5% 

100.0% 

71.3% 
25.7 
3.0 

100.0% 

(%) 

( 73.2%) 
( 26.8%) 

(100.0%) 

( 56.3%) 
( 17..5%) 
( 26.2%) 

(100.0%) 
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TABLE 54 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 
THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

SERIOUSNESS OF VICTIM INJURY BY NUMBER OF VICTIM 

INCIDENTS WITH 
ONE VICTIM 

No Injury Reported 384 
Injury, No Details 54 
Refused Medical Assistance 114 
Treated and Released 40 
Hospitalized 28 
Died1 1 

SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS 
WITH ONE VICTIM 621 

INCIDENTS WITH 
MORE THAN ONE VICTIM2 

No Injury Reported 48 
Injured, No Details 4 
Refused Medical Assistance 18 
Treated and Released 8 
Hospitalized 6 
Died 

SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS WITH 
MORE THAN ONE VICTIM 84 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 

ALL INCIDENTS 

No Injury Reported 432 
Injured, No Details 58 
Refused Medical Assistance 132 
Treated and Released 48 
Hospitalized 34 
Diedl 1 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 

54.5% 
7...6 

16.2 
5.7 
4.0 
0.1 

88.1% 

6.8% 
0.6 
2.6 
1.1 
0.8 

11.9% 

100.0% 

61.4% 
8.2 

18.7 
6.8 
4.8 
0.1 

100.0% 

(%) 

( 61.8%) 
( 8.7%) 
( 18.4%) 
( 6.4%) 
( 4.5%) 
( 0.2%) 

(100.0%) 

( 57.2%) 
( 4.8%) 
( 21.4%) 
( 9.5%) 
( 7.1%) 
( -) 

(100.0%) 

lAlthough the Transit Police Department (TPD) arrest report 
(TP4) indicated that the victim in this robbery incident died, 
the defendant was not charged at arrest with murder, man­
slaughter, or attempted murder. Other victims of robberies in 
this study may have died as a result of their injuries, but 
only the injuries and treatments reported on the TP4 have been 
included here. 

2For incidents with more than one victim where the injury or 
treatment (if any) of these victims fell into different cate­
gories of seriousness, the category chosen to represent the 
seriousness of the victim injury for the incident was selected 
according to the following scheme (ranking from least serious to 
most serious): (1) no injury reported; (2) injured, no details; 
(3) refused medical assistance; (4) treated and released; (5) 
hospitalized; and (6) died. 

•• 
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• 
in an incident. 13 Overall, three fifths (61.4%) of the incidents 

did not report any injury to the victim in connection with the 

• robbery. In less than one fifth (18.7%) of the 705 incidents, 

the TP4 listed at least one of the victims as having been injured 

but refusing medical assistance. In 8.2 % of the total inci-

• dents, one of the victims was reported to have been injured, but 

no details of treatment were given. For over ten percent (11.6%) 

of the incidents, at least one victim was sent to the hospital 

• (6.8% were treated and released, 4.8% were hospitalized). When 

• 

• 

• 

incidents with one or more victims were examined separately, the 

large~t difference was where one or more victims went to the 

.hospital (10.9 % of the single-victim incidents versus 16.6% of 

the multiple-victim incidents). 

In Table 55, the seriousness of the injury of the victims 

involved in the robbery incidents is presented according to the 

sex of the most severely injured victim (where the treatment pro­

vided was used as the primary determinate of the seriousness of 

the injury). Overall, 72.2% of the incidents listed a male and 

13 For incidents with more than one ,i'"ictim where the injury or 
treatment (if any) of these victims fell into different cate­
gories of seriousness, the category chosen to represent the 

• ser iousness of the victim injury for the incident was selected 
according to the following scheme (ranking from least serious to 
most serious): (1) no injury reported; (2) injured, no details; 
(3) refused medical assistance; (4) treated and released; (5) 
hospitalized; and (6) died. When "injured, no details" was con­
sidered as the most serious category, the distr ibution of the· 
incidents was identical to that reported in Table 54. This is 
because there were no incidents in which one victim was reported 
as having been injured with no details of treatment given and 
another victim was also injured but details of treatment were 
reported. 



TABLE 55 

TRANSIT ROBlERY ARRESl'S MADE DOCEMIER 1981 'IHROUGH JUNE 1982: 

SERIOUSNESS OF vrC!'IM INJURY BY THE SEX(ES) OF THE MOST 
SERIOOSLY INJURED VICl'IM(S} 

SERIOUSNESS OF VIC!'IM INJURyl 

SEX(ES) OF THE 
MOS!' SERIOUSLY Refused Treated 
INJURED No Injury Injured, Medical and TOrAL 
VI Cl'IMLm.. Re]2Qrted No Details Assistance Released HOgQitalized Die<¥ IOCIDENl'S 

N ~ .N ..% .N ..% .N ~ 11 ~ 11 ~ 11 i 

All Males 320 74.6% 36 64.3% 85 64.4% 36 75.0% 27 81.8% 1 100.0% 505 72.2% 

All Females 100 23.3 19 33.9 46 3408 12 25.0 6 18.2 183 2602 

Both Males and 
Females 9 2.1 1 1.8 1 0.8 11 106 

SUBl'OI'AL 429 100.0% 56 100.0% 132 100.0% 48 100.0% 33 100.0% 1 100.0% 699 100.0% 

Not Available 3 2 1 6 

TOrAL 
IOCIDENl'S 432 58 132 48 34 1 705 

·lFor incidents with more than one victim where the injury or treatment (if any) .of these victims fell into 
different categories of seriousness, the category cmsen to represent the seriousness of the victim injury for 
the incident was selected according to the following scheme (ranking from least serious to most serious): (1) no 
injury reported; (2) injured, no details; (3) refused medical assistance; (4) treated and released; (5) hospital­
ized; and (6) died. 

2Although the Transit Police Department (TPD) arrest report (TP4) indicated that the victim in this robrery 
incident died, the defendant was not charged with murder, manslaughter, or attempted murder. Other victims 
of the robberies in this study may have died as a result of their injuries, but only the injuries and treat­
ments reported on the TP4s have been included here. 

" 
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• 
26.2% listed a female as the most severely injured victim. This 

distribution is nearly iden'i:i.cal to that found when the sexes of 

• the victims involved in an incident were compared regardless of 

the injury suffered. 14 The percentages of female victims were 

highest {and of male victims lowest} among incidents where the 

• victim was reported to have been injured, but no details were 

given (33.9% female compared to 64.3% male) and where the victim 

refused medical assistance (34.8% female compared to 64.4% male). 

• The category of incidents with the lowest percentage of female 

victims was that reporting a hospitalized victim (18.2% female 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

compared to 81.8% male). 

D. Use of Force or a Weapon 

In this section, information on the use of force or a 

weapon in the robbery incidents is presented. Both the use of 

force and the use of a weapon were exam·ined by the number of 

victims and by the number of participants involved in the inc i-

dent. The distribution of the type of weapon threatened, dis-

played, or used is presented also, as is the relationship between 

whether a weapon was threatened, displayed, or used and whether a 

weapon was recovered from one or more arrestees. 

14See , p.121, supra, for a discussion of the distribution of the 
sexes of victims for the 705 robbery incidents. 
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1. Use of Force 

Overall, four fifths (79.4%) of all the robbery incidents 

in the sample involved the use of force. 15 (~, Table 56.) 

Less than one fifth (18.6%) involved no force. Force was threat-

ened, but not used, in only two percent of the incidents. The 

number of victims involved in the incident does not seem to have 

been a factor in the threat or use of force in the robbery inci-

dents in this sample. The percentage of incidents where force 

was used was nearly the same for incidents with one and with more 

than one victim (79.4% versus 7908%, respectively) as was the 

percentage of incidents where no force was threatened or used 

(18.7% for single- and 17.8% for multiple-victim incidents). 

The number of participants involved in the incident, on the 

other hand, does seem to have been related to the use of force. 

With the exception of incidents with five participants (where the 

number of cases was not large, N=3l), the percentage of incidents 

where force was used increased as the number of participants in-

creased. (~, Table 57.) Among incidents with one participant, 

7204% of the incidents involved the use of some force while, 
t 

among incidents with six or more participants, 97.6% involved the 

use of force. 

l5under the coding scheme used here, "force" was considered to 
have been used if the property was reported as having been 
forcibly removed from the victim or if force was used against a 
victim (for example, if a victim was struck by a participant). 
IIForce" here does not include a weapon. 
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TABLE 56 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 
THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

THREAT OF USE OF FORCEI BY NUMBER Of VICTIMS 

INCIDENTS WITH 
ONE VICTIM 

No Force 
Force Threatened 
Force Used 

SUBTOTAL 

Not Available 

SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS 
WITH ONE VICTIM 

INCIDENTS WITH MORE 
THAN ONE VICTIM 

116 
12 

491 

619 

2 

621 

No Force 15 
Force Threatened 2 
Force Used 67 

SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS WITH 
MORE THAN ONE VICTIM 84 

SUBTOTAL 
Not Available 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 

ALL INCIDENTS 

No Force 
Force Threatened 
Force Used 

SUBTOTAL 

Not Available 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 

703 
2 

705 

131 
14 

558 

703 

2 

705 

16.5% 
1.7 

69.9 

88.1% 

2.1% 
0.3 
9.5 

11.9% 

100.0% 

18.6% 
2.0 

79.4 

100.0% 

(%) 

( 18.7%) 
( 1.9%) 
( 79 .. 4%) 

(100.0%) 

( 17.8%) 
( 2.4%) 
( 79.8%) 

(100.0%) 

l"Force" includes physical, or bodily, force and does not include 
the threat, display, or use of weapon. 
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2. Use of a Weapon 

Overall", over one half (53.7%) of the robbery incidents 

with an arrest made in the seven-month sample period reported no 

use, display, or threat of a weapon in connection with the 

robbery incident. (See, Table 58 .. ) Only 7.3% of the incidents 

involved weapon use while 11.6% involved the threat of a weapon. 

A weapon was displayed in 27.4% of the incidents. 

Table 58 also presents weapon use separately for il:,~idents 

with one and with more than one victim. Unlike the use of physi­

cal force, presented above in Table 56, the use, display, and 

threat of a weapon do appear to have been related to the number 

of victims involved in the incident for the 705 incidents report­

ed here. Among incidents with more than one victim, the percen­

tages of incidents in which a weapon was used (12.2%), displayed 

(35.4%), or threatened (14.6%) were higher than those found among 

incidents with only one victim (6.6%, 26.4%, and 11.2%, respec­

tively). 

Table 59 presents the relationship between weapon use and 

the number of participants involved in the incident. The rela­

tionship between the number of participants and the use, display, 

or threat of a weapon does not appear to be as direct as that 

found between the number of participants and the use of physical 

force. 16 With the exception of incidents with five participants, 

weapons did tend to be used more often in incidents with many 

16~, pp.126, 127, supra, for a discussion of this relationship. 
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TABLE 57 

TRANSIT ROBIERY ARREST MADE DEX:EMIER 1981 'l'HR!lJGH JUNE 1982: 

NllmER OF PARTICIPANTS BY THE THREAT OR USE OF FORCEl 

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS 

Ole Two ihree Four Five Six or More Not TarAL 
~ Participant f2rti~iJi5lDtlii Pat!;;i~i:Q!IDt~ Parti!,;iI25l!ltl!? Parti!;;iQ9!]t§ ;rgrtici~ts SUBlUI'AL Available • m::IDENrS 

1'1 .! .N .! l.l .1 l.l .J 1-,,-' .1 11 .1 11 .I .H .H ! 

No Force 59 26.7% 43 18.4% 16 14.2% 6 10.2% 6 19.4% 1 2.4% 131 18.7% 131 18.6% 

Force 
Threatened 2 0.9 8 3.4 4 -3.5 14 2.0 14 2.0 

Force Used 160 72.4 183 78.2 93 82.3 53 89.8 25 80.6 40 97.6 554 79.3 4 558 79.4 

SUBIDl'AL 221 100.0% 234 100.·0% 113 100.0% 59 100.0% 31 100.Q% 41 100.0% 6.99 100.0% "4 703 100.0% 
'" 

Not Available 1 1 2 2 

'!UrAL 221 235 114 59 31 41 701 4 705 

I 
1a Force" includes }i1ysical, .or bodily force and does not include the threat, display, or use of a weapcn. I-' 

W 
0 

,,;' I 
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TABIJE 58 
TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 

THROUGH JUNE 1982: • THREAT, DISPLAY, OR USE OF A WEAPON BY 
NUMBER OF VICTIMS 

II) 

INCIDENTS WITH 
ONE VICTIM N ~ (% ) • 
No Weapon 345 49.3% ( 55.8%~ 
Weapon Threatened 69 9.9 ( 11.2% 
Weapon Displayed 163 23.3 ( 26.4%) 
Weapon Used 41 5.8 ( 6.6%) • SUBTOTAL 618 88.3 % (100.0%) 

Not Available 3 

SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS 
WITH ONE VICTIM 621 • 

INCIDENTS WITH MORE 
THAN ONE VICTIM 

No Weapon 31 4.4% ( 37.8%) 
Weapon Threatened 12 1.7 ( 14.6%) 
Weapon Displayed 29 4.2 ( 35.4%) 
Weapon Used 10 1.4 ( 12.2%) 

SUBTOTAL 82 11.7% (100.0%) 

Not Available 2 • 
SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS WITH 
MORE THAN ONE VICTIM 84 

SUBTOTAL 700 100.0% 

Not Available 5 • 
TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 .. , 

ALL INCIDENTS 

No Weapon 376 53.7% • 
Weapon Threatened 81 11.6 
Weapon Displayed 192 27.4 
Weapon Used 51 7.3 

SUBTOTAL 700 100.0% • 
Not Available 5 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 

• 
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TlIBLE 59 

TRANSIT ROBffiRY ARRESTS MADE DEX::EMBER 1981 TlIR(XJGl JUNE 1982: 

NUMlER OF PARl'ICIPANl'S BY THE: 'lHRFAT, DISPLAY, OR {BE OF A WE1UON 

Nlf.IBER OF PMTIClPAmS 

Qle Two Three Four Five Six or More Not 'l'O.rAL 
j@rticipant l'2rt ictgants Participants Participants Participants Participants SlJH['(Yl'AI, Available m::IDENI'S 

~ .N .i .N .J ..N .J .ll .) ~ .1 II ~ 1J ] E N % 

No W=ar:on 112 50.9% 136 58.3% 60 52.6% 29 50.0% 16 53.3% 20 47.6% 373 53.6% 3 376 53.7% 

W=apcn 
Threatened 36 16.4 25 10.7 9 7.9 6 10.3 1 3.3 4 11.9 81 11.6 81 11.6 

~~n 
Dlsplayed 59 26.8 60 25.8 35 30.7 15 25.9 11 36.7 12 28.6 192 27.6 192 27.4 

~ar:on Used 13 5.9 12 5.2 10 8.8 8 13.8 2 6.7 5 11.9 50 7.2 1 51 7.3 

SU3lOI'AL 220 100.0% 233 100.0% 114 100.u% 58 100.0% 30 100.0% 41 100.0% 696 100.0% "4 700 100.0% 

Not Available 1 2 1 1 5 5 
I 

~ 221 235 114 59 31 41 701 4 705 I-' 
w 
N 
I 
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participants. For instance, among incidents with one or two 

participants, 5.9% and 5.2%, respectively, reported that a weapon 

was used while, among inciden~s with four and six or more parti-

cipants, 13.8% and 11.9%, respectively, reported weapon use. 

Incidents with. one participant had the highest percentage of 

weapons threatened (16.4%) while those with five and with three 

participants had the lowest percentages (3.3% and 7.9%, respec­

tively) '" 

Table 60 shows the relationship between weapon use in the 

incident and the recovery of a weapon from one of the arrestees 

at the time of the arrest or from the crime scene. 17 Overall, 

over one fifth (21.1%) of the incidents in which information 

about weapon recovery was available reported that some weapon was 

recovered from an arrestee. There was a great deal of variation, 

however, among the different weapon-use categories in the percen­

tage of incidents in which some weapon was reported to have been 

recovered. The percentage of incidents in which a weapon was re-

covered was highest among incidents involving the display of a 

weapon (55.0 %) and next highest among those where a weapon was 

used (43.1%) .. Incidents in which a weapon was threatened and 

those not involving a weapon had much lower weapon recovery rates 

(806% and 209%, respectively) than the two categories of inci­

dents (mentioned above) where the victim reported having seen (or 

felt) a weapon. 

17 The weapon recovered was not necessarily the same type of 
weapon as that reported in connection with the incident. 
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WEAroN 
REmVERY 

Some Weapon 
Recovered 

No Weapon 
Recovered 

SOBrOrAL 

l\bt Available 

TC1I'AL 

• • • • 
TABLE 60 

TRANSIT ROBPERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 
THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

• • 

THREAT, DISPLAY, OR USE OF A WEAPON IN INCIDENl'S BY WEAroN RECOVERY 

WEAIDN THREAT, DISPLAY, OR USE 

Weapon Weapon WeSfX>n lbt 
No Weawn Threatened Oisp1a~d Used SI1RT'('fT1AL A~ailable 

N t N t N ~ N ~ N ~ N 

11 2.9% 7 8.6% 105 55.0% 22 43.1% 145 20.8% 3 

364 97.1 74 91.4 86 45.0 29 56.9 553 79.2 2 

375 100.0% 81 100.0% 191 100.0% 51 100.0% 698 100.0% 5 

1 1 2 

376 81 192 51 700 5 

• • 

TaI'AL 
N 1 

148 21.1% 

555 78.9 
I 

"\-> 

703 100.0% tv 
J:>. 
J 

2 

705 
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3. Type of Weapon Threatened. Displayed, or Used 

Table 61 presents the distribution of the 328 inciaents 

where the type of weapon threatened, displayed, or. used was 

available. For almost one half (49.4%) of these incidents, a gun 

(18.9%) or simulated gun (30.5%) was reported as the type of wea-

pon involved in the incident. A knife or other cutting instru-

ment was reported for 4201% of the 328 incidents. When these 

figures were compared with the robbery incidents reported in Part 

I, some differences between the datasets appeared. Most notably, 

the sample of robbery incidents and robbery incidents with 

arrest(s) described in Part I reported larger percentages of guns 

as weapons (33.8 % and 23.1 % , respectively) than alleged guns 

(13.0% and 19.8%, respectively).18 

E. Property 

This section includes descr iptions of factors associated 

with the property which was demanded or taken from the victim(s) 

of the robbery incident, including whether property was actually 

taken from the victim(s), the value of the property demanded or 

taken, and the types of property demanded or taken. 

l8 The percentages of gun and alleged guns reported together for 
these incidents (46.8% and 42.9%, respectively) suggest that 
either: (1) different criteria may have been used by the TPD than 
by CJA coders in decisions about how to distinguish a gun from an 
alleged or simulated gun or (2) the two samples represent 
different types of robbery incidents. 

• 

• 
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TABLE 61 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 
THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

TYPE OF WEAPON THREATENED, DISPLAYED, OR USED 

W~APQN TYPE N 1-

Gun 62 18.9% 

Knife or Razor 126 38.4 

Sharp Object 12 3.7 

Blurit Object 25 7.6 

Simulated Gun 100 30.5 

Other Typel 3· 0.9 
-" SUBTOTAL 328 100.0% 

Not Available 1 

No Weapon Threatened, 
Displayed, or Used 376 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 

; 

lIncludes perfume, acid, and an "unknown object." 
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1. The Demand for and Taking of Property 

Table 62-. presents the distr ibution . of robbery incidents 

according to whether property was demanded or t,aken from the 

victim(s) separately for incidents with one and with more than 

one victim. Overall, among the robbery incidents involving 

defendants arrested from December 1981 to June 1982, 6904% invol-

ved the taking of property. In one fifth (20.2%) of the total 

incidents, there was an attempt made to take property while, in 

one tenth (10.4%) of the incidents, property was demanded but no 

attempt was made to take itm The number of victims was related 

to whether property was actually taken from the victim(s) (68.0% 

of incidents with one victim compared to 79.5% for multiple­

victim incidents) and to whether an attempt was made to take the 

prop~rty but no property was actually taken (21.8% versus 8.4%, 

respectively). 

2. Value of Property pemanded or Taken 

Among the incidents reported in this sample, 46.1% had no 

'property value listed on the TP4 arrest report.19(~, Table 63.) 

19 The value of the property involved in the incident was not 
available if its value was not recorded either because the value 
was not available or the property was difficult to value (such as 
"T.A. propertylf or "all your money"). This percentage of inci­
dents with the value of the property not available was larger 
than that found among the robbery incidents examined in Part I 
(401 out of 1523 or 26.3%). When incidents with an arrest in one 
of the two three-week periods which overlap the two samples were 
examined, the differ~nces between the two samples were much 
smaller. Among the incidents with an arrest in the robbery 
incident sample, 43.3% (94 out of 217 incidents) did not report 
any val ue of the property taken. Among the incidents in the 
robbery arrest sample from the overlapping six-week period, 47.6% 
(101 out of 212 incidents) did not report any value of the 
property demanded or taken. (These figures do not appear in any 
tables in this report.) 
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TABLE 62 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 

• THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

THE DEMAND FOR OR TAKING OF PROPERTY 
BY NUMBER OF VICTIMS ,. INCIDENTS WITH 

ONE VICTIM N. ~ (% ) 

Property Demanded 63 9.0% ( 10.2%) 
Attempt Made to Take 

Property 135 19.2 ( 21.8%) 

• property Taken 422 60.0 ( 68.0%) 

SUBTOTAL 620 88.2% (100.0%) 

Not Available 1 

• SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS 
WITH ONE VICTIM 621 

INCIDENTS WITH MORE 
THAN ONE VICTIM 

Property Demanded 10 1.4% 12.1%) 
Attempt Made to Take 

Property 7 1.0 ( 8.4%) 
Property Taken 66 9.4 ( 79.5%) 

SUBTOTAL 83 11.8% (100.0%) 

• Not Available 1 

SUBTOTAL INCIDENTS WITH 
MORE THAN ONE VICTIM 84 

• SUBrOTAL 703 100.0% 

Not Available 2 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 

• ALL INCIDENTS 

Property Demanded 73 10.4% 
Attempt Made to Take 

Property 142 20.2 
Property Taken 488 69.4 • 

SUBTOTAL 703 100.0% 

Not Available 2 

• TOTAL INCIDENTS 705 
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TABLE 63 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 
THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

VALUE OF PROPERTY DEMANDED OR TAKEN BY NUMBER OF VICTIMS 

More than 
YALUEl One Yictim Qn~ :SliQtim TOTAL 

N ! N ! N 

Under $5 31 9.5% 1 2.0% 32 

$ 5 - $ 49 116 35.3 9 17.6 125 

$50 - $199 88 26.8 20 39.2 108 

Over $199 93 28.4 21 41.2 114 

SUBTOTAL 328 100.0% 51 100.0% 379 

Not Available2 292 32 324 

Not App1icable3 1 1 2 

TOTAL 621 84 705 

lThese categories correspond to the categories used by 
the TPD when it records the value of the property taken 
in a crime incident in its computer system. 

2The value of the property involved in the incident was 
not available if its value was not recorded on the TP4 
either because it was not availab1~ or because the prop­
erty was difficult to value (such as "T.A. property" or 
"all your. money.") 

3The values reco~ded on TP4s for these incidents were 
obvious under- or over-estimates for the items described. 

1 

8.4% 

33.0 

28.5 

30.1 

100.0% 
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Incidents were fairly evenly distributed among three value cate-

gories ($5 to $49, $50 to $199, and $200 and over with 33.0%, 

28.5%, and 30.1%, respectively) .20 These percentages differ by 

between 2.1 and 5.2 percentage points from those descr ibed in 

these same categories among the transit robbery incidents in the 

84 days of the sample reported in Part I. 

Not surprisingly, there does SeE::hl to be a relationship 

between the number of victims in the incident and the value of 

the property demanded. Incidents with more than one victim re-

ported higher percentages of property in the two highest value 

categories (39.2% and 41.2% in the $50-to-$199 and over-$199 

ranges, respectively, compared to 26.8% and 28.4%, respectively, 

among incidents with only one victim). 

3. Type of Property Demanded or 'I'aken 

Table 64 presents the number of incidents in~lhich 

different types of property were demanded or taken. 2l Almost 

half (49.8%) of the robberies involved the taking or demanding of 

20These value categories correspond to the catego~ies.used b¥ t~e 
TPD when it records the value of the property taken 1n the 1nC1-
dent in its computer system. They were used here t~ allow some 
comparisons to be made with the information reported 1n Part I. 

21If more than ope type of property was demanded or taken in an 
incident, all of the different types were reported here. Thus, 
the percentages do not sum to 100.0%. 
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TABLE 64 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 
THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

TYPE OF PROPERTY DEMANDED OR TAKEN IN INCIDENTS 

PROPERTY TYPE 1 N. (% of TOTAL INCIDENTS)2 

Cash 351 (49.8%) 

Jewelry 192 (27.2%) 

Clothing 99 (14.0%) 

TV, Radio 50 ( 7.1%) 

Other3 248 (35.2%) 

Not Available4 59 ( 8.4%) 

lIf more than one type of property was demanded or taken 
in an incident, all of the different types were reported 
here. Thus, categories do not sum to 705. 

2The total number of possible incidents for each category 
was 705. 

3Includes items such as "bag containing TA property," 
"package::;.," and "school pass." 

4Includes incidents where 'no specific type of property 
was demanded and where the type of property demanded or 
taken was not available or not recorded. 
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cash. Over one fourth (27.2 % ) involved jewelry and 14.0 % in­

volved clothing. Other types of items, such as "packages," 

II school passes, II and uTA property, II were demanded or taken in 

over one third of the incidents. Only 8.4% of the incidents did 

not report the type of property demanded or involved no specific 

type of property demand. 

III. DEFENDANT CHARACTERISTICS 

In this section, information on the age, sex, student or 

employment status, and county of residence is presented for the 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1255 defendants arrested for transit robberies from December 1981 

through June 1982. 

A. Defendant Age and Sex 

Almost two thirds (65.1%) of all of the defendants arrested 

for robbery in the seven months of the study were under 19 years 

of age at the time of arrest. (See, Table 65.) The mean defen­

dant age was 18.3 years; the median age was 17.2 years. The 

largest percentage of defendants fell in the 16-to-18-years 

category (41.1%). Approximately one fourth (26.3%) of the 

transit robbery arrestees were aged 19 to 24 years while one 

fifth (20.2%) were 14 to 15 years of age. Only 3.0% of all 1255 

defendants were female. 

B. Defendant Student or Employment Status 

Table 65 also presents the student or employment status 

listed for the defendant on the Transit Police Department 1 s 

arrest report in relation to the age of the defendant.. Almost 



m. 

TABLE 65 

TRANSIT ROBBE!RY ARRFSl'S MADE DOCEMBER 1981 THR:X1GI .TIlliE 1982: 

DEFENJ:lANI' AGE BY S'lUDENl' OR EMPIOiMENr srA'IUS 

DEFEUJANr AGE 

Under OVer . Not SI'ODENl' OR EMPLO'iMENr H Yr!h H-15 y,z,:a. 16-16 na. 12-24 Yrlh 24 YrS, SUBl'Ol'AL Available lm'!L BrAIDS 11 ..! 11 ..! 11 .1 11- .1 11 .1 11 ~ --M ~ N % 
S'lUDENl' 48 100.0% 222 92.5% 275 56.2% 31 10.1% 2 2.0% 578 48.8% 1 12.5% 579 48.6% 
EHEWYID 33 6.7 59 19.3 16 16.0 108 9.1 108 9.0 
UlIDlPIQYED 

Some Occup:ttion Reported 1 0.4 28 5.7 33 10.8 14 14.0 76 6.4 76 6.4 
No Occup:ttion Reported 17 7.1 154 31.4 183 59.8 68 68.0 422 35.7 7 87.5 429 36.0 

suararAL UNEI-IPLOYID 18 7.5% 182 37.1% 216 70.6% 82 82.0% 498 42.1% 7 87.5% 505 42.4i 
SUBl'Ol'AL 48 100.0% 240 100.0% 490 100.0% 306 _ 100.0% 100 100.0% 1184 100.0% "8 100.0% 1192 100.0% 

I NJt Available 11 21 21 7 60 3 63 I-' 
~ 
tv 'IUrAL 48 251 511 327 107 1244 11 1255 I 

(3.8%) (20.2%) (41.1%) (26.3%) (8.6%) (100.0%) 

I 

• • -. --. • • • • • • 
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one half (48.6%) of the 1255 defendants reported themselves as 

students e Fifteen percent of the 505 defendants who reported 

that they were unemployed (6.4% of the total defendants whose 

occupations were listed) also reported some occupation. Only 

nine percent of the arrestees reported that they were employed at 

the time of arrest. 

Not surprisingly, the percentage of defendants who reported 

themselves as students decreased as the age of the defendants 

increased. The percentages ranged from all 48 (100.0 %) of the 

defendants under 14 years to 2.0% of the defendants over 24 

year s. Among 16-to-18-year-old defendants, 56.2 % reported 

themse 1 ves as st uden ts, 37.1% as unemployed, and 6.7 % as 

employed. The largest percentage of employed defendants was 

found among 19-to-24-year-olds (19.3%) while the largest per­

centage of unemployed defendants was found among the over 24 year 

olds (82.0%). 

C. County of Residence 

Almost all (97.7%) of the defendants arrested for transit 

·robber ies in the seven months of the sample per iod, for whom an 

address was given, reported that they lived in New York City. 

(See, Table 66.) Over one half (52.7%) were Kings County resi­

dents. Bronx, New York, and Queens Counties were reported as the 

counties of residence for 18.5%, 16.5%, and 9.9%, respectively, 

of the defendants. 

Table 66 also presents defendant county of residence 

according to whether the transit robbery for which the defendant 



TABLE 66 

'.IRl\NSIT ROBIERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 THRXl<lI JUNE 1982: 
DEFEN:lANl' <XlJNl'Y OF RESIDENCE BY o:xJNl'Y OF IOCIDENl' 

DEFOOANJ' (X)ONfY OF RFSIDEOCFj 

<XlJNl'Y ~ TI£IDENI' .King§ JrulJlK l:I~ XQtk ~ Eicilllnnd 

Ii .1 .N .1 .Ii .1 .N -' .N 

Same as Residency 414 63.8% 131 57.5% 174 85.7% 61 50.0% 

Different from 
Residerq . 235 36.2 97 42.5 29 14.3 61 50.0 1 

-,-. 

rom.L ARRESrS 649 100.0% 228 100.0% 203 100.0% 122 100.0% 1 

(52.7%) (18.5%) (16.5%) (9.9%) (0.1%) 

•• • _ .• --. • • 

fbn-N.X.~. ~UBlUl'll!! 

11 ..H j 

780 63.3% 

29 452 36.7 

29 1232 100.0% 

(2.3%) (100.0%) 

• 

Not 
Avai1abl~ 

..H 

23 

23 

• 

'lUl'JIL 

..H .1 

780 62.2% 

475 37.8 

1255 100.0% 

• 

I ...... 
~ 
lTl 
I 

• 
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was arrested occurred in that same county or another county. 

Overall, 63.3% of the defendants with reported addresses lived in 

• the county in which the incident occurred. The percentage dis-

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
22 

• 

• 

tiibutions differed among residence counties. For instance, 

defendants who were residents of New York County were more likely 

than defendants from any other county to be arrested for inci­

dents in their resident county (85.7% compared to 63.8%, 57.5%, 

and 50.0% for Kings, Bronx, and Queens Counties, respectively). 

IV. ARREST CHARGE 

This section describes the distribution of the most severe 

arrest charge for the 1255 transit robbery arrests made December 

1981 through June 1982. This charge was the most severe robbery 

charge listed on the TPD arrest report for the sample cases which 

were chosen as robbery arrests according to the criteria dis­

cussed above22 This section also presents arrest charge infor­

mation according to the number of participants in the incident, 

the ser iousness of the victim injury, and whether property was 

demanded or taken in the incident. According to Article 160 of 

the New York State Pen~l Law (PL), the number of participants and 

the seriousness of the injury to the robbery victims are two of 

See, fn. 2, supra. 
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the factors which affect the severity of the robbery offense 

charged. 23 In addition, the demand for or attempt to take pro­

perty (which was not taken) is a factor which would be considered 

in a decision about whether to charge a defendant with an a t­

tempted robbery under Article 110 of the Penal Law. 

Overall, two fifths (39.2%) of the defendants were arrested 

• 

• 

• 

for robbery 2 while just over one fourth (28.1%) were arrested • 

for robbery 1.24 (See, Table 67.) When attempted robbery 

charges were included with completed crimes, the percentages of 

robbery 1 and robbery 2 arl:"est charges increased to 38.9% and 

53.7%, respectively. Attempted robbery was charged for 28.6% of 

the 1255 arrestees in the sample. 

23See , Part III, p.164A, infra, for a chart in which the sections 
and subsections of PL Article 160 are summarized. Note that 
addi tional factors, such as the display of a weapon and the 
threat of deadly force, can affect the severity of a robbery 
offense. 

24This distribution differs f rom the most severe arrest charge 
distribution described in Part III, pp.166-168, infra. (In Part 
III, transi t defendants interviewed by CJA whose most severe 
charge, according to Penal Law severity, was a robbery charge are 
described.) Part of this difference appears to be due to 
discrepancies between the most severe arrest charges found in the 
CJA computer system (UDIIS) and the most severe robbery charges 
reported on the TPD'arrest reports. For instance, among the 891 
transit defendants with a most severe arrest charge in UDIIS of 
robbery, 103 out of the 195 non-corresponding charges (52.8%) 
involved attempted charges, according to the TPD, which were 
reported in UDIIS under the same Penal Law section as full 
robber ies. (These figures do not appear in any table in this 
report. ) 

• 

• 
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TABLE 67 

~iSIT ROBEERl ARRESl'S Mi'DE DECEMBER 1981 'I'HR:(JGt JUNE: 19 82 : 

SERICCS!<ESS OF VICl'IM nrnJRY EY KlST SE:\'EIU: 'l'l'O l\ru\EST O'ARGE FOR D~''I'S AMESI'm 
fOR m:mE!ll'S WITH ONE OR roRE 1'H1J1 ONE: PARrICIPANl' 

P.obt:ery 2 

...... '"tea;;:ted Rctll::e ry 2 

Rcbbery 3 

Att~ed Rebl::ery 3 

SUBlUl'AL snm.s 
PllRI'ICIPANr ARRESTS 

Af!RESl'S FOR IN:IDENl'S WITH 
I'!:lRE m;N ONE PARTICIPANt 

Rt:lObery 1 

.N:tE!lTfted 1!cb1::e ry 1 

Rcl:t:ery 2 

.N:tesD;ted Rd:l!:ery 2 

F!oI::tery :. 

Attem;eed Rcb!:ery 3 

5tJBlOTAL ~m:rI-

No Injury 
Reported 

H 1. 

42 29.6% 

24 16.9 

18 

6 

12.7 

4.2 

26 18.3 

26 18.3 

142 100.0% 

190 31.3\ 

69 11.3 

'2.24 36.8 

108 17.8 

10 

7 

1.6 

1.2 

PARl'ICIPANl' ARRESTS 608 100.0% 

1'lult'er of Participants 
Not Available3 

'llJI% ARRESTS 
lIll IlEP£SI'S 

1 

751 

Injured. 
No petails 

H 1-

3 15.0% 

7 35.0 

5 25.0 

3 15.0 

2 10.0 

20 100.0% 

3 3.9% 

8 10.4 

53 68.8 

11 14.3 

2 2.6 

77 100.0% 

1 

98 

SERlCQSNESS OF yrcrrM INJURY 

Refused 
Medical 
Assistaoc .. 

H 1-

6 15.8\ 

:. 
16 

7.9 

42.1 

6 15.8 

5 13.1 

2 5.3 

38 100.0% 

47 23.4% 

19 9.5 

105 52.2 

Z1 13.4 

1 

2 

0.5 

1.0 

201 100.0% 

8 

247 

Treated & 

P.eJ,""'sed 

N. 1-

1 10.0% 

2 20.0 

5 50.0 

2 20.0 

10 100.0% 

35 38.5% 

4 "4.4 

39 42.8 

12 13.2 

1 1.1 

91 100.0% 

101 

Hospitalized 

Ii 1-

3 27.3\ 

2 18.2 

3 

1 

27.3 

9.0 

2 18.2 

II 100.0% 

21 45.1% 

:. 6.S 

18 39.1 

:. 6.5 

1 2.2 

46 100.0% 

57 

H 1 H 

13 16.5% 55 24.9% 

7 

31 

8.9 31 14.0 

39.2 49 

14 17.7 20 

22.2 

9.0 

8 10.1 34 15.4 

6 7.6 32 14.5 

79 100.0% 221 100.0% 

- 106 25.5% 296 28.9% 

1 100.0% 35 8.4 104 10.2 

- 215 51.7 439 42.8 

53 12.7 161 15.7 

3 0.7 13 

" 1.0 1l 

1 100.0\ 416 100.0\ 1024 100.0\ 

1 

9 

504 

10 

1255 

.~ryl 232 30.9\ 6 6.2% 53 22.21 36 35.6\ 24 42.U - 119 24.0% 351 28.2% 

J.t:ten;:t: ed PJ:lf,1::e ry 1 

P.cOI:ery 2 

Attem;,:t.ed Robl::e ry 2 

P.oI±ery 3 . 

• Atte!I;:ted RdJl::ery 3 

SOEIOTAL 

.!b:ber of Participants 
Not Available2 

93 12.4 

242 32.3 

114 15.2 

36 4.8 

33 4.4 

750 100.0% 

1 

751 

a 8.2 

60 61.8 

16 16.5 

5 5.2 

2 2.1 

97 100.0% 

1 

98 

22 9.2 

Ul 50.6 

33 13.8 

6 2.5 

4 1.7 

239 100.0% 

a 

247 

6 5.9 

44 43.6 

14 13.9 

1 1.0 

101 

5 8.8 1 100.0% 42 8.5 135 10.8 

21 36.8 246 49.6 4BS 39.2" 

4 7.0 67 13.5 181 14.S 

11 2.2 47 3.8 

3 5.3 10 2.2 43 3.5 

9 10 

57 1 504 1255 

IThe arrest charge used here was that which aPI=eared on the Transit Police Department arrest report (T.P4 J • 

2Th f this Clef ndant indicated that the victim in this robtery incident died. other victims of ~obl::eries in this 
stu~ ~y ~ve died. :s a result of their injuries, rut only the injuries reported on the Tl?4 have been :i.nclt.lded here. 

• 3Includes deferrlants with most severe Tl'D arrest charges of robtery 1 (1), attempted robl::ery 1 (1), and robl::ery 2 cal • 
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A. Number of Participants and TPD Arrest Charge 

One of the factors which can raise the level of severity of • 

a robbery offense from the basic charge of robbery 3 to the 

higher robbery 2 charge is the number of participants in the 

robbery.25 For example, a taking of property where force is used • 

or threatened (robbery 3) becomes a robbery 2 if the offense is 

committed by two or more persons (or participants). Not surpris-

ingly, therefore, as the figures in Table 67 show, among defen- • 

dants arrested for incidents with more than one participant, 

there were higher percentages of robbery 2 (42.8%) and attempted 

robbery 2 (15.7%) than among defendants arrested for incidents • 

with one participant (22.2% and 9.0%, respectively). In 'addi-

tion, the percentages of defendants charged with robbery 3 and 

attempted robbery 3 were higher. among ·the group. of defendants 

arrested for incidents involving only one participant (15.4% and 

14.5%, respectively) than they were among the defendants arrested 

for incidents where there were two or more participants (1.3% and • 

1.1%, respectively). The percentages of defendants charged with 

either robbery 1 or attempted robbery 1 were the same for the two 

groups (38.9% and 39.1% for defendants arrested for incidents 

involving'one and two or more participants, respectively). 

25See , Part III, p.164A, infra, for a chart which sets out the 
different prov1sions of PL Article 160 defining robbery offensei. 

• 
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B. Seriousness of Victim Injury and TPD Arrest Charge 

Table 67 also presents the seriousness of the victim 

injury26 in relation to the TPD arrest charge separately for 

defendants arrested for incidents involving one or more than one 

participant. Overall, when all arrests were examined without 

regard to the number of participants in the incident, a pattern 

of charging appeared among those arrested for incidents in which 

some victim injury was reported. Generally, as the level of 

injury rose, the percentage of defendants charged with robbery 1 

rose and the percentage charged with robbery 2 fell. For in-

stance, among defendants arrested for incidents in which a victim 

was either injured but no details were given or the victim re-

fused medical assistance, the percentages of robbery 1 arrest 

charges were 6.2% and 22.2% respectively, and of robbery 2 were 

61.8% and 50.6%, respectively. The percentages of robbery 1. 

Cfl-.:lrges were higher among those accused of robber ies with victims 

who were treated and released (35.6%) and hospitalized (42.1%) 

while, among these two groups, the percentages of robbery 2 

charges declined (43.6% .and 36.8%, respectively). 

The extent of the physical injury to a victim of a robbery 

is another factor which can affect the severity of the offense 

charged.27 The forcible stealing of property (robbery 3) becomes 

26Information on victim injury was coded only for the first three 
victims listed on the TP4 (the TPD arrest report). The 
seriousness of the victim injury described here is related to the 
extent of the treatment as reported on the TP4. 

27See, Part III, p.164A, infra, where a chart describes the 
factors which determine the severity of a robbery off~nse upder 
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robbery 2 if a defendant or other participant causes physical 

injury to a victim during the course of the crime or in the 

flight from ito Similarly, a robbery 2 offense becomes the crime 

of first degree robbery if serious injuri is caused to a victim. 

The higher percentages of defendants charged with robbery 1 arn0ng 

those arrested for incidents where the seriousness of the injury 

to the victim was greater appears to reflect, at least in part, 

charging distinctions between robbery 1 and 2 set out in Article 

160 of the Penal Law. 

To determi.ne if this distinction could also be found among 

defendants arrested for incidents with one or more than one 

participant, these two groups were examined separately. Among 

defendants arrested for multiple-participant incidents, the 

distributions of arrest charges within the different categories 

of victim injury were similar to those just descr ibed for all 

ar rests in the sample. On the other hand, the distributions 

among the group of defendants arrested for single-participant 

incidents were very different. However, these differences may be 

due to skewedness caused by very small numbers of defendants in 

each of these categor ies. Thus, no conclusions about the in-

fluence of this factor, in combination with the ser iousness of 

the injury to a victim, can be drawn from these data. 

Some compar isons among defendants ar rested for single-

participant incidents are possible, however. For instance, when 

the total number of defendants arrested for incidents where some 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• , 

• 

• 
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victim injury was reported was compared to the group where no 

victim injury was reported, some differences, perhaps related to 

victim injury, did appear. Namely, the percentages of defendants 

charged with robbery 3 and attempted robbery 3 were lower (10.1% 

and 7.6%, respectively) among those accused of crimes where 

injury occurred than among those accused of crimes with no injury 

(18.3% and 18.3%, respectively). As noted above" victim injury 

is one of the aggravating factors which can differentiate robbery 

in the third degree from robbery in the second degree. 

In addition, note that among both groups, defendants 

arrested for incidents with one or more than one participant, the 

percentages of defendants charged with robbery 1 were greater 

among those where no injury was reported for the incident (29.6% 

and 31 .• 3%, respectively) than among thf~ total groups of defen­

dants accused of incidents where there was injury (16.5% and 

25.5%, respectively). This finding suggests that additional 

factors (other than number of participants and the extent of the 

physical injury to a non-participant) were influencing charging 

decisions among this group of transit defendants. 

D. The Demand for and Taking of Property and TPD Arrest Charge 

Table 68 presents the distribution of defendant arrest 

charge for the 1255 transit defendants separately according to 

whether, in the incident for which the defendant was arrested, 

property was reported to have been taken or demanded, or an 
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attempt was made to take property. The correspondence b!~tween 

reported attempts to take property and an arrest charge of 

attempted robbery was high as was that between completed crimes 

and full robbery charges. For instance, among defendants who 

were arrested for crimes where property was demanded, but not 

taken, only 5.5% were not charged with an attempted robbery. 

Similarly, among defendants accused of crimes where the TPD 

arrest t'eport indicated that an attempt had been made to take 

property, 7.3% of the defendants were charged with full robbery 

offenses. Finally, 2.4% of the defendants arrested for incidents 

in which property was taken were charged at arrest with attempted 

robbery. 

v. COURT OUTCOMES 

This section presents Cr iminal and Supreme Court outcome 

information for the full sample of transit robbery arrests made 

December 1981 through June 1982. This court outcome information 

is. presented separately according to the ser iousness of the in­

jury to the victim of the robbery incident for which each defen­

dant was charged and also according to the residency of the 

victim (s) wi thin the county of the cr ime incident. It was 

hypothesized that these two factors would be related to the'like­

lihood of indictment and conviction. 

.. 

• 

• 

• 
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TABLE 68 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 THROUGH JUNE 1982: 

THE DEMAND FOR OR TAKING OF IROPERTY BY IDST SEVERE TPD ARREsT CHARGE 

PROPERTY DEMANDED OR TAKEN 

An Atterrpt 
r.oBr SEVERE TPD property Was Was Made To Property Not 
ARREST CHARGE Demanded Take proterty Was Taken SUBrOI'AL Available 'lOI'AL 

N ..% N jj .II ..% .II .l .N .N ! 

Robbery 1 2 1.6% 6 2~6% .344 38.5% 352 28.2% 352 28.1% 

Attempted Robbery 1 48 37.8 74 3109 10 1.1 132 10.6 4 136 10.8 

39.5 
I 

Robbery 2 5 3.9 11 4.7 480 53.8 496 39.6 496 ....... 
Ul 
~ 

Attempted Robbery 2 64 50.4 112 48.3 5 0.6 181 14.4 181 14.4 I 

Robbery 3 47 5.3 47 3.8 47 3.8 

Attempted Robbery 3 8 ti.3 29 12.5 6 0.7 43 3.4 43 3.4 

TOrAL ARRESTS 127 100.0% 232 100.0% 892 -100.0% 1251 100.0% 4 1255 100.0% 

,.;..;:i 
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A. Criminal Court Status 

Overall, one half (50.7 %) of the transit arrestees 

arraigned in Criminal Court for whom a court outcome was known 

had their cases transferred to Supreme Court for. adjudication. 

(~, Table 69.) Almost equal percentages of defendants pled 

guilty in Criminal Court (23.2%) and had their cases dismissed or 

received an adjournment in contemplation of dismissal (22.6%). 

This distribution is very similar to that described in Part III28 

for transit defendants who were interviewed by CJA and had a most 

severe arrest charge of robbery. 

B. Criminal Court Status and Seriousness of Victim Injury 

Table 69 shows the distribution of Criminal Court outcomes 

for the transit defendants according to the seriousness of the 

injury to the victim(s). The var iation in the court distribu-

tions among the different victim injury categories was greatest 

for those whose cases were· dismissed and for those whose cases 

were transferred to Supr~me Court. Defendants arrested for in-

cidents where the victims were treated and released from the 

hospital (17.8%) or who refused medical assistance (19.8%) had 

the lowest dismissal rates while those arrested for incidents 

where some injury was reported (29.4%) had the highest dismissal 

rate. The highest Supreme Court.transfer rate (54.4%) was found 

among defendants accused of incidents where the victims refused 

medical assistance. The lowest Supreme Court transfer rates 

28~, Part III, p.183, infra. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 



• • • • • • • • • .i 

TJ\BL.f! 69 

TRANSIT RCBEERi ARRESTS MADE DFX:EM8ER 1981. THROOGl JUNE 1982: 

SERIOUSNESS OF VIcrIM INJURY BY CRIMINrU. <XX1RT smws AS OF AUGJST 29, 1984 

SERIOUSNESS OF VIcrTM INJURY 

Refused 
CRIMINAL rouRl' No Injury Injured, Medical Treated , SUBlUl'AL 
~ Re~rted No DetaiJ:a Assistance Be.leased Hospital ized Died INJURED !Il1l'AL 

0lm.E'IE> H- i. R 1- H- i.. H- i.. ti i.. H. l. H. 1- Ii .1 

Dismissed, Am 128 23.6% 20 29.4% 39 19.8% 16 11.8% 11 22.4% 86 21.2% 214 22.6% 

Pled GuiltY. 129 23.8 15 22.1 42 21.3 23 25.6 11 22.4 91 22.5 220 23.2 

Transferred to 
SUpreme Court2 213 50.4 32 41.0 101 54.4 44 48.9 23 41.0 1 100.0% 201 51.1 480 50.1 

Transferred to 
Family Court 4 0.7 1 1.5 6 3.0 4 4.4 2 4.1 13 3.2 17 1.8 

SUffi.'O'.rAL a:.MPLE'l'ID 534 98.5% 68 100.0% 194 98.5% 81 96.1% 41 95.9% 1 100.0% 391 98.0% 931 98.3% 
I 
f-' 
111 

PEWING 
0'1 
I 

! ~ 
Continued 1 0.2% 1 0.5% 1 0.2% 2 0.2% , 
Warrant Ordered 1 1.3 2 1.0 3 3.3% 2 4.1% 1 1.8 14 1.5 

sumarAL PENDING 8 1.5% 3 1.5% 3 3.3% 2 4.1% 8 2.0% 16 1.1% 

542 100.0% 68 100.0% 197 100.0% 90 100.0% 49 100.0% 1 100.0% 405 100.0% 941 100.0% 

Status Not Available 6 2 2 8 

'lUrAL ARRAIGNED 548 68 199 90 49 1 407 955 

Not Arrai91e& 33 15 12 5 4 36 69 

Direct Indictlrent 17 2 3 5 22 

cases Sent Directly to 
Family Court Before 
ArraigJUrent 153 13 33 6 4 56 209 

-
rorJ\L ARRFSl'ED 751 98 247 101 51 1 504 1255 

lIncludes six defemants who were tried and foum guilty. 

2noes I!Qt include six cases transferred to Supreme Court and returned to Criminal Court by the Grand Jury. This category includes two 
arrests of one defemant for one transit robbery incident. The first arrest resulted in a non-roboory prosecution in Criminal Court. 
Both cases were transferred to Suprerre Court and suooumed under one indictlrent. only one of the arrests was tracked in Suprerre Court. 

3Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons. 
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(47.0%, 47.0%, and 48.9%) were found among defendants in the 

"injured, no details," "hospitalized," and "treated and released" 

categories, respectively. 

C. Criminal Court Status and victim Residency within County of 
~rime Incident 

One of the hypotheses of those concerned about transit 

crime centered around possible problems associated with the daily 

influx of large numbers of subway passengers from many different 

areas. One fear was that victims and witnesses from other 

counties either could not be located to be notified of upcoming 

court dates or would fail to appear to help prosecute the case .. 

In Table 70, victim residency within the county where the 

cr ime incident occurred is presented in relation to Criminal 

Court status. 29 The distribution of defendant status in Criminal 

Court, for those arrested for incidents in which all victims were 

residents of the incident county, was somewhat different from 

that found for defendants accused of robberies \'lhere at least one 

victim resided in a county other than that in which the incident 

occurred. DismisE1al rates in Criminal Court were higher (26.5%) 

among the defendants ar rested fo r robber ies wi th at least one 

residence-out-of-county victim than among those accused of crimes 

where all victims were residents of the incident county (18.7%). 

29Information on the victim county of residence was coded only 
for the first three victims listed on the TP4. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• • • • TABLE 70 

TRANSIT ROOmRY ARRESTS MADE DOCEMIER 1981 WROOGH JUNE 1982: 

VICl'IM RESIDEN:Y WH1UN COONrY OF CRIME IOCIDENr BY CRIMINAL axJRr 
BrA'IUS AS OF ADGJST 29, 1984 

• 

VICfIM RESIDEOCY WITHIN <WNI'Y OF CRIME m;;:romr 

CRIMINI\L COORT Some Not 
STNrUS All Res;igentli! Non-Reliid~ntli! SUBl'01'AI. AYaiJabl~ 

mtPLE'1m Ii l. Ii l. Ii l. li 

Dismissed, Am 92 18.7% 110 26.5% 202 22.3% 12 

Pled Guiltyt 123 25.1 85 20.5 208 23.0 12 

Transferred to Suprene Court2 256 52.1 207 49.9 463 51.1 17 

Transferred to Family Court 14 2.9 3 0.7 17 1.9 

SUBl'Ol'AL <XMPLEl'ED 485 98.8% 405 97.6% 890 98.3% 41 

PENUOO 

Continued I 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 2 0.2% 

warrant Ordered 5 1.0 9 2.2 14 1.5 

SUBrol'AL PEIDING 6 1.2% 10 2.4% 16 1.7% 

491 100.0% 415 100.0% 906 100.0% 41 
status Not Available 4 4 8 

'l.UrAL ARRAIGNED 495 419 914 41 

N:>t ArraignecP 35 25 60 9 

Direct Indict:nent 9 9 18 4 

Cases Sent to Family Court 
Before Arraignment 118 80 198 11 

'!UrAL ARRFSI'ID 657 533 1190 65 

lIncludes six deferrlants who were tried am folll'rl gUilty. 

• 

l'CZI.:&. 

Ii .! 

214 22.6% 

220 23.2 

480 50.17 

17 1.8 

931 98.3% 

2 0.2% 

14 1.5 

16 1.7% 

947 100.0% 
8 

955 

69 

22 

209 

1255 

200es not include six cases transferred to Supreme Court am returned to Criminal Court by the Grand Jury. 
This category does include two arrests of one deferilant for one transit robl:ery incident. The first arrest 
resulted in a non-rcbl:ery prosecution in Criminal Court. Both cases were transferred to Suprene Court and 
slDsl.1Ted under one indictment. Only one of these arrests was tracked in Supreme Court. 

3Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons. 

• 

I 
i-' 
U1 
00 
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Further, the percentage of defendants who pled guilty was 

slightly higher where all victims were residents of the incident 

county (25.1% versus 20.5%)0 

Do Supreme Court Status 

Table 71 presents Supreme Court status information for the 

defendants whose cases were transferred from Criminal Court and 

for those who were directly indicted by the Grand Jury.30 Over 

three fourths (7804 %) of the defendants whose Supreme court 

status was available were convicted. Overall, just less than one 

fifth (18.5%) of the defendants had their cases dismissed or 

sealed. 3l As with Criminal Court status, this dist.ribution for 

the complete transit robbery sample was similar to that found for 

transit robbery arrests who were interviewed by CJA and had a 

most severe arrest charge (according to Penal Law sever ity) of 

robbery.32 

30Indications of direct indictm~nts came primarily from the TP4 
report 0 However, some Supreme Court information for the 
defendants whose cases did not appear in the CJA computer or the 
Criminal Court calendars and were not eligible for adjudication 
in Family Court (because they were over 15 years of age) ~Jas 
gathered from the OCA computer system if it was available. 

3lThe court may seal cases in which there was an acquittal, 
dismissal, or a conviction for a non-criminal offense; in which a 
juvenile I s prosecution was transferred to Family Court; or in 
which the defendant received youthful offender trea.tment 
following a conviction. Only defendants under 19 years are 
eligible for youthful offender treatment. 

32see , Part III, p.2l3, infra. 

• 
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• 

• 
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'mlINSIT ROBEERY ARRESTS MlIDE DECEMBER 1981 THROUGH .JUNE 1982: 

SERIOOSNE:SS OE' VICl'IM INJURY BY SUffiEME (l)(ffiT mAWS AS OF AUmST 29, 1984 

SERIOUSNESS OF VIcrIM INJURY 

Refufe'l 
~!lffi1'.M6 muRT No Injury Injured, Medical Treated & SUBlUI'AL 
STATUS ReI2Qrted No Details Assistan~ Egl!i:ased HQrmil,;alized ~ INJURID ~ 

Ql1ru:'JE) N. l. N. l. H.. l. N. i. 11. - l. H. i- N i- N 1. 

No Public Recordl 47 17.7% 4 12.1% 17 16.8% 3 7.7% 3 15.0% 27 13.9% 74 16.1% 

Disnissed 4 1.5 1 3.0 5 5.0 1 2.6 7 3.6 11 2.4 

Pled Guilty 197 74.4 25 75.B 73 72.2 31 79.4 15 75.0 1 100.0% 145 74.8 342 74.5 

Tried and Found r~uilty 11 4.2 3 9.1 2 2.0 2 5.1 7 3.6 16 3.9 

other2 2 0.7 1 1.0 1 2.6 1 5.0 3 1.5 5 1.1 
~ .. 

Sl.lBI'01'AL a:mLETED 261 98.5% 33 100.0% 98 97.0% 38 97.4% 19 95.0% 1 100.0% 169' 97.4% 450 96.0% 

~ . , 
Continued 2 Q.7% 1 1.0% 1 0.5% 3 0.7% 

warrant ordered 2 0.7 2 2.0 1 2.6 1 5.0% 4 2.1 6 1.3 

SUBrorAL PENDIOO 4 1.5% 3 3.0% 1 2':6% 1 5.0% 5 2.6% 9 2.0% 
I 

I-> 
(J) 

0 
I 

265 100.0% 33 100.0% 101 100.0% 39 100.0% 20 100.0% 1 100.0% 194 100.0% 459 100.0% 
Returned by Grand Jury 

to Criminal Court 4 2 2 6 

Status Not Available 24 1 9 5 3 18 42 

'lUl'AL SUIREf.lE 
rouR.r CASES3 293 34 112 44 23 1 214 507 

1The term "No Public Record R is ufe'l by DCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

2rncludes one case transferred ~o Family Court for proseCution, two cases subslllled by 
other indict:nents, and two cases abated by the deaths of the defendants. 

3IncluO::!s cases transferred to Suprene Court from Criminal Court and direct indictments. 
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Eo Supreme Court Status and_Seriousness of Victim Injury 

Table 71 also presents Supreme Court status information 

separa tely according to t he sever i ty of the inj ury to the 

victim(s). While there were some differences between the victim 

inj ury categor ies in the court outcome distr ibutions, these 

differences did not follow the pattern found when arrest charge 

was e~amined for these categor ies. 3 3 Here, the percentages of 

defendants whose cases were sealed or dismissed were lowest among 

those accused of crimes where the victims reported injury, but no 

further details were given (15.1%), and where the victims were 

treated at a hospital and then released (10.3%). These two 

categor ies of defendants also tended to have slightly higher 

conviction rates (84.9% and 84.5%, respectively). 

F. Supreme Court Status and Victim Residency within County of 
Incident 

Unl ike Cr iminal Court status, the Supreme Court status 

distr ibutions were very similar among defendants accused of 

incidents where all victims were residents of the county where 

the robbery occurred and among those where at least one victim 

was'a resident of another countYo34 (See, Table 72.) This may be 

because any effect which victim residency may have had on the 

prosecution of these defendants occurred prior to the presenta-

tion of the case to the Grand Jury. 

33 see , Table 67, where the percentage of defendants charged with 
robbery 1 rose as the seriousness of the victim injury reported 
for the incident increased. 

34 See, Table 70, where the dismissal rate is shown to be higher 
among defendants accused of crimes where at least one victim was 
not a resident of the crime county. 

• 

• 
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• 
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TABLE 72 

TRlINSIT R<EIERY ARRESl'S MADE DOCEMIER 1981 THROOGH JUNE 1982: 

VICI'IM RESIDEOCY WI'IBIN 0J0Nl'Y OF OUME IN:IDENl' BY SUPREME 0JURl' 
srAWS AS OF AUruST 29, 1984 

VICI'IM RESIDEOCY WI'ffilN ~ Q£ CRIME IOCIDwr 

suPREME croRT Some 
~ All Re:lident9 tbn=Re§ident~ SUBrorAL 

emPIEI'm ~ .1 Jj ~ N ~ 

No Public Record!- 38 15.8% 33· 16.4% 71 16.1% 

Disnissed 3 1.2 8 4.0 11 2.5 

Pled Guilty 181 75.2 149 74.1 330 74.7 

Tr ied and Found Guilty 10 4.1 7 3.5 17 3.8 

Other2 3 1.2 1 0.5 4 0.9 

SUBl'C1rAL ffi1ILETED 235 97.5% 198 98.5% 433 98.0% 

PEIDING 

Continued 1 0.4 2 1.0 3 0.7 

warrant Ordered 5 2.1 1 0.5 6 1.3 

SUHIUl'AL PEl'DING 6 2.5% 3 1.5% 9 2.0% 

241 100.0% 201 100.0% 442 100.0% 
Ietumed by Grand Jury 

to Criminal Court 4 1 5 

status tbt Available 24 15 39 

'IUl'AL SUmEME 0JURl' CASEs3 269 217 486 

Not 
Availabl~ 

N 

3 

12 

1 

1 

17 

17 

1 

3 

21 

1The term "No Public Record~ is used by OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

• 

.'J!?l'AL 
N % 

74 16.1%. 

11 2.4 

342 74.5 

18 3.9 

5 1.1 

450 98.0% 

3 0.7 

6 1.3 

9 2.0% 

459 100.0% 

6 

42 

507 

2Includes one case transferred to Family Court for prose~ution, t'olO cases stDsuned by other indictments, 
and t'oIO cases abated by the deaths of the defendants. 

3Incluci:!s cases transferred to Supceme Court fran Criminal COUrt and direct indictments. 
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PART III: 

TRANSIT AND NON-TRANSIT 
ROBBERY ARRESTS: 

COMPARISON OF COURT OUTCOMES 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This section of the report describes the defendant character­

istics and court outcomes for transit robbery arrests and a com-

par ison group of non-trans it robber ies. Transit robbery. arrests 

(
ll below-ground" rObbery arrests) for this analysis were selected 

from the 1255 robbery arrests identified by the Transit Police 

Department (TPD) as. subway robbery arrests between December I, 1981 

and June 30, 1982. 1 The non-transit comparison group ("above­

ground" robbery arrests) was selected directly from the CJA data­

base (UDIIS).2 Cases were selected if they met four criteria 

designed to control for variation between the two groups which was 

not related to the location of the robbery. These criteria were: 

(1) the defendant was interviewed by CJA; (2) his or her most 

severe arrest charge in UDIIS was a robbery offense;3 (3) the 

1 
~, pp. 108-110, ~~Era, Part II of this report, for a discussion 

of the identification and matching procedures used by the TPD and 
CJA to select the 1255 transit robbery arrests made Decemb~r 1981 
through June 1982. See, also, fn. 2, Part II, for a discussion of 
the decision criteria-used in the selection of robbery offenses in 
this study, particularly those involving the FBI I S Uniform Cr ime 
Reports (UCR) hierarchy. 

2The CJA database does not include a small number of robbery cases 
in which CJA did not interview defendants, who were, for example, 
arrested while incarcerated or following indictment by the Grand 
Jury, or whose arrests were voided by the police prior to the CJA 
interview. 

3 In the CJA compute~ system, charges are classified first according 
to the severity of their "class," as defined by the New York State 
Penal Law (PL) and then, when two offenses fall in the same class, 
according to the type of offense charged. For example, murder in 
the second degree (PL section 125.25), a Class A felony, is con­
sidered more severe than robbery in the first degree (Robbery 1, PL 
Section 160.15), a Class B felony. Addi tionally , although man­
slaughter in the first degree (Manslaughter 1, P·L Section 125.20) 
and robbery 1 are both "B" felonies, CJA classifies manslaughter 1 
as the more severe crime because its crime type, "harm to persons," 
is considered more serious than "harm to persons and property," the 
crime type of robbery 1. 
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4 defendant was not charged wit~~ rape or attempted rape offense; 

and (4) the date of arrest for transit defendants was between 

December 1, 1981, and June 30, 1982, and in December 1981 or April 

• 

• 

1982 for non-transit defendants. 5 • 

The demographic and court processing data used in this 

analysis were gathered from several sources. CJA's computer system 

supplied all the arrest-level'information and served as'the initial 

Criminal Court data source for the study. The database maintained 

by the New York State Office of Court Administration (OCA) supple­

mented this court information and served as the primary source for 

Supreme Court data on all transit and a random sample of one half 

of the non-transit robberies transferred to Supreme Court. 

4Because, the transit robbery arrest group did not include rape or -
attempted rape c'ases (due to the TPD' s use of the UCR charge hier­
archy where rape and attempted rape are considered more severe than 

• 

• 

robbery), any case with a rape or attempted rape arrest charge was • 
not included in the non-tr ans it compar ison group. (See, fn. 2, 
Part II, for a discussion of the UCR definition of robbery.) 

5Because the volume of citywide (excluding Richmond ,County) non-
transit robbery arrests was much larger than the volume of transit 
robbery .arrests, a two-month sample of non-transit robberies was • 
selected which was approximately two and one half times as large as-
the transit sample. December and Apr iI, which fall at the begin-
ning and middle, respectively, of the transit sample period, were 
chosen as the arrest months for the non-transit sample to minimize 
the possible effect of seasonal var iations in the robbery arrest 
population. • 

• 

• 
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II. ARREST AND DEFENDANT CHARACTERISTICS - GENERAL COMPARISONS 

This section provides a gener-al overview of the differences 

between· transit and non-transit robbery arrests from the sample 

periods with respect'to most severe arrest charge, defendant age at 

time of arrest, and defendant criminal history.6 

A. Most Severe Arrest Charse 

Chart 1 on page l64A summarizes the characteristics of the 

three levels of robbery offenses descr ibed in Article 160 of the 

Penal Law. Among the transit and non-transit robbery arrests in 

this study, transit defendants were more likely to be charged with 

robbery in the second degree (robbery 2) than non-tr ans it defen­

dants (45.1% and 33.5%, respectively). (See, Tables 73 and 74.) 

6After a defendant is interviewed by CJA prior to arraignment, 
information on his or her prior criminal history is obtained from 
the State of· New York Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS). 
This record of a defendant's prior criminal history (commonly 
referred to as ~he "NYSID" or "rap" sheet) does not include cases 
which have been sealed by the court. The court may seal cases in 
which there was an acquittal, dismissal, or a conviction for a non­
criminal offense; in which a juvenile's prosecution was transferred 
to Family Court; or in which the defendant received youthful 
offender treatment follm'ling a conviction. Some potentially seal­
able cases may nevertheless have appeared on the defendant's ~YSID 
sheet and been counted as a prior arrest on the CJA interview form. 
As a result, defendants with no prior convictions or o~en cases but 
with prior non-sealed arrests were not included as "first arrests" 
(defendants for whom the present offense-was their first arrest) in 
the present analysis. In addition, convictions for out-of-state 
offenses are not consistently reported to DCJS and, thus, may have 
resulted in the undercounting or underreporting of prior felons and 
misdemeanants in this report. 



Charge P.L. Section 

Robbery 3 160.05 

Robbery 2 160.10 

Robbery 1 160.15 
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CHART 1 

DescriEtion • Forcible stealing of property. 

The forcible stealing of property is the 
wrongful taking, obtaining, or witholding 
of the property of another (with the in-
tent to deprive or appropriate that prop- • 
erty) through the use or threat of the 
immediate use of physical force upon 
another person to aid in the commission of 
the wrongful taking. 

Forcible stealing of property where 

(1) defendant is aided by another who is 
present 

or 

(2) defendant or another participant, 
during the course of the crime or flight 
therefrom, 

(a) causes physical injury to 
a non-partieipant 

or 

(b) displays what appears to 
be a firearm. 

Forcible stealing of property where 
defendant or another participant~ during 
the course of the crime or flight there­
from, 

(1) causes serious physical injury to a 
non-participant 

or 

(2) is armed with a deadly weapon 

or 

(3) uses or threatens the immediate use of 
a dapgerous weapon 

or 

(4) displays what appears to be a firearm. 
(Affirmative defense: the firearm was not 
a loaded weapon from which a shot could be 
fired. ) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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In contrast, those defendants arrested for above-ground offenses 

were more likely to be charged with first degree robbery (robbery 

I) (50.9%) than below-ground robbery arrestees (40.0%).7 Citywide, 

robbery in the third degree {robbery 3} was more commonly charged 

among non-transit defendants than among transit defendants (10.5% 

compared to 4.7%). Finally, transit defendants were twice as 

likely as non-transit defendants to be charged with attempted 

robberies (10.2% and 5.1%, respectively}.8 

7It is not possible to determine, from arrest charge alone, whether 
the crime events· which occurred above ground are different in 
nature from those which occurred below ground. This is because, 
even if all charging decisions were made strictly according to the 
Penal Law cr iter ia 1 isted in the chart shown below, several dif­
ferent types of factual sit~ations can result in persons being 
charged with the same robbery offense. In addition, even. if more 
was known about the crime events for which these robbery defendants 
were ar.rested, it would not be possible to compare crime events in 
different locations using a dataset which focuses on defendants 
arrested, not reported crime events. The possibility that a crime 
incident resulted in the arrest of more than one defendant means 
that mul tiple-arrestee-incidents would be included more than once 
in this dataset and could possibly skew the findings. For example, 
robbery 2, subsection 1, allows someone who would otherwise be 
charged with robbery 3 to be charged with robbery 2 because the 
crime was committed with another person •. If both participants in 
this sort of robbery incident had been arrested and included in 
this study as transit robbery ~ arrests, for instance, conclusions 
about the seriousness of transit crime (in terms of physical injury 
or use of a weapon) which were based upon an analysis of most 
severe arrest charge alone would both misrepresent the nature of 
the incident and count it twice in the analysis. 

8A person convicted of an attemEted robbery is guilty of the com­
mission of a felony which is one class below that of the completed 
crime. (See, PL Section l10.05.) Th~ number of defendants within 
each group charged with attempted robbery is small and, therefore, 
conclusions drawn from these data may be unreliable. 



MOST SEVERE 
ARREsr CHARGE 

N 
Robbery 1 105 

Att. Robbery 1 25 

Robbery 2 150 

Att. Robbery 2 18 

Robbery 3 10 

Att. Robbery 3 6 

TOTAL ARRESTED 314 

• • .•... 

TABLE 73 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 ~IROUGH 
JUNE 1982 WID WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD 

A M)ST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

COUNTY OF INCIDENI' BY MOsr SEVERE 
ARREST CHARGE 

COUNTY OF INCIDEN!' 

KingS. New York Queens Bronx 
% N % -N % N % - - -

33.4% 147 38.7% 36 48.0% 68 55.7% 

8.0 12 3.2 4 3.3 

47.8 178 46.8 37 49.3 37 30.3 

5.7 16 4.2 2 1.6 

3.2 22 5.8 2 2.7 8 6.6 

1.9 5 1.3 3 2.5 

100.0% 380 100.0% 75 100.0% 122 100.0% 

• •• • • • 

'IOTAL 
N % -

356 40.0% 

41 4.6 

402 45.1 

36 4.0 

42 4.7 

14 1.6 

891 100~0% 

• • 

I 
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TABLE 74 --

NON-TAANSIT roBBERY lillRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1982 WOO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD 

A IDST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

COUNTY OF INCIDENI' BY MOST SEVERE 
ARREST CHARGE 

COUNTY OF INCIDENT 

MOST SEVERE 
ARREsr CHARGE Kings New York Queens Bronx 'IDTAL 

N % N % N % N % li- % - -
Robbery 1 347 54.6% 349 47.5% 150 45.8% 204 56.1% 1050 50.9% 

Att. Robbery 1 23 3.6 6 0.8 3 0.9 9 2.5 41 2.0 

Robbery 2 200 31.5 255 34.7 130 39.6 105 28.8 690 33.5 

Att. Robbery 2 15 2.4 17 2.3 4 1.2 3 0.8 39 1.9 

Robbery 3 43 6.8 98 13.3 41 12.5 34 9.3 216 10.5 

Att. Robbery 3 7 1.1 10 1.4 9 2.5 26 1.2 

SUB'IOTAL 635 100.0% 735 100.0% 328 100.0% 364 100.0% 2062 100.0% 

Charge Not 1 
Available 6 5 11 

'IDTAL ARRESTED 641 735 328 369 2073 

l wben these arrests were selected as part of the non-transit comparison group, their most severe 
arrest charges in OOIIS were robberies. Subsequently, charge information for these cases was not 
available. 

~ 
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Additionally, an examination of Tables 73 and 74 shows that 

the arrest charge distribution patterns fOr transit and non-transit 

defendants were not the same across all counties. Transit arres-

tees in Queens were more likely-~o be charged with robbery 2- (49.3% -

compared to 39.6% among the non-transit arrestees in Queens) and, 

unlike any other county, were slightly more likely to be charged 

with robbery 1 than non-transit defendants (48.0% versus 45.8%). 

• 

• 

• 

In the Bronx, the pe~ce~tage of transit and non-transit defendants • 

charged at arrest with first degree robbery and second degree 

robbery were very similar. Robbery .1. accounted for 55.7% of the 

Bronx transit defendants and 56.1% of the non-transit defendants 

while robbery 2 accounted for 30.3% and 28.8% of the transit and • 

non-transi t defendants, respectively. Non-transi t defend~mts in 

New York and Queens Counties showed the highest percentages of 

robbery 3 arrest charges (13.3% and 12.5%, respectively). These 

two counties also had the largest percentage differences between 

the transit and non-transit groups for robbery 3 arrest charges 

(7.5 and 9.8 percentage points for New York and Queens, respecti-

vely, compared to 2.7 and 3.6 ~or Bronx and Kings Counties, respec-

tively). • 

B. Second Most Severe Arrest Char~~ 

Tables 75 and 76 present the second most severe arrest charge 

for all arrestees with more than one arrest charge. These charges, 

g.rouped by type rather than sever i ty, include cr iminal use of a 

• I 

firearm, possession of a weapon, secondary robbery charges, felon i- •. 

ous assault, possession of stolen property, and other charges. 

• 

• 
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TABLE 75 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'lHROUGH JUNE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA 
AND HAD A MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

"\..;' COUNTY OF INCIDENT BY SECOND MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE 

COUNTY OF INCIDENT 

SECOND MOST SEVERE 
ARREST CHARGE KinQS New York Queens Bronx CITYWIDE 

N % N % N % N % N % - -
Criminal Use of a Firearm 29 11.7% 27 9.7% 4 6.6% 17 17.0% 77 11.2% 

Possession of a Weapon 41 16.6 79 28.4 12 19.6 23 23.0 155 22.6 

Robbery 6 2.4 13 4.7 4 6.6 23 3.4 

Felony Assaul t 101 40.9 84 30.2 17 27.9 31 31.0 233 33.9 
I 

Possession of Stolen I-' 
0"1 

Property 47 19.1 48 17.3 14 22.9 19 19.0 128 18.7 \D 
I 

Other Charges 1 23 9.3 27 9.7 10 1604 10 10.0 70 10.2 

_or' 

SUBTOTAL 247 1130.0% 278 100.0% 61 1130.0% 100 100.0% 686 1130.0% 

No Second Charge 67 102 14 22 205 

TOrAL ARRES'lED 314 380 75 122 891 

1Inc1udes misdemeanor assault (24), resisting arrest (14), grand larceny (8), and other charges (24). 



TABLE 76 

NON-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY. CJA 
AND HAD A MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

COUNTY OF INCIDENT BY SECOND MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE 

COUNTY OF INCIDENT 

SECOND MOST SEVERE 
ARREST CHARGE Kin~s New York Queens Bronx CITYWIDE 

N ! N % N % N % N % - -
Criminal Use of a Firearm 168 29.6% 105 18.4% 41 15.7% 72 24.8% 386 22.9% 
Possession of a Weapon 122 21.5 141 24.6 62 23.8 65 22.4 390 23.1 

Robbery 4 0.7 11 1.9 5 1.9 6 2~1 26 1.5 

Felony Assault 120 21.2 97 17.0 55 21.1 43 14.8 315 18.6 I 
I-' 

Possession of Stolen 
-...J 
0 

Property 79 13.9 141 24.6 39 14.9 40 13.8 299 17.7 I 

Other Charges 1 
74 13.1 77 1305 59 22.6 64 22.1 274 16.2 

, i 

SUB'IO'rAL 567 100.0% 572 100.0% 261 100.0% 290 100.0% 1690 100.0% 

No Second Charge 74 163 67 79 383 

'IOTAL ARRESTED 641 735 328 369 2073 

1Includes burglary (71), resisting arrest (23), grand larceny (36) misdemeanor assault (45), and ot~er charges (24) • 

• • .- -. • • • • • • 
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More than three quarters (77.0%) of all transit defendants and over 

four fifths (81.5%) of all non-transit defendants had more than one 

arrest charge. Citywide, non-transit defendants were much more 

• likely. to be charged with .cr iminal use of a firearm as a second 

charge than t.ransit defendants (22.9% compared to 11.2%). More 

than one third of the second arrest charges among transit arrestees 

(33.9%) were felony assaul ts while this category represented the 

'0 second most severe charge for only 13.6% of the non-transit 

arrestees. Criminal possession of stolen property was the second' 

most severe ~rrest charge for less than one fifth of both the 

transit (18.7%) and non-transit (17.7%1 group. 

• 
To examine possible differences in charging patterns, the 

second most severe arrest charge was examined separately for each 

county. In comparison to transit defendants, non-transit 'defen­

dants were more likely to be charged with criminal use of a firearm 

in all counties, with the greatest percentage in Kings County 

(29.6% of all Kings County arrestees with a second arrest charge). 

Among non-transit defendants, New York County had the highest 

• percentage of defendants charged with criminal possession of stolen 

property (24.6%, 9.7 percentage points higher than that found for 

any other county). Among transit defendants, Queens County had the 

highest percentage of defendants with that charge (22.9%, only 3.8 

• percentage points-higher than for any other county). 

• 

• 

• 
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C. Defendant A~ 

Generally, at the time of their arrest, transit defendants 

were younger than non-transit arrestees. The mean 9 age among 

tra,nsit defendants was 19.0 years and, among non-transit defen­

dants,.,22-.4 years. The median ages for the two groups differed by 

2.6 years - 17.8 years among transit defendants and 20.4 years 

among non-transit defendants. 10 Nearly one half (49.6%) of all 

transit defendants were between the ages of 16 and 18 years whereas 

less than one third (30.9%) of the non-=transi t group fell wi thin 

this age category. (~, Tables 77 and 78.) Concomitantly, there 

were many more non-transit defendants in the older age categories: 

29.9% were 25 years of age or- older compared to 9.8% of the transit 

defendants. Defendants 19 to 24 years made up approximately one 

third of both the transit (31.3·%) and non-transit (33.0%) robbery 

groups. 

1. Defendant Age and Most Severe Arrest Charge 

As noted above, transit defendants were more likely to' be 

charged at arrest with robbery 2 and non-transit defendants were 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

more likely to be charged with robbery 1. While this was not • 

equally true within all age categories, it was true among those 

aged 16 to. 18,19 to 24, and 25 to 29 years. For transit defen-

dants, in these three age groups, robbery 1 was the most severe 

charge for 37.7%~ 37.2%, and 33.3%, respectively, and robbery 2 was • 

the most severe charge for 48.4%, 46.6%, and 43.8%, respectively. 

9 • See, fn. 33, Part I,' for a discussion of the definitions of "mean" 
a~lImedian." 

l0See , p.142, Part II, for a discussion of the mean and median ages 
among all 1255 transit robbery arrestees. The large number of 
juvenile-(under 16 years of age) defendants in the full robbery • 
sample (whose cases were diverted to Family Court for prosecution 
prior to the CJA interview ana, thus, were not part of the sample 
of robbery defendants included in this section) lowered the mean 
and median ages for the full transit arrest sample slightly. 
(Comparable data for a full sample of non-transit defendants 
arrested in December 1981 and April 1982 were not available.) • 
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TABLE 77 . 

TAANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'lS MADE DECEMBER 19B1 'ltIROIXiH 
JiiNE19B2 WHO WERE 1NTERVIEWED BY CIA lIND HAD 

A oosr SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANl' AGE BY MOST 
SEVERE ARREST CHARGE 

DEFENDANl' AGE 

MOST SEVERE 
Under 16 Y:eari 16-1B Years 

Age Not 
ARREST~ 19-24 Years 25-29 Years Over 29 Years Available 'IUl'AL 

N ! N ! ! ! ! ! !! ! !! !! % 

Robbery 1 53 64.6% 165 37.7% 103 37.2% 19 33.3% 13 44.9% 3 356 40.0% 

Att. R0'fery 1 1 1.2 21 4.8 12 4.3 3 5.3 4 13.8 41 4.6 

Ro!::bery 2 28 34.2 212 48.4 129 46.6 25 43.8 6 20.7 2 402 45.1 

Att. Ro!::bery 2 21 4.8 9 3.2 4 7.0 1 3.4 1 36 4.0 

Robbery 3 16 3.6 15 5.5 5 8.B 5 17.2 1 42 4.7 

Att. Ro!::bery 3 3 0.7 9 3.2 1 1.B 1 14 1.6 

'IUl'AL ARRESTED 82 1mf:'ir% 438 H19.ra% 277 I0if.:'i% Sf U0.0% 29 TIi0.0% 8 891 TIfif:1f% 

(9.3%) (49.6%) (31.3%) (6.5%) (3.3%) (HI0.0%) 
I 

....... 
(N=8B3) -...J 

w 
I 

I The defendant in this age category who was charged at arrest with attempted robbery 1 was charged at Criminal Court 
arraignment with robbery 1. 
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TABLE 78 

OON-TR1\NSIT ROBBERY ARRES'lS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY. CJA AND HAD 

A IDST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF OOBBERY; 

DEFENDANT AGE BY MOST 
SEVERE ARREST CIlARGE 

DEFENDANl' AGE 

NOST SEVERE Age Not 
ARRESl' CIIARGE Under 16 Yearsl 16-18 Years 19-24 Years, 25-29 Years OVer 29 Years Available 'IDI'AL 

Ji .! N % !! !. !! .! !! % !! !! .! 

Robbery 1 86 68.2% 282 44.6% 349 51.6% 157 53.0% 164 52.1% 12 IllS" 50.9% 
Att. Robbery 1 2 1.6 12 1.9 14 2.1 6 2.0 7 2.2 41 2.0 

Robbery 2 38 31L2 260 41.1 219 32.3 87 29.4 B3 26.3 3 690 33.5 
Att. Robbery 2 16 2.5 13 1.9 4 1.4 6 1.9 39 1.9 

Robbery 3 56 8.B 76 11.2 35 11.8 49 15.6 216 HI.5 
Att. Robbery 3 7 1.1 6 0.9 7 2.4 6 1.9 26 1.3 

SUB'IOTAL 126 IIDr.0% m ~% 6f1 100.0% 29b I0ifJi'% m rmr.1i% IS '2062 Imf:0% 
Charge No!:'2 

Available 11 11 

TOrAL ARRESTED '127 633 677 296 315 26 2iIT 

(6.2%) (30.9%) (33.0%) (14.5%) (15.4%) (Hm.e¥;) 
(N::2047) 

ITWO defendants in this age category were charged at arrest with attQ~ted robbery 1. One of these defendants 
was charged at Criminal Court arraignment with assault 11 the other defendant was not arraigned in Criminal Court 
and no further court processing information was available. 

2When tllese arrests were selected as part of the non-transit comparison group, their most severe arrest charges in UDIIS 
were robberies. Subsequently, charge information for these cases was not available. 

• '. -. • • • • 
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• (See, Tables 77 and 78.) Among· non-transit defendants, the per­

centage of defendants with a most severe arrest charge of robbery 1 

was 44.6%, 51.6%, and 53.0%, respectively, for defendants in these 

age groups while 41.1%, 32.3% and 29.4%, respectively, were charged 

• with robbery 2. The group with the most disparate .overall charge 

• 

• 

• 

distribution was the under-16 category. Approximately two thirds 

of these defendants were charged with ~obbery 1 in both- the transit 

(64.6%) and non-transit (68.2%) groups, compared with 37.5% of 

transit defendants and 49.6% of non-transit defendants 16 years of 

age or older. Robbery 3 was more likely to be charged among defen­

dants 30 years of age and older than any other age group for both 

the transit and non-transit comparis.on groups (17.2% and 15.6%, 

respectively). The greater proportion of robbery 3 arrest charges 

among older defendants may indicate that these defendants were less 

1 ikely than younger defendants to have commi t ted robber ies wi th 

another person or a weapon or to be involved in a robbery where 

injury resulted. As Chart 1 indicates, these aggravating factors 
11 can increase the severity of a robbery offense. 

llNote that this possible explanation of charge differences among 
defendants of different ages does not contradict the analysis in 
footnote 7 about the impossibility of characterizing the differ-

• ences between transit and non-transit robberies. Here, there is a 
defendant-based explanation of the larger percentage of robbery 3 
arrest charges among defendants of a certain age. It is not a 
general statement about robberies involving persons 30 years of age 
or older. 

• 

• 

• 
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D. Defendant Criminal HistorY 

Overall, the prior criminal histories of tran~it and non-

transit defendants were fairly similar, considering the age di-f­

ferences between the two groups. Transit defendants were slightly 

more likely not to have been arrested before12 than were non­

transit defendants (37.0% compared to 31.8%). (~, Tables 79 and 

80.) Among the below-ground robbery arrestees, there was a -. 

slightly higher percentage of defendants with no previous convic­

tions, but with open_cases pending against them (24.2%), than among 

the above:-ground arl:estees (19.1%). The non-transit comparison 

group, however, had a higher percentage of defendants wi th pr ior 

• 

• 

• 

• 

felony convictions (16.3%) than the transit group (9.1%). These • 

differences appear to be at least partly related to the age 

differences between the two groups.13 

1. Defendant Criminal Histor~ and Most Severe Arrest Charse 

Although, overall, transit defendants were slightly more 

likely than non-transit defendants to have had no previous arrests, 

there was variation among the arrest charge categories. Of the 774 • 

transit defendants charged with robbery 1, attempted robbery 1, and 

rObbery 2, 38.1% had no previous, arrests, whereas'-,--: among _the 1749 

non-transit defendants so charged, 32.0% had not been arrested pre-

viously. (~, Tables 79 and 80.) Conversely, among defendants • 

charged with attempted robbery 2, non-transit defendants were more 

likely to have had this arrest as their first (29.0%) than transit 

defendants similarly charged (20.6%). The percentage of defendants 

charged with robbery 3 for whom this was a first arrest was nearly • 

identical within the transit (28.5%) and non-transit (28.2%) 

l2See, fn.6, for a discussion of the differences between the "first • 
arrest" and "no convictions, no open cases" categories. 

l3s . f' f d' . f h .. b ee, p.179, 1n-ra, or a 1SCUSS10n 0 t e relat10nsh1p etween 
defendant age and prior criminal history. 

e'· 
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'fABLE 79 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS HADE DECEMBER 1981 'llIROOOH 
-- '"Jtim 1982 WHO WERE mfERVI&mD BY CIA I\ND HAD 

A OOSl' SEVERE J\RRESl' CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

OOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE BY 
DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL lIIS'lORY 

OOSl' SEVERE AMESI' CHARGE 

DEFENDAtlI' Attempted Attempted Attempted 
CRIMINAL HIsrrGRY Rolliery 1 Rollie£{.l Rollierl 2 Rollierl 2 Rollierl 3 RollieE:( 3 TOl'At 

!'! % !'! ! !i ! !i ! !! ! !! ! !! ! 
First Arrest 135 39.1% 12 32.5% 148 37.7% 7 20.6% 12 28.5% 5 41.6% 319 31.0% 

No convictions-
No Open Cases 44 12.8 8 21.6 49 12.5 6 11.6 5 ll.9 2 16.7 114 13.2 

Open Cases Only 81 23.5 11 29.7 99 25.3 8 23.5 8 19.1 2 16.7 2{l9 24.2 

Prior Misdemeanor 
Conviction Witl1 or 
Without Open Cases 54 15.6 5 13.5 63 16.1 9 26.5 9 21.4 2 16.7 142 16.5 

Prior Felony Conviction 
I with or Without I-' 

Open Cases 31 9.0 1 2.7 33 8.4 4 . 11.8 8 19.1 1 8.3 78 9.1 -..J 
-..J 

I 
SUSrofAL 345 liii:'if% 37 Iiill"Jf% ill Iiill"Jf% 34 lI:}0.0% 42 TIiif.1f% 12 100.0% 862 100.0% I 

I 

I 

NYSID Not Available 5 4 6 1 2 18 

Criminal History 
Not Available 6 4 1 11 

I 
I 

'IDI'AL ARRESTED 356 41 ID 36 n IT 891 I 

i 
• I 
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TJI.BLE 80 

NON-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD 

A oosr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

MOsr SEVERI:! ARRESl' CHARGE BY 
DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HIS'IORY 

oosr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE 

Charge 
DEFENDANl' Attempted Attempted Attempted Not 1 
CRIMINAL HIS'IORY Robbery 1 Robberx. 1 Robbery 2 Robbe£L.L Robbery 3 Robbery 3 Available TOl'AL 

N % !i ! !i ! !i ! !i ! !i ! !i N ! 
First Arrest 325 31.6% 11 26.8% 223 32.8 11 29.13% 61 28.2 12 48.13% 643 31.8% 

No Convictions-
No Open Cases Hl6 113.3 7 17.1 104 15.3 4 113.5 213 9.3 3 12.0 244 12.0 

Open Cases Only 199 19.4 12 29.3 127 18.7 11 29.13 34 15.8 5 213.6 388 19.1 

Prior Misdeameanor 
Conviction With or 
Without . Open Cases 2139 213.3 4 9.7 142 213.9 7 18.4 56 25.9 4 16.13 422 213.8 

Prior Felony Conviction 
With or without 
Open Cases .-.!§1 18.4 ~ 17.1 .J!! -1bl 2. ..1hl. ~ 2111.8 .1. .-.-!J! 331 ...1!:l 

SUD'IOTAL 11328 HlO.l3% 41 HH3.e% 6813 UJ13.13% 38 113111.13% 216 100.0% 25 1130.0% 2028 11l13.11% 

NYSID Not Available 15 5 1 1 22 

Criminal History 
Not Available __ 7 5 II -.n. 

TOl'AL ARRESTED 111150 41 690 39 216 .26 11 21173 

l When these arrests were selected as part of the non-transit comparison group, their most severe arrest charges in ooIIS were robberies. 
Subsequently, charge information·for these cases was not available. 

,e .•.... --. • • • • • 
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groups, while across all charge categories (except attempted 
robbery 3 where the number of defendants was small for both groups) 

non-transit defendants were more likely to be prior felons than 

transit defendants. This difference was greatest for defendants 

charged with robbery 1 and attempted robbery 1 (18.4% and 17.1%, 

respectively, for non-transit defendants in these categor ies and 

9.0% and 2.7%, respectively, for transit defendants). 

• 2. Defendant Criminal Histor~ and Defendant Ase 

This section examines the relationship between defendant 

cr iminal history and age and reveals some differences from the 

• overall data. For example, among defendants under 16 years of age, 

non-transit defendants were more likely than transit defendants to 

have had no previous arrests (76.8% versus 67.9%). (~, Tab~es 81 

and 82.) Conversely, a higher percentage of first arrests were 

noted for transit defendants 25 years and over (25.6%) than for 

non-transit defendants (16.9%) of the same age. In addition, in 

this age group, transit defendants were less likely to be prior 

felons than non-transit defendants (24.4% compared to 31.4%). 

• Younger defendants (those under 19 years of age) were much less 

likely to have prior misdemeanor or felony convictions among both 

the transit and non-transit groups (9.5% and 12.3%, respectively) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

than older defendants (those 19 years and older with 48.0% and 

51.7%, respectively). This may be a reflection of the relatively 

little contact these defendants have had with the criminal justice 

system, of the sealing procedures following Family Court findings 

of juvenile delinquency and Criminal Court youthful offender 

designations, or of a combination of both factors. 

III. CRIMINAL COURT STATUS 

This section discusses the final Criminal Court status of the 

trans it and non-transit compar ison groups, controlling for most 

severe arrest charge, defendant age, and defendant criminal 

history. 
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TABLE 81 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'lS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 lUROlXiH 
- ~ -'J'WE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA l\ND HAD 

A foX.lST SEVERE ARREsr CIIARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFE2IDANl' AGE BY DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HIS'lORY 

DEFENDANl' AGE 

DEFENDANl' 
Under 16 Year sl 

Age Not 
CRIMINAL HIS'lORY 16-18 Years 19-24 Years 25-29 Years OVe!" 29 Years Availab!~ TOrAL 

!! .! !! ! !! ! !! .! !! ! !! !! % 

First Arrest 53 67.9% 189 44.4% 54 19.9% 15 27.8% 6 21.4% 2 319 37.0% 

No Convictions-
No Open Cases 8 10.3 66 15.5 34 12.5 4 7.4 2 7.1 114 13.2 

Open Cases Only 16 20.5 124 29.1 61 22.4 7 13.0 1 3.6 209 24.3 

Prior Misdemeanor 
Conviction With or 
l'lithout Open Cases 33 7.7 80 29.4 18 33.3 9 32.2 2 142 16.5 

Prior Felony Conviction 
With or Without 
Open Cases 1 -1d -.H. ---1.:l ....Q ..12& 10 18.5 19 .2i:l ..1!! -M 

SUB'IDTAL 78 100.0% 426 100.0% 272 100.0% 54 100.0% 28 Hm.0% 4 862 100.0% 

NYSID Not Available 1 8 4 1 4 18 

Criminal History 
Not Available -2. 4 -l -2. .J1. 

TOrAL ARRESTED 82 438 277 57 29 8 891 

IThe defendant in this age category with a prior felony conviction had his instant robbery arrest sealed at OCA. Both CJA and 
the TPD listed his age as 15 years. 

• .•. - --. • • • • 
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NJN-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'lS MADE DECEMBER 19B1 OR 
APRIL 19B2 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA lIND HAD 

A oosr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANT AGE BY DEFElIDANl' CRIMINAL HISIORY 

DEFENDANl' AGE 

DEFENDANl' 1 Age Not 
CRHlINAL HIS'IORY Under 16 Years 16-1B Years 19-24 Years 25-29 Years Over 29 Years Available 'lOl'AL 

!i .! !i .! !i % !i .! !i ! !! !! ! 
First Arrest 96 76.B% 272 43.7% 167 25.e% 5B 19.9% 43 13.9% 7 643 31.7% 

No Convictions-
No Open Cases 12 9.6 B9 14.3 9B 14.7 22 7.6 23 7.5 24~ 12.0 

!: 

Open Cases Only 16 12.B 171 27.4 129 17.9 46 15.B 35 11.4 388 19.2 

Prior Misdemeanor 
Conviction with or 
Without Open Cases 1 e.B 66 19.6 169 25.3 B7 29.9 97 31.5 2 422 20.8 

Prior Felony conviction 
With or Without 
Open Cases ~ --1.J! 114 17.1 ...1!!. .1i& 119 ~ ....1 ...l31 16.3 

SUBTOTAL 125 100.e% 623 199.0% 668 100.0% 291 100.0% 308 100.0% 13 2928 1013.0% I 
I-' 
co 

NYSID Not Available 7 7 3 3 2 22 ,I-' 
I 

Criminal History 
Not Available -.! _3 ~ ~ _4 II 23 

TOTAL ARRESTED 126 633 677 296 315 26 2073 

IThe defendant in this age category with a prior misdemeanor conviction was listed as being 16 years old in the OCA computer system. 
;.! •. : ... 
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A. GeneraL.ComEar isons 

Transit and non-transit robbery arrests had very similar rates 

of transfer to Supreme Court, dismissal, and plea. One half of all 

transit (50.2%) and non-transit (50.9%) arrestees arraigned in 

Criminal Court whose dispositions were known had their cases trans­

ferred to Supreme Court for prosecution. (~, Tables 83 and 84.) 

Among those arraigned in Criminal Court, the plea rate was 22.4% 

for transit cases and 20.7% for non-transit cases. The dismissal 

rates in Criminal Court were similar to the Criminal Court plea 

rates: approximately one fourth of the... transit (23.8%) and non­

transit (25.2%) arrestees had their cases dismissed. 

In Tables 83 and 84, transit and non-transit Criminal Court· 

outcomes were analyzed separatekY by county of incident. When com­

pared to other counties, Kings County showed the greatest variation 

in court outcome for both the transit and non-transit arrest 

groups. Its plea rates (35.3% and 25.8% fOL transit and non-

transit defendants, respectively) were higher and its rates of 

transfer to Supreme Court (46.5% for transit and 47.2% for non­

transit defendants) were lower than for any other county. Also, in 

contrast to the other counties, the plea rate among transit arrests 

in Kings County was 9.S percentage points-higher than among Kings 

County non-transit arrests and its transit arrests had a lower 
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TABLE 83 

TRANSIT roBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 rmROUGH JUNE 1982 WHO WERE 
INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD A MOsr SEVERE ARREar CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

CRIMINAL 
COURI' STATUS 

COUNTY OF INCIDENT BY CRIMINAL COURT BrATUS 
AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

COUNTY OF INCIDENT 

King~ New York Queens Bronx 'IOI'AL 

• COMPLETED N % N % - N % N % N % 

Dismissed, ACD 

Pled Guiltyl 

38 . 12.8% 125 33.4% 

53 14.2 

19 25.3% 23 19.8% 205 23.8% 

13 17.3 22 19.0 193 22.4 

• Transferred to 2 
Supreme Cour-t 138 46.5 186 49.7 42 56.1 67 57.8 4;33 50.2 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Transferred to 
Family Court 11 3.7 3 0.8 2 1.7 16 1.9 

StjB'IOTAL 
COMPLETED 292 98.3% 367 98.1% 74 98.7% 114 98.3% 847 98.3% 

PENDING 

Continued 

warrant Ordered 

SUB'lOTAL 
PENDING 

1 

4 

5 

0.3 1 

1.4 6 

1. 7% 7 

0.3 

1.6 

1.9% 

1 

1 

1.3 2 

1.3% 2 

1.7 

1. 7% 

2 

13 

15 

0.2 

1.5 

1. 7% 

374 100.0% 75 100.0% 116 100.0% 862 100.0% 
Status Not 

Available 

'IOTAL ARRAIGNED 297 

Not Arraigned3 

Case Sent Directly 
to Family Court 
Before Arrgnrnent 

17-

'!OrAL ARRESTED 314 

5 

379 

1 

380 

75 

75 

lIncludes six defendants who were tried and found guilty. 

1 

117 

3 

2 

122 

6 

868 

21 

2 

891 

2poes not include six cases which were transferred to Supreme Court and returned to 
Criminal Court b¥ the Grand Jury. Their final Criminal Court dispositions have been 
included in this table. This category does include two arrests of one defendant for 
one robbery incident. The first arrest resulted in a non-robbery prosecution in 
Criminal Court. Both cases were transferred to Supreme Court and subsumed in one in­
dictment. Only one of these cases were tracked in Supreme Court. 

3Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for 
unknown reasons. 
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TABLE 84 

Nail-TRANSIT roBBERY ARREST MADE DECm.1J3ER 1981 OR APRIL 1982 WHO 
WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD A mSI' SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

CRIMINAL 
COURI' STATUS 
_.. >-

£;OMPLE'IED N 

Kings 

% -

COUNTY OF INCIDENT BY CRIMINAL COURT 
STATUS AS OF AU3USI' 29, 1984 

COUNTY OF INCIDENT 

New York Queens Bronx 'IOI'AL 

N % N % N % 

Dismissed, . ACD 

Pled Guiltyl 

144 23.4% 

li ! 
197 27.2% 91 28.6% 75 2l.2% 507 25.2% 

159 25.8 132 18.2 65 20.4 60 17.0 416 20.7 

Transferred to 2 
Supreme Court 291 47.2 382 52.6 157 49.4 195 55.2 1025 50.9 

Transferred to 
Family Court 

other 3 

14 2.3 1 0.1 1 0.3 12 

2 

3.4 

0.6 

28 1.4 

2 0.1 

SUB'IOrAL 
COMPLETED 608 98.7% 712 98.1% 314 98.7% 344 97.4% 1978 98.3% 

PENDING 

Continued 

warrant Ordered 

SUB'IOTAL 
PENDING 

8 1.3 

8 1.3% 

1 0.1 

13 1.8 

14 1.9% 

4 1.3 9 

4 1.3% 9 

2.6 

2.6% 

1 

34 

35 

1.7 

1. 7% 

616 100.0% 

5 

726 100.0% 318 100.0% 353 100.0% 20I3 100.0% 
Status Not 

Available 

'IDTAL ARRAIGNED 621 

Not Arraigned4 20 

TOI'AL ARRESTED ill 

6 

732 

3 

ill 

7 

325 

3 

328 

lIncludes three defendants who were tried and found guilty. 

1 

, 
354 

15 

369 

19 

2032 

41 

2m 

2Does not include ten cases which were transferred to Supreme Court and returned to 
Criminal Court by the Grand Jury. Their final Criminal Court dispositions have been 
included in this table. 

3Includes one case that was transferred to another county's jurisdiction and one case 
abated by the death of the defendant. 

kn
4InclUdes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for un­

own reasons. 
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dismissal rate (12.8%) than its non-transit arrests (23.4%) .14 

Finally, in Queens County, the percentage of non-transit defendants 

whose cases were transferred to Supreme Court (49.4%) was lower 

than that found among transit defendants (56.1%).-

l4 The differences between plea and dismissal rates observed for 
transit and non-transit defendants in Kings County were also found 
when defendant age, prior criminal history, and moat severe arrest 
charge wer~·controlled. Generally, the plea rates were higher and 
the dismissal rates lower for transit defendants than for same-age 
non-transit defendants and for non-transit defendants with similar 
cr iminal histor ies. Kings County tr ansi t defendants charged at 
arrest with robbery 1 had higher plea rates than similarly charged 
non-transit defendants while non-transit defendants had higher dis­
missal rates than transit defendants among both robbery 1 and rob­
bery 2 arl'estees. To test whether these higher plea rates among 
transit defendants resulted from the efforts of the Transit Crime 
Unit of .the Office of the Kings County District Attorney- which 
began operations in mid-February 1982, the data were divided into 
two groups: (1) defendants arrested between December .1, 1981, and 
January 31, 1982 (transit) and in December 1981 (non-transit) and 
(2) defendants arrested between March 1 and June 30, 1982 (transit) 
and in April 1982 (non-transit). (The February 1982 transit arres­
tees were not assigned to either period to control for a possible 
Transit Crime Unit start-up effect.) Among transit defendant~, the 
plea rate remained fairly constant in the two periods (going from 
37.7% to 35.1%) while the dismissal rate fell (from 18.5% to 4.6%). 
Among non-transit defendants, the dismissal rate remained constant 
(at 23.2% in December and 23.3% in April) while the plea rate fell 
(from 34.3% to 18.1%). The rate of transfer to Supreme Court rose 
for both groups (from 39.2% to 52.7% among the. transit defendants 
and from 38.7% to 54.1% among the non-transit defendants). These 
findings may suggest a general strategy in the Kings County 
District Attorne~'s Office during that period to seek more indict­
litents. The efforts of the Transi t Cr ime Uni t may have affected the 
Criminal Court plea rate among transit defendants arrested after 
March 1, producing a different effect from that found for non­
transit defendants. (These figures do not appear in any tables in 
this report.) 
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B. Most Severe Arrest Charge ana Criminal Court Status 

As expected, among both transit and non-transit arrests, the 

highest percentage of Supreme Court transfer rates were among those 

charged with robbery 1 (67.5% of--transit defendants and 62.7% of­

non-transi t defendants). (~, Tables 85 and 86.) Defendants 

charged with robbery 2 had very similar disposition patterns in 

both groups also, but there were substantially fewer transfers to 

Supreme Court within this charge category for both the transi t 

(43.6%) and non-transit robberies (43.0%) than among the arrestees 

charged with first degree robbery. Of the more than one hundred 

defendants charged with attempted robbery 2 or attempted robbery 3 

• 

• 

• 

• 

(including both arrest groups), fewer than 9.0% were transferred to • 

Supreme Court. 

The largest differences in Criminal Court outcome between 

transit and non-transit cases occurred among the relatively small 

number of defendants charged with attempted robbery 1 and·2. Among 

defendants charged with attempted robbery 1, transit defendants 

pled guilty more often (35.1%) but had fewer of their cases 

dismissed (18.9%) than non-transit defendants (20.5% and 35.9%, 

respectively). Conversely, among defendants charged with attempted 

robbery _2,_ transit defendants had a lower percentage of guilty 

pleas (42.4%) than non-trans.it defendants (S4.1%) and a higher 

• 

percentage of dismissals (51.5% compared to 35.1% for non-transit • 

defendants).lS 

C. Defendant A~e and Criminal Court Sta~ 

As Tables 87 and 88 illustrate, among both transit and non­

transit defendants, those under 16 years of age showed the highest 

rates of transfer to Supreme Court (66.2% and 62.1%, respectively). 

lSDue to the relatively small number of cases within the attempted 

• 

• 

robbery 1 and 2 charge categories, caution should be used when in- • 
terpreting these findings. 
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TABL~ 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'IURQ{X;H 
JrnE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA l\ND HAD 

A OOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY t 

OOST SEVERE ARREST CHAl<GE BY CRIMINJIL COURT 
STAWS lIS OF A~UST 29, 1984 

MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE 

Attempted Attempted Attempted 
CRUlINAL COURT STAWS Rol:be£Y 1 Rol:ber:t: 1 Rol:ber:t: . 2 Rol::ber;t 2 Rol::ber:t: 3 Rol::ber:i 3 TO'fAL 

!! ! !! % N % !! ! N !. !! % N % 

COMPLETED 

Dismissed, ACD 62 17.8% 7 18.9% 108 27.7% 17. 51.5% 8 19.0% 3 25.0% 205 23.8% 
1 Pled Guilty 42 12.1 13 35.1 94 24.1 14 42.4 21 50.0 9 75.0 193 22.4 

Transferred to 2 
Supreme Court 235 67.5 14 37.9 170 43.6 2 6.1 12 28.6 433 50.2 

Transferred to 
Family Court -2. 1.4 1 -.bl ..1! --M 16 1.9 

SUBTOTAL roIPLETED 344 98.8% 35 94.6% 382 98.0% 33 100.0% 41 97.6% 12 100.0% 847 98.3% 
PENDING 

continued 1 0.3% 1 0.2% 2 1'J.2% 

Warrant Ordered .2 ~ ..l -2.:!% .2 -.b!!. ...l -ki% -il -.!.2 
SUBTOTAL PENDING 4 --l.d% 2 .2.:!% 8 -k!% ...l -ki% ..1..~ -hl% 

348 10I'J.0% 37 Hl0.0% 390 100.0% 33 H10.0% 42 100.0% 12 100.0% 862. 100.0% 

Status Not Available --2. --.l. ...l 6 
TOTAL ARRAIGNED 351 37 392 33 42 13 868 

Not Arraigned3 
3 , .. 4 10 3 1 21 

Case Sent Directly to 
Family Court 
Before Arraignment 2 2 

'IOTAL ARRESTED 356 41 402 36 42 14 891 

lIncludes six defend~lts who were tried and found guilty. 

2Does ~ include six cases which were transferred to Supreme Court and returned to Criminal Court b¥ the Grand Jury. lheir final 
Criminal Couirt dispositioins have been included in this table. This category does include two arrests of one defendant for one 
robbery incident. The first arrest resulted in a non-robbery prosecution in Criminal Court. Both cases were transferred to 
Supreme Court a~d subsumed in one indictment. Only one of these cases was tracked in Supreme Court. . 

3Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons. 
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TABLE '86 

NJN-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1932 WHO WERE rnTERVIEWED BY CJA l\ND HAD 

A OOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

OOST SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE BY CRIMINAL mURT 
STATUS 115 OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

oosr SEVERE ARREsr CHAHGE 

Attempted Attempted Attempted Charge Notl CRIMINAL COURT srATUS Rol::ber:l 1 Rol::beEY 1 Roi:bery: 2 Rol::berl 2 Rol::ber:l 3 Roi:bery 3 Available 1Q!'At, 

!i ! !i ! !i ! !i ! !i ! !i ! !i !i 1 
Dismissed, ACD 241 23.4% 14 35.9% 186 27.7% 13 35.1% 48 22.7% 5 20.8% 507 25.2% 

Pled Guiltl 107 10.4 8 20.5 172 25.6 20 54.1 94 44.6 15 62.5 416 29.7 
Transferred to 3 

Supr~me Court 646 62.7 17 43.6 289 43.0 4 10.8 66 31.3 3 12.5 1025 50.9 
Transferred to 

Family Court 15 1.5 13 1.9 28 1.4 
Other 4 

.J. J.d -1 0.5 2 0.1 - - -- - -
SUB'lOTAL COMPLETED 1009 98.0% 39 100.0% 661 98.4% 37 Hm.0% 209 99;1% 23 95.8% 1978 9B.3% 

PENDING 

continued 1 e.l% 1 

Warrant Ordered 20 1.9 11 H% ..l. !!..:2.% ..1. 4.2% II l..1.% 
SU'J'1OTAL PENDING -1!. -M% ..J! -1.&% -2 J.J!.% ..1. -H% . .-ll -1.1.% 

1030 Ill0.0% 39 100.0% 672 100.0% 37 lI30.0% 211 UI0.0% 24 100.0% 2013 100.0% 

status Not Available -2 ...!. -.J! ....1 --.1. -l -l2. 
'IOTAL ARRAIGNED le3s 40 680 39 213 25 2032 

Not Arraigneds 
-li -.1. III -..J. -l .ll. --l! 

'IOTAL ARRESTED 10se 41 690 39 216 26 11 2073 

1When these arrests were selected as part of the non-transit compariosn group, their most severe arrest charges in UDIIS were robberies. 
Subsequently, charge information'for these cas~s was not available. 
2 . 
Includes three defendants who were tried and found guilty. 

3Does ~ include ten cases which were transferred to Supreme Court and returned to Criminal Court by the Grand Jury. Their final criminal Court 
dispositions have been included in this table. 

4Includes one case that was transferred to another countyi s jurisdiction and one case abated by the death of the defendant. 

51ncludes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons. 

• '. .,. • • • • • 
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TABLE 87 

• 
TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'lS HADE DOCEMIlER 1981 'IHRO£X;H 

Jl.NE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA lIND HAD 
A mSI' SEVERE ARRESl' CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDAm' AGE BY CRIMINAL CXXJRT SfAWS 
AS OF A£X;USI' 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' AGE 
Age Not 

CRIMINAL CXXJRT SI'AWS Under 16 Years 16-18 Years 19-24 Years 25-29 Years Over 29 Years Available 'lQl'AL 

!! ! N ! N ! N % !!. % N !!. ! 
-j 

I 

CCl-IPLETED I 

Dismissed, ACD 10 13.0% 119 27.9% 57 21.2% 9 16.1% 9 32.1% 1 205 23.8% 
1 Pled Guilty 106 24.9 59 21.9 22 39.3 5 17,9 1 193 22.4 

Transferred to 2 
Supreme Court 51 66.2 195 45.8 150 55.8 21 37.5 12 42.9 4 433 50.2 

Transferred to 
Family Court ~ .l!J! ..1!. .-h2. 

SUB'lOTAL rulPIEl'ED 77 10O.0% 420 98.6% 2(i6 98.9% 52 92.9% 26 92.9% 6 847 98.3% 

PENDING 
Continued 1 0.2 1 0.4 2 11.2 :1 

I-' 
Wa,rrant Ordered 5 1.2 2 0.7 _4 7.1 ..1 -1.d ..1l .-hl 00 - -- - -- -- 1.0 

, SUB'lOTAL PENDING _6 -.h!% .2 ---h!.% _4 .....ld% ..1 .2d% --..li J.J..% 1 

77 1011.O% 426 11111.0% 269 100.0% 56 HHiI.0% 28 100.O% 6 862 H'0.0% 

Status Not Available -1:. -.l -.l -1:. 6 

'IOl'AL ARRAIGNED 78 428 271 ,56 29 6 868 

I 

Not Arraigned3 ! 

2 10 6 1 2 21 
I 

Case Sent Directly to 
Family Court 

: I Before Arraignment 2 2 

'lOTAL ARRESTED 82 438 277 57 29 8 fi91 I 

1Includes six defendants who were tried and found guilty. 

2Does not include six cases which were transferred'to Supreme Court and .returned to Criminal Court by the Grand Jury. Their 
final Criminal Court dispositions have been included in this table. This category ~ include two arrests of one defendant 
for one robbery incident. The first arrest resulted in a non-robbery prosecution in Criminal Court. Both case~ were trans-
ferred to Supreme Court and subsumed in one indictment. Only one of these cases was tracked in Supreme Court. 

3Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons. ' I 
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NJN-TAANSIT ROBBERY ARRES1S MADE D~EMBER 19B1 OR 
. APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA lIND HAD 

A msr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDAN!' AGE BY CRIMINAL COURT srATUS 
AS OF A{x;Usr 29, 1984 

.' 

DEFENDANl' AGE 
Age Not 

CRIMINAL COURT Sl'ATUS Under 16 Years 16-18 Years 19-24 Years 25-29 Years Oller 29 Years Available TCYrAL 

!i % !i ! !i ! !i ! [ ! [ [ .1 
CGIPLE1'ED 
Dismissed, OCD 15 12.9% 158 25.5% 161 24.2% 89 30.7% 81 26.3% 3 507 25.2% 

1 Pled Guilty 157 25.4 122 18.4 64 22.0 70 22.7 3 4:1.6 20.7 
Transferred to 2 

SUpreme Court 72 62.1 299 48.3 364 54.7 131 45.2 1513 48.7 9 1025 50.9 

Transferred to 
Family Court 28 24.1 28 1.4 

Other 3 
-1 .JL:1 ---1. ..!:l 2 ...!d I 

I-l 
SUB'IOTAL CCMPLETED 115 99.1% 615 99.4% 647 97.3% 284 97.9% 3132 98.0% 15 1978 98.3% 00 

\.0 
~ 

PENDING I 

Continued 1 0.1 1 

Warrant Ordered 1 -.!!:.2. _4 -M ..1l --M 2 -.b!. J -b! -l4. -L.l. 
SUB'IOTAL PENDING 1 -.!!:.2.% _4 -M% ..J..f! -.b.J..% J -.b!.% J -b!% ~ .J...l.% 

116 1013.13% 619 100.13% 665 1013.0% 2913 100.0% 308 100.0% 15 2013 100.0% 

Status Not Available _3 -2. _5 -.l -2 --12. 
TCYrAL ARRAIGNED 119 622 6713 293 313 15 2032 

Not Arraigned4 
-2 11 -2 _3 ---.1. 11 --..1!. 

rorAL ARRESTED 126 633 677 296 315 26 2073 

lIncludes three defendants who were tried and found guilty. 

2noes not include ten cases which were transferred to Supreme Court and returned to Criminal Court ~ the Grand Jury. 'Iheir final 
Criminar-Court dispositions have been included in this table. 

3Includes one case that was transferred to another county's jurisdiction and one case abated ~ the death of the defendant. 

4Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons. 

• • ·e· _ .• • • • • • • 
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This appears to be related to the arrest charges of these defen-

• dants. Two thirds of all defendants under 16 years of age were 

charged with robbery 1 and, as previously stated, a higher percent­

age of defendants (both transit and non-transit) charged with rob­

bery 1 were transferred to Supreme Court than among any other 

• charge category.16 Note also that ££ defendants under 16 years of 

age in either the transit or the non-transit groups pled guilty in 

Criminal Court. 17 Transit defendants in the 25-to-29-years age 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

category were more 1 ikely_ to plead guilty than non-transit defen­

dants (39.3% and 22.0%, respectively). Conversely, non-transit 

defendants in the same age grou.p were more likely to have their 

cases dismissed or adjourned in -'contemplation of dismissal than 

transit defendants (30.7% of the non-transit defendants compared to 

16.1% of the transit defendants) .18 

To isolate the interactions among defendant age and most 

severe arrest charge, Criminal Court status was examined separ.ately 

for robbery 1 and robbery 2 arrests (the two largest charge cate­

gories). (S~~, Tables 89 and 90.) Among the robbery 1 arrestees, 

differences in Cr iminal Court outcome appeared when transit and 

non-transit arrests were examined separately for three different 

age categories (under 16, 16 to 18, and over 18 years). For those 

charged at arrest with robbery 2, above~ and below-ground arrestees 

have similar Criminal Court outcome distributions across all three 

age categories. 

16 See, p.187, sUEra. 

l7 This is because, under Section 180.75 of the New York State 
Criminal Procedure Law (CPL) , a Criminal Court judge has three 
options for dealing with felony complaints involving juveniles (in 
this case, 14 or 15 year olds charged with robbery 1 or robbery 2): 
the judge can remove the case to Family Court, transfer it to 
Supreme Court, or dismiss the charges. 

l8These figures for transit defendants may be skewed due to the 
relatively small number of transit cases in this age group (N=57). 



'TABLE 89 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'IHOOWI JUNE 1982 
ANi)OON-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR 

APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD 
A mST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY 1: 

DEFENDANT AGE BY CRIMINAL COURT STATUS 
AS OF AWUST 29, 1984 

I.' 

DEFENDANT AGE 

Age Not 
CRIMINAL COURT Under 16 Years 16-18 Years Over 18 Years Available 
STATUS Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit 

Ii % N % !! % N 
COMPLETED 

% N ! N % li li 

Dismissed, PCD 6 12.2% 9 Hl.8% 35 21.5% 57 213.9% 21 15.8% 172 26.13% 3 
Pled Guilti 23 14.1 39 14.3 19 14.3 67 113.1 1 

Transferred to 2 
Supreme Court 38 77.6 58 69.9 1133 63.2 175 64.1 91 68.4 405 61.2 3 8 

Transferred to 
Family Court 5 10.2 15 18.1 I 

SUB'IOTAL i-' 
'-0 

COMPLETED 49 1013.13% 82 98.8% 161 98.8% 271 99.3% 131 98':5% 644 97.3% 3" 12 i-' 
I 

PENDING 

Continued 1 0.6 1 0.1 
Warrant Ordered I 1.2 1 13.6 2 13.7 2 1.5 17 2.6 

SUB~ 
PENDING 1 ---r2% 2 ---r2% -2 1f:7% -2 --r.5% 18 "2':7% 

49 11313.13% 83 1013.13% 163 1133.0% 273 H10.0% 133 130.0% 662 100.0% 3" 12 
Status Not 

Available I 1 1 1 4 
'IOTAL 
ARRAIGNED 50 84 164 273 134 666 3" 12 

Not Arraigned3 1 2 1 9 1 4 
Case Sent Directly 

to Family Court 
Before 
Arraignment 2 

'IOTAL 
ARRESTED 53 86 165 282 ill rn '3 12 

lIncludes 2 transit defendants and I non-transit defendant tried and found guilty. 

2Does not include 1 transit case and 8 non-transit cases which were transferred to Supreme Court and returned to Criminal Court by the Grand 
Jury. Their final Criminal Court dispositio~s have been included in this table. .-
3Inc1udes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons • 

• • . .•.. ". • • • • • • 



" • • • • • • • • • • 
TABLE 89 Continued 

CRIMINAL a:xJR1' 'IDmL 
STA'IUS Transit Non':'i'ranslt 

fCMPLETED !i ! Ii ! 
Dismissed, 1a) 62 17.8i 241 23.4% 
Pled Guilti 42 12.1 187 18.4' , 
Transferred to 2 

SUpreme Court 235 67.5 646 62.7 
Transferred to 

Family Court 5 1.4 15 1.5 
I SUB'IOTAL ...... 

ill 98.8% 00 9ii':i% ~ COMPLE'IED 
N 

PENDING I 

Continued 1 0.3 1 8.1 
Warrant Ordered 3 0.9 20 1.9 

SUB'ID.mL 
PENDING 4' -r:2%2l -U% 

m '.i'OO'::i % limi 100.0% 
StatUB Not 

AVailable 3 5 
'IOTAL 
ARRAIGNED ill ms 

Not Arraigned3 3 15 
case Sent Directly 

to Family Court 
Before 
Arraignment 2 

'IOTAL 
ARRES'lED m 1050 



I.. 
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Under 16 Years CRIMINAL .COURT 
STAWS Transit NOn-Transit 

!i 
CCMPLETED 

4 Dismissed, 1\CD 

Pled Guiltl 
Transferred to 2 

Supreme Court 13 

Transferred to 
Family Court 

Transferred 
to Other 
Jurisdiction 

SUBIDTAL 
COMPLETED 

PENDING 

Continued 

warrant Ordered 

SUB'lOTAL 
PENDING 

Status Not 
Available 

'lOTAL 
ARRAIGNED 

NQ~ Arraigned3 

'lOTAL 
ARRESTED 

10 

27 

27 

27 

1 

28 

! !i 

14.8% 5 

48.2 14 

37.0 13 

~% 32 

~% 32 

2 

34 

4 

38 

!. 
, "" 

15.6% 

43.8 

40.6 

~% 

liif:i% 

'TABLE 90 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'lS MADE'DOCEMBER 1981 'lHro(x;(J JUNE 1982 
AND OON-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'lS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 OR 

APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA l\ND HAD 
A IDST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY 2: 

DEFmDANr 11GB BY CRIMINAL COURT STAWS 
AS OF AOOUST 29, 1984 

DErENDAN!' AGE! 

16-18 Years Over 18 Years 
Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit 

!i 

66 

54 

84 

294 

% 

31.9% 

26.1 

40.6 

!i 

75 

75 

105 

'9i[6% 255 

! !i !. !i .1 

29.2% 

29.2 

40.8 

38 

40 

72 

24.5% 106 

25.8 95 

46.5 1(59 

1 

99.2% 'i'50 96.8% 371 

1 0.6 

27.9% 

25.0 

44.5 

9.3 

97.7% 

3 1.4 2 0.8 4 2.6 9 2.3 

"3 --r:4% 2 9:8% 5 --r.2% 9 2:3% 

207 190.0% 257 100.0% iSs TIiF.i% 380 Ii0.if% 

1 

2iffi 
4 

ill 

1 

258 
2 

260 

1 

156 

4 

160 

5 

3ii5 
4 

3a9 

lInc1uded 2 transit defendants and 1 non-transit defendant tried and found guilty. 

Age Not 
Available 

Transit Non-Transit 

!i !i 

1 

r 

I 

I 
1 

'2 

2 

1 

'3 

3" 

'3 

'3 

2 " ' 
~~ include 2 transit cases and 1 non-transit case transferred to Supreme Court and returned to Criminal Court b¥ the Grand Jury. 

Their final Criminal Court dispositions have been included in this table. This category does include two arrests of one defendant for one 
transit robbery incident. The first arrest resulted in a non-robbery prosecution in criminal Court. Both cases were transferred to Supreme 
Court and subsumed in one indictment. Only one of these cases was tracked in Supreme Court. 

3Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons. 

• "." -'. • • • • • 
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T.Al3I.E 90 Continued 

CRIMINAL .ccxJR'l' 'lUl'AL 
§TAWS TransIt Non-TransIt:: 

Ii ]. Ii i 
C'Cr1PLETED 

Dismissed, N::D lea 27.7% 186 27.7% 
Pled Guilti . 94 24.1 172 25.6 
Transferred to 2 

Supreme Court 170 43.6 289 43.0 
Transferred to 

Family Court 10 2.6 13 1.9 
Transferred 

to Other 
Jurisdiction 1 1'1.2 

SUB'IOTAL 
COOPLETED 3if2 9if.0% 66T 98.4% I 

PENDING I-' 
\0 

Continued 1 1'1.2 .t. 
I 

Warrant Ordered 7 1.8 11 1.6 
SUB'lUl'AL 
PENDING 8 "2:'0% II -U-, 

39if 188.8% 672 lBI'I.il, 

Status Not 
Available 2 a 

'IOTAL 
ARRAIGNED 392 681'1 

Not Arraigned3 18 10 

'lUl'AL 
ARRESTED ill 690 
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For robbery 1 arrestees under 16 years or over 18 years, the 

rates of transfer to Supreme Court were higher for transit defen­

dants (77.6% and 68.4%, respectively) than for non-transit defen­

dants (69.9% and 61.2%, respectively). Among the comparison group 

of non-transit robbery 1 arrestees, the percentage of defendants 

whose cases were transferred to Family Court (18.1%) was. higher 

than that for transit arrestees similarly charged (10.2%). Non­

transit arrests also had a higher dismissal rate among defendants. 

19 years or older (26.0%) than the transit defendants in that age 

category (15.8 %) • Because the non-transit compar ison group had 

larger percentages of both-robbery 1 arrests and defendants over 18 

years of age, 19 this high dismissal rate for older non-trans it 

robbery 1 arrestees would be expected to have weighted the overall 

distribution of Criminal Court status for the non-transit compari-

son group, 

which was 

producing a dismissal rate for non-transit arrestees 

con~iderably higher than that for transit arrestees. 

This expected effect, however, appears to have been mitigated by 

the comparatively high dismissal' rate.s among transit defendants 

charged with attempted. robbery 2 and attempted robbery 3. 20 

D. Defendant Criminal Histor~ and Criminal Court Status 

Although, as mentioned previously, the overall Criminal Court 

disposition distributions were very similar for the transit and 

non-transit groups, some differences between the groups were evi­

dent when individual criminal history categories were examined. 

(~, Tables 91 and 92.) For instance, a higher percentage of non-

transit defendants with prior felony convictions had their cases 

dismissed than transit defendants with the same criminal history 

(22.3% and 14.7%, respectively) while transit arrestees in this 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• . 

• 

19 • See, pp~165, 168 and p.172, sUEra, for discussions of the distri-
buTIon of arrest charges and defendant ages, respectively, among 
the two robbery groups. 

?0 
- See, Tables 85 and 86. 

• 
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CRUIINAL COURT srAWS First Arrest 
!! !. 

COOPLETED 

Dismissed, ACD 91 29.1% 

Pled Guilti 56 17.9 

Transferred to 2 
Supreme Court 144 46.£1 

Transferred to 
Family Court 13 .....id 

SUB'IDTAL WlPLETED 304 97.1% 

PENDING 

Continued 2 0.6 

Warrant Ordered -2 --1d... 
SUB'IDTAL PENDING 9 2.9% 

313 100.0% 

status Not Available --.l 
'!OrAL ARRAIGNED 316 

Not Arraigned3 3 
Case Sent Directly Tb 

Family Court Before 
Arraignment 

'IDTAL ARRESTED 319 

TABLE 91 

'IWlNSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'llIROUGH 
. JlNE 1982 t'ffiO WERE INTERVIE.WED BY CIA lIND HlID 

A MOsr SEVERE ARRESl' CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HISIORY BY CRIMINAL moRT srAWS 
lIS OF AUGUsr 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HIS'IORY 

Prior Misde- Prior Felony 
meanor Conviction Conviction 

No Convictions- Open With or Without With or Without 
No 0l2en Cases Cases Only 0een Cases ~n Cases 
!! 1. N % !! % !! % 

19 16.6% 55 26.5% 26 18.6% 11 14.1% 

36 31.6 36 17.4 39 27.9 22 29.3 

57 50.0 112 54.1 73 52.1 41 54.7 

-1.. -ll 2 -1.& 
113 99.1% 205 99.0% 138 98.6% 74 98.1% 

1 ~ -1 -H 2 --.hi 1 .J.d 
1 -M% 2 -H% 2 --.hi% 1 1.3% 

114 100.0% 207 100.£1% 140 HI0.0% 75 100.0% 

-1 -.! 
114 207 142 76 

2 2 

114 209 m 78 

lIncludes six defendants who were tried and found guilty. 

Criminal 
NYSID History 

Not Not 
Available Available 'lUl'AL 

N N N 1. 

2 1 205 23.8% 

1 3 193 22.4 

4 2 433 50.2 

16 -h2. 
7 6 847 98.3% 

2 0.2 

.11 ---hi 

...ll -L.7% 

7 6 862 Hl£l.0% 

6 

7 6 868 

11 3 21 

2 2 
18 11 891 

2Does not include six cases which were transferred to Supreme Court and returned to Criminal Court U¥ the Grand Jury. Their final Criminal Court 
dispositions have been included in this table. This category ~ include two arrests of one defendant for one robbery incident. 1he first arrest 
resulted in a non-robbery prosecution in Criminal Court. Both cases were transferred to Supreme Court and subsu~~ in one indictment. Only one of 
these cases was tracked in Supreme Court. 

3Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons. 
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TABLE 92 

IDN-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIE.WED BY CIA lIND HAD 

A ~DST SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL IllS'lORY BY CRIMINAL COUR'l' STAWS 
AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

DEFENDAm' CRIMINAL HIS'lORY 

Prior Misde- Prior Felony Criminal 
rneanor Conviction conviction NYSID History 

No convictions- Open With or Without with or Without Not Not 
CRIMINAL COURT STAWS First Arrest No Open Cases Cases Only ~ Cases Open Cases Available Available 'lOTAL 

- -

!! % N ! !! % N % !! % N N N % 
ca.tPLETED 

Dismissed, ACD 180 28.7% 69 29.3% 93 24.1% 87 20.7% 72 22.3% 2 4 507 25.2% 

Pled Guilti 116 18.5 54 23.0 88 22.8 95 22.6 58 18.0 4 1 416 20.7 

Transferred. to 2 
Supreme Court 293 46.6 185 44.7 201 52.1 228 54.3 189 58.5 7 2 Hl25 50.9 

Transferred to 
Family Court 25 4.0 3 1.3 28 1.4 

Other 3 
--.l -1h! --l 2 0.1 --

SUB'IOTAL WlPLETED 614 97.8% 232 98.7% 382 99.0% 410 97.6% 319 98.8t 13 8 1978 98.3% 

PENDING 

Continued 1 0.1 ...; 1 

Warrant Ordered 13 .....b.!. 3 -.!d 4 -1& 10 -.b.! _4 ---1.d -l.1 -1.l. 
SUB'IOTAL PENDING 14 .-.ld% _3 --.!..d% 4 -1..&% 10 -k!% _1- ~% ~ .-L.l% 

628 100.0% 235 100.0% 386 100.0% 420 100.0% 323 100.0% 13 8 2013 100.0% 

Status Not Available -1t -.! _2 --.l _4 - 19 -
'IOTAL ARRAIGNED 636 239 388 421 327 13 8 2032 

Not Arraigned4 
-.l ~ -1 _4 .J! 12. 41 

'IOTAL ARRESTED 643 244 388 422 331 22 23 2973 

1 Includes three defendants who were tried and found guilty. 

2Does not include ten cases which were transferred to Supreme Court and returned to Criminal Court by the Grand Jury. Their final Criminal Court 
dispositions have been included in this table. 

3Includes ~e case that was transferred to another county's jurisdiction and one case abated by the death of the defendant. 

4Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons. 

• • ••• • • • • • 
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• group pled guilty in Criminal Court at a higher rate than non­

transit arrestees (29.3% compared to 18.0% for the below-ground 

defendants). Transit defendants with prior arrests but no convic­

tions had lower rates of dismissal (16.6% compared to 49.3%) and 

• higher plea rates (31.6%. compared to 23.0%) than non-transit defen­

dants. 

Tables 93 and 94, showing Criminal Court status in relation 

• to criminal history for defendants charged at arrest with robbery 1 

and robbery 2, respectively, demonstrates that the above differen­

ces are somewhat charge-specific. For instance I among defendants 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

charged with robbery 1, non-transit defendants, with the exception 

of prior misdemeanants where the differences between the two grnups 

were slight,2l were more likely to have their cases dismissed than 

transit arrestees; among robbery 2 arrestees, the non-transit dis­

missal rates were higher only among ,prior misdemeanants. In 

addition, among robbery 2 arrestees, dismissal rates were higher 

for transit defendants with no prior arrests (35.2% compared to 

29.6% for non-transit cases in this category). 

IV. CRIMINAL COURT SENTENCE 

This section provides a comparison of the Criminal Court 

sentences imposed for transit and non-transit defendants, analyzed 

by most severe arrest charge, defendant age, and defendant criminal 

history. 

21"Prior misdemeanants" includes defendants with and without 
cases pending against them but does not include defendants 
prior felony convictions. 

open 
with 



TABLl:: 93 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 'lHROlnJ JUNE 1982 
. ANDNJN-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 OR 

APRIL 1982 WHO WERE IN'l'ERVIEWED BY CJA JIND HAD 
A msr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY 1: 

DEE'ENDANr CRIMINAL HISTORY BY <lUMINAL COURT srAWS 
lIS OF AWlsr 29, 1984 

DEF~ CRIMINAL HISTORY 
Prior Felony Conviction-

Prior Misdemeanor With or Without Prior 
No Prior Convictions-With Conviction Only- With Misdemeanor Convictions 

CRUIINAL COURT First Arrest or Without Open Cases or Without QEen Cases ' Ot QEen Cases 
STA'IUS Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-TransIt Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit 

N 
CGIPLETED 

! !'i ! !i % !! ! !! .! !! .! !i .! !! ! 

Dismissed, J\CD 29 21.6% 86 26.7% 19 15.2% 69 23.0% 9 17.0% 39 18.7% 4 13.8% 45 24.1% 

Pled Guiltl 15 11.2 24 7.5 15 12.0 42 14.0 7 13.2 23 ll.0 4 13.8 15 8.0 

Transferred to 2 
Supreme Court 81 60.5 194 60.2 91 72.8 184 61.3 37 69.8 138 66.0 21 72.4 123 65.8 

Transferred to 
Family Court 5 3.7 13 4.0 2 0.7 

SUB'IOTAL I 
CGlPLETED 130 '9"fJr% ill 98.'4% 125 100.0% 297 99Jf% 53 HHI.0% 200 '95:'7% 29 IWiJi'% 183 97.9% I-' 

\.0 

PENDING \.0 
I 

Continued 1 0.B 1 0.3 
Warrant Orde!=ed 3 2.2 4 1.3 3 1.0 9 4.3 4 2.1 

SUB'IOI'AL 
PENDING '4' -n% 5 -r.6% --.3 -ur% 9' ---.r:J% -4 2:T 

TI4 jjj'0.'[% 322 m:i% 125 100.1l% 300 HHl.0%· 53 HI0.1l% 209 'I0if:i% 29 100.0% ill Iif0':i% 
Status Not 

Available 1 2 2 1 1 1 
'IOI'AL 
~GNED 135 324 125 3112 54 209 30 IBB 

Not Arraigned3 1 3 1 1 
Case Sent Directly 

to Family Court 

Before Arraignment 

'!'OrAL ARRESTED 135 325 125 305 54 209 31 IB9 

lIncludes 2 transit defendants and 1 non-transit defendant tried and found guilty. 

2Does~ include 1 transit and B non~transit cases which were transferred to Supreme 
Court and returned to Criminal Court by the Grand Jury. Their final Criminal Court 
dispositions have been included in this table. 

3Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and caSes not docketed for unknown reasons. 

• • ' . •• • • • • • • 
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TABLE .93 Continued 

Criminal History 
CRIMINAL CXlJRT NYSID Not Available Not Available 'IOl'AL 
STAWS Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit 

!! !! !! !! !! ! !! ! 
CatPLETED 

Dismissed, 1'CD 1 2 62 17.8% 241 23.4% 

Pled Guilti 3 1 42 12,,1 1117- 19.4 

Transferred to 2 
SUpreme Court 3 5 2 2 235 67.5 646 62.7 

Transferred to 
Family Court: 5 1.4 15 1.5 

SUD'IOTAL 
'4 'if 3" '4 ill 98:ir% 00- 98:0% 

I 
COHPLETED N 

0 

PENDllIG 0 
I 

Continued 1 8.3 1 9.1 

Warrant Ordered 3 6.9 26 1.9 

SUB'IOrAL - - - 4" --r:2% -a "2:]"% PENDING - - -
"4 11" 1" 1" m nnr:-e-, m~ TInr.ifi 

Status Not 3 5 
Available 

'IDl'AL 
4 8' 3* "4 ill 1635 ARRAIGNED 

Not: Arraigned~ 1 7 1 3 3 15 

Case Sent: Directly 
to Family Court: 

Before Arraignment 2 2 

rorAL ARRESTED "S" IS 6 i m :m1f 



TABLE 94 

TRAN-2!! roBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981, 'lflROOOH JUNE 1982 
l\ND NJN-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'lS MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR 

APRIL 1982 WHO WERE lliTERVIE.WED BY CJA lIND HAD 
A oosr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OR !!!,BBEm: 2: 

DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HISTORY BY CRIMINAL CXXJRT srA'lUS 
JloS OF AOOUsr 29, 1984 

DEF~_QB!MINAL HISTORY 

prior Misdemeanor 
Prior Felony Conviction-
With or Without Prior 

No Prior Convictions-With Conviction On1y- with Misdemeanor Convictions 
CRIMINAL OOURT First Arrest or WithoutQEen Cases or without QEen Cases or 2E® Cases 

. STA'lUS Transit Non-Transit TransIt Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit 

C(J1PLETED 
!i ! !i ! !i ! !! 1 !i ! !! ! !! ! !! ! 

Dismissed, llCD 51 35.2% 63 29.6% 41 27.9% 64 28.2% 8 12.9% 37 26.2% 7 21.2% 18 21.7 
Pled Guilty1 27 18.6 48 22.5 34 23.1 67 29.5 24 38.7 39 27.7 8 24.3 16 19.3 

Transferred to 2 
Supreme Court 56 38.6 83 39.0 67 45.6 92 40.5 29 46.8 64 45.4 17 51.5 49 59.0 

Transferred to 
Family Court .8 5.5 12 5.6 2 1.4 1 0.5 

Transferred I 
I\..) 

to Other 0 
f-l 

Jurisdiction I 

~UBTOTAL 

COMPLETED 142 97.9% 206 96.7% 144 98:0% 224 98.7% 6I 98.4% 140 99.3% 32 ru% 8J HI0.0~ 

PENDING 
Continued 1 0.7 -' 

Warrant Ordered 2 1.4 7 3.3 3 2.0 3 1.3 1 1.6 1 0.7 1 3.,," 

SUB'lOl'AL - --PENDING 3" -n-% -, ---r3% 3" -U% 3" -r.3% ,. --r:6% 1 1f.7% ,. ---rJf% - -
TIS TIrn:i% ill Hl0.0% 147 I0"0:i% ill TIii:0% 62 100.0% 141 ~% 33 ii0.i% 83 "fifif.i% 

Status Not 
Available 1 5 2 1 1 

TOTAL 
ARRAIGNED 146 218 147 229 63 141 33 84 

Not Arraigned3 2 5 1 2 .'" 1 
rofAL 
ARRES'ffiD m m m m b3 lIT TI 'if4 

1Inc1udes 2 transit defendants and 1 non-transit defendant tried and found guilty. 

2Does not include 2 transit cases and 1 non-transit case transferred to Supreme Court and returned to Criminal Court by the Grand Jury. 
Their Linal Criminal Court dispositions have been included in this table. This category ~ include two arrests of one defendant for 
one t:cansit robbery incident. 'lhe first arrest resulted in a non-robbery prosecution in Criminal Court. Both cases were transferred to 
Supr&m~ Court and subsumed in one indictment. Only one of these cases was tracked in Supreme Court. 

3Includes cases declined prosecution, voided arrests, and cases not docketed for unknown reasons • 

• • •.... --. • • • • • • 
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TABLE 94 Continued 

criminal History 
CRIMINAL C;:OORT NYSID Not Available Not Available 'IDTAL 

.STA'llJS TransIt Non-Translt· TransIt Non-TransIt Transit pon:-:Trcirisit 

rowLETED 
!! !! !! !! !! l. }i .! 

Dismissed, !CD 2 1 2 Hl8 27.7% 186 27.71 

Pled Guilti 1 1 1 94 24.1 172 25.6 

Transferred to 2 
SUpreme Court 1 1 170 43.6 289 43.0 

Transferred to 
Family Court 10 2.6 13 1.9 

Transferred 
to Other 
Jurisdiction 1 1 0.2 I 

SUB'IOTAL 
N 
0 

COOPLE'IED r :r '2 '4 ill 98.0% 661 96.'4\ N 
.1 

PENDING 

Continued 1 0.2 

Warrant Ordered 7 1.8 11 . 1.6 

5UBTOrAL - - - - ~i· -rr -r:b% PENDING - - - - 8 

r 4 '2 '( ill IiJif:]', m :rmr.g, 

status Not 
Available 2 8 

'IDl'AL r 2' m ARRAIGNED 4 4 680 

Not Arraigned) 5 1 2 1 10 10 

'IOl'AL 
6" '5 4 '5 W 69i J\RRES'IED 
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A. General ComEarisons 

Transit robbery arrests resulting in a Criminal Court 

conviction were much more likely to have a sentence of probation 

(33.0%) than non-transit robbery arrests (20.0%). (See, Tables 95 

• 

• 

and 96.) Criminal Court sentences of fine or imprisonment, and • 

imprisonment alone, were more common among non-transit robbery 

arrests than among transit arrests. 

B. Most Severe Arrest Charse and Criminal Court Sentence 

The difference in the percentage of Criminal Court convictions 

resulting in a probation sentence was even greater for defendants 

charged with robbery 1 at arrest: 41.5% of convicted transit defen­

dants with this arrest charge were sentenced to probation compared. 

to only 17.3% of convicted non-transit defendants •.. (See, Tables 95 

and 96.) This difference was also noted among defendants charged. 

with robbery 2 although to a lesser degree (36.7% of transit defen­

dants so charged compared to 25.7% of non-transit defendant.s). 

Non-transit defendants charged with robbery 1 were considerably 

more likely to be sentenced in Criminal Cour,t to a conditional Or 

unconditional discharge than transit defendants similarly charged 

(44.2% and 21.9%, respectively). 

C. Defendant Age and Criminal Court Sentence 

Within both the transit and non-transit comparison groups, 

arrestees aged 16 to 18 years showed a lower percentage of defen­

dants receiving a jail sentence than any other age group (19.4% of 

the transit and 29.4% of the non-transit defendants) and the high­

est percentage sentenced to probation (45.6% and 35.1%, respective-

ly) • 22 ( bl 9 ~, Ta es 7 and 98.) Although, overall, non-transit 

22 h' b T 1S may e related to the group differences in most severe 
arrest charge found for this age cateogry. (~, p.175, sUEra.) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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TABLE 95 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'lS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'lllROOOil 
JWE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CIA l\ND HAD 

A oosr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

MOsr SEVERE ARREST CHARGE BY CRIMINAL COUR'l.' SENTENCE 
1\8 OF AUGUsr 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDAN'lS CONVICTED IN 

CRIMINAL COURT AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

MOS'f SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE 

. 
CRIMINAL COURT Attempted Attempted Attempted 
SENTENCE Rothe£LL Rother:! 1 Rothery 2 Rothery 2 Robbery 3 Rothery 3 'l'Ol'AL 

!i % !i ! !i % !i ! N % !i % N !. 
Imprisonment 13 31.7% 4 33.8% 313 33.3% 6 42.9% 1 33.3% 3 33.3 63 33.5% 

Probation 11 41.5 4 30.8 33 36.1 3 21.4 3 14.3 2 22.2 62 33.0 

Fine or Imprisonmentl 2 4.9 3 3.3 1 4.8 6 3.2 

Conditional or Un-
conditional Discharge ~ 21.9 ..2. 38.4 24 ..1hl ..2. .2hl 13 -.11.& 4 ...1.i2 2I -30•3 I 

N 
'IUI'AL SEN'l'ENCED 41 103.fl% 13 100.0% 90 130.3% 14 133.3% 21 133.0% 9 103.0% 188 100.0% 0 

.t::> 
Sentence Pending 1 4 5 I 

'IDl'AL CONVICTED 
IN CRIMINAL COURT 42 13 94 14 21 9" ill 

lIncludes one defendant \~o received a sentence of fine and conditional discharge. 
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CRIMINAL muRT 
SENTENCE Robbecr 1 

N ! 
Imprisonment 31 29.8% 

Probation 18 17.3 

Fine or Imprisonment 9 8.7 

Fine 

Conditional or Un-
conditional Discharge ~ 44.2 

'ICYI'AL SENTENCED 134 133.3% 

,Sentence Pending 3 
TCYI'AL CClNIC'lED 
IN CRIfoIINAL <XlURT 137 

• .- .. 

TABLE 96 

OON-THANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD 

A z.KJS!' SEVERE ARRES!' CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

IDS!' SEVERE ARREST OIARGE BY CRIMINAL COURT SENTENCE 
1\S OF AU;US!' 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDANTS CONVICTED 

IN CRIMINAL muRT AS OF AUGUS!' 29, 1984 

msr SEVERE ARREsr CBARGE 

Attempted, Attempted 
~obbery 1. Robbery 2 Robbery 2 Robbery 3 

!i ! !i ! !i ! !i' 1 
3 37.5% 69 43.4% 8 43.3% 48 51.6% 

2 25.3 44 25.7 3 15.3 13 14.3 

1 12.5 13 5.8 6 33.3 7 7.5 

2 1.2 1 1.1 

.2 ...lh[ ...1§. 26.9 3 -ll& £1. ~ 
8 133.3% 171 133.3% 23 133.3% 93 UJ0.3% 

1 1 

8" 172 2if 94 

. --. • • 

Attempted 
Robbery 3 TCYl'AL 

[ 1 !i 1-
2 13.3% 161 39.2% 

2 13.3 82 23.3 

4 26.7 37 9.3 

3 3.7 

I 
l\J 

7 .Jhl 128 ..1!d 0 
U1 

15 133.3% 411 133.3% I 

5 

IS 416 

• • • • 
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TABLE 92 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'llIROUGH 
JUNE 1982 WHO WF.RE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD 

A IDST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANl' 1\GE BY CRIMINAL COURT SENTENCE 
AS OF A(K;UST 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDANTS 

CaNICTED IN CRIMINAL COURT 
AS OF A(K;UST 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' AGE 

CRIMINAL COURT Age Not 
SENTENCE Under 16 Years 16-18 Years 19-24 Years 25-29 Years Over 29 Years Available TOTAL 

!! % N % !! !. !! % !i % !i !! ! 
Imprisonmen t 2" 19.4% 30 51.7% 12 57.1% 1 2"."% 63 33.5% 

Probation 47 45.6 12 20.7 3 14.3 62 33." 
. . 1 FIne or ImprIsonment 4 3.9 1 1.7 1 4.8 6 3.2 

Conditional or Un-
conditional Discharge - 32 31.1 II 25.9 ...i 23.8 4 ..![J! 1 57 3".3 

TOTAL SENTENCED 1"3 1""."% 58 1"".0% 21 1"1:l."% 5 1""."% 1 188 1"".0% I 

Sentence Pending 
IV 

3 1 1 5 a 
0'\ 

TOTAL CONVICTED I 
IN CRIMINAL COURT 1"6 59 22 5 r 193 

1Includes one defendant who received a sentence of fine and conditional discharge. 



. 
CRIMINAL CXXJRT Under 16 Years 
SENTENCE !i ! 
Imprisonment 

Probation 

Fine or Imprisonment 

Fine 

Conditional or Un-
conditional Discharge -

'IDI'AL SENTENCED 
Sentence Pending 

'IDI'AL CONVICTED 
IN CRIMINAL COURT 

• • '.--""'II 

TABLE 98 -

NON-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1982 WHO WERE nJ1'ERVIE.WED BY CJA AND HAD 

A IDST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEF~DANl' AGE BY CRIMINAL COORT SENTENCE 
JlS OF AtxiUST 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDANl'S 

CGNIC'IED IN CRIMINAL COORT 
JlS OF AOOUST 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' AGF; 

16-18 Years 19-24 Years 25-29 Years OVer 29 Years 
N ! N % !i % N ! 

46 29.9% 54 44.3% 25 '49.4% 34 48.6% 

54 35.1 ' 23 18.8 3 4.8 2 2.9 

9 5.8 9 7.4 9 14.5 HI 14.3 

1 0.6 1 1.6 1 1.4 

....!1. ~ ..12. ~ 24 ..l!bl 23 ....ll.& 
154 Hl0.0% 122 100.0% 62 HI0.0% 70 100.0% 

3 2 

157 122 64 70 

--. • • 

Age Not 
Available 'IDI'AL 

N N ! 
2 161 39.2% 

82 20.0 

37 9.0 

3 0.7 

.! 
3 

128 .1.bl. 
I 411 100.0% N 

0 
5 -..J 

I 

'3 416 ,I 

·1 

1 

• • • • 
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defendants were more likely to be sentenced to a jail term, transit 

defendants aged 19 to 24 years and 25 to 29 years had higher rates 

of jail sentences than non-transit defendants in the same age cate­

gories (51.7% and 57.1% compared to 44.3% and 40.4%, respectively). 

D. Defendant Criminal Histor~ and Criminal Court Sentence 

Not surpr is ingly, for both groups, as the sever i ty of pr ior 

criminal history increased, the percentage of convicted defendants 

sentenced to jail time increased while the percentage sentenced to 

probation decreased. Of the non-transit defendants,~rom 10.8% of 

those in the first-arrest category to 74.1% of those wi th pr ior 

felony convictions received a jail term while, among the transit 

defendants from 5.6% of those with no prior arrests to 63.6% of the 

pr ior felons rece i ved this sentence. (See, Tables 99 and 100.) 

Defendants in both arrest groups who had prior misdemeanor convic­

tions also tended to have high jail sentence rates (60.6% of the 

t ran sit and 5 7 O'e9 % 0 f the non - t ran sit de fen dan t s con vic ted in 

Criminal Court). Transit defendants with no previous arrests, with 

no prior convictions and no pending cases, and those with pending 

cases were more likely to be sentenced to probation than non­

transit defendants in the same categories (53.7%, 41.6%, and 41.2% 

compared to .35.1%, 29.6%, 20.4%, respectively). One explanation 

may be that transit defendants within these criminal history 

categories tended to be younger than those in the comparison groups 

with similar backgrounds. 23 

23Among transit defendants with no previouu arrests, with no prior 
convictions, and no open cases, 76.7%, 64.9%, and 67.0%, respec-

• tively, were 18 years of age or younger while, among the non­
transi t arrestees in the same pr ior cr iminal history categor ies, 
57.7%, 41.4%, and 48.2%, respectively, were 18 years or younge~. 

• 



\ 

• 

CRIMINAL COURT 
SENTENCE First Arrest 

!'! .! 
Imprisorunent 3 5.6% 

Probation 29 53.7 

Fine or Imprisonment1 2 3.7 

Conditional or Un­
conditional Discharge 23 

TOTAL SENTENCED 54 

Sentence Pending 2 

TOTAL COOVICTED 
IN CRIMINAL COURT 56 

.E:!! 
133.3% 

TABLE 99 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS ~moE DOCEHBER 1981 'IH.ROOOH 
JUNE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA J\ND HAD 

A oosr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANT CRIMINAL HIS'IORY BY CRIMINAL COURT 
SEN'IENCE AS OF A[X;uSr 29, 1984, FOR 

DEFENDANl'S a::tNIC'IED IN CRIMINAL 
COURr AS OF AIX>Usr 29, 1984 

DEFENDANT CRIMINAL HISTORY 

Prior Prior 
Misdemeanor Felony 
Conviction Conviction 

No Convictions- Open with or Without With or without 
No ~n Cases Cases Only ~n Cases ~n Cases 
!'! .! !'! .! Ii .! Ii .! 
9 25.3% 14 41.2% 23 63.6% 14 63.6% 

15 41.6 14 41.2 1 2.6 1 4.6 

1 2.8 1 2.9 1 2.6 

11 30.6 ..2 ..!1.:l 13 ...1!d ...2 .1h!!. 
36 100.0% . 34 100.0% 38 103.0% 22 100.3% 

2 1 

36 36 39 22 

lIncludes one defendant who received a sentence of fine and conditional discharge. 

• ..• -- _.' . • • • 

Criminal 
NY'SID History 

Not Not 
Available ~able TOTAL 

li Ii !'! \ ! 
63 '33.5% 

2 62 33.0 

1 6 3.2 

1:. 57 30.3 

1 3 188 130.0% 

5 

I "3 193 
I 

N 
a 
\D 
I 

• • • 
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TABLE Hl~ 

NJN-TAANSI'l' ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1981 ''lIIO WERE OO'ERVIEWED BY CJA lIND HAD 

A MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HIS'lORY BY CRIMINAL COURT 
SEN'IENCE AS OF A[x;UST 29, 1984, FOR 

DEFENDANl'S <::rnVICTED IN CRIMINAL 
COURT AS OF A[x;USl' 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HIS~RY 

Prior Prior 
Misdemeanor Felony Criminal 
conviction Conviction NYSID History 

CRI~lINAL CC'URT No Convictions- Open with or Without With or Without Not Not 
SENTENCE First Arrest No Ol:£n Cases Cases Only' Open Cases ~n Cases Available !vailable 'lUl'AL 

!:! ! !:! ! !:! ! !i ! !i ! !i .d !i ! 
Imprisonment 12 1~.8% 19 35.2% 29 33.3% 55 57.9% 43 74.1% 3 161 39.2% 

probation 39 35.1 16 29.6 18 2B.4 6 6.3 2 3.4 1 82 2B.B 

Fine or Imprisonment. 11 9.9 4 7.4 12 13.6 7 7.4 3 5.2 37 9.B 

Fine 2 1.8 1 1.9 3 ~.7 

Conditional or Un-
conditional Discharge .....il 42.4 15 27.8 29 ....ll& 26 ...lld M ...!1d 1 128 31.1 I 

'IDl'AL SENTENCED III HHUI% 54 1~~.0% 88 IB3.0% 95 100.3% 58 103.3% 4 1 411 HH1.B% ~ 
0 

Sentence Pending 5 5 I 

'IDl'AL CONVICTED 
In CRIMINAL COURT 116 54 88 95 58 "4 I 416 
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One third (33.0%) of the convicted above-ground arrestees with 

open cases pending against them received a. sentence of conditional 

or unconditional discharge while only 14.7% of their below-ground 

counterparts received this ~entence. Convicted transit defendants 

in this cr iminal history category were not only more 1 ikely than 

non-transit defendants to receive jail sentences, as was noted 

above, but were also more likely to· be sentenced to probation 

(41.2% compared to 20.4%). 

E. Criminal Court Jail Term 

Table 101 presents the distribution of jail terms to which 

defendants convicted in Cr iminal Court were sentenced. Among all' 

convicted robbery arrestees sentenced to imprisonment (or to impri­

sonment and probation), one half (50.9%) were sentenced t9 a jail 

term of between 61 days and 365 days. The percentage of transit 

defendants who received jail terms between 61 days and 180 days 

(43.8%) was greater than the percentage of non-transit defendants 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

who received jail terms within this same range (29.2%). Non- • 

transit defendants, however, were slightly more likely than transit 

defendants to rece i ve a sentence of impr isonmen t of between 181 

days and 365 days (18.0% compared to 15.1% for transit defendants). 

Non-transit defendants, in addition, were more likely than transit 

defendants to be sentenced to "time served" (18.6% versus 12.3%, 

respectively) and to between 31 and 60 days (17.4% compared to 

8.2%). 

• , 

• 

• 

• 
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TABLE 101 

TRANSIT roBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'IHRO(x;H 
JUNE 1982 AND IDN-TRANSIT roBBERY ARREST MADE DECEMBER 1981 

OR APRIL 1982 WID WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD A 
MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF roBBERY: 

CRIMINAL COURT JAIL TERM FOR TRANSIT AND roN-TRANSIT 
DEFENDANTS SENTENCED IN CRIMINAL COURT AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

CRIMINAL COURT Transit Non-Tran_s~t 'IOI'AL 
JAIL TERM N % N % N % 

Time served 9 12.3% 3'1 18.6% 39 16.7% 

1-15 days 7 9.6 9 5.6 16 6.8 

16-30 days 8 11.0 18 1l.2 26 11.1 

31-60 days 6 8.2 28 17.4 . 34 14.5 

61-90 days 14 19.2 22 13.7 36 15.4 

91-18'1 days 18 24.6 25 15.5 43 18.4 

181-365 days 11 15.1 29 18.0 4'1 17.1 

'IDI'AL SENTENCED 73 100.'1% 161 1'10.0% 234 H10.0% 
TO JAIL IN 
CRIMINAL COURT 
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V. SUPREME COURT STATUS 

This section describes the status of those defendants trans­

ferred to Supreme Court from Cr iminal Court. 24 Outcome data are 

compared for the transit and non-transi..t arrest groups by most 

severe indictment charge, defendant age, and defendant cr iminal 

history. Most severe indictment charge was used in this section 

because it was the charge upon which defendants were prosecuted in 

Supreme Court. 

A. General Comparisons 

Among the cases transferred to Supreme Court, the percentage 

of defendants who pled guilty or were tried and found guilty in 

Supreme Court was sl ightly higher for those arrested for transit 

robberies (77.3%) than for those arrested for robberies outside the 

subway system (71.7%) .25 (~, Tables 102 and 103.) Non-transit 

robbery arrests for whom a disposition in Supreme Court was known 

were slightly more likely to have had their cases sealed 26 or 

dismissed. than transit robbery arrests (22.6% and 19.5%, respec­

tively) • 

24A random sample of approximately one half o·f the 1035 above­
ground rObbery arrests which. were transferred to Supreme Court was_. 
selected. Supreme Court information for these 515 cases, along 
with the 438 below-ground Supreme Court transferees, was obtained 
from OCA's computer system. All Supreme Court information reported 
in Sections V and VI, therefore, refers only to these 953 cases. 

25 The number of days from Grand Jury indictment to plea or guilty 
verdict was calculated separately for transit and non-transit de­
fendants. (See, Table 1 in Appendix II.) Transit defendants were 
more likely to have their cases disposed in Supreme Court wi thin 
the first two months after indictment. (28.6% compared to .. 17.9% of 
the non-transit defendants) while non-transit were more likely than 
transi t defendants to have had their cases continued in Supreme 
Court for over one year (11.6% compared to 6.2% among convicted 
transi t defendants). The distr ibutions of defendants wi thin the 
other time periods were similar for both groups. 

26 The term "No public Record" is used by OCA for cases which have 
been sealed. ~, Part II, fn. 31, supra, for a description of the 
types of cases which may be sealed by the court. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• · 

• 

• 
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TABLE 102 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'IHROU3H JUNE 1982 WHO WERE 
INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD A MOsr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

COUNTY OF INCIDEN!' BY SUPREME COURr STATUS l>S OF AUGUST 29, 1984, FOR 
DEFENDANTS TRANSFERRED 'IO SUPREME COURT AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

COUNTY OF INCIDENT 

KJ-ngs New York Queens Bronx TOI'AL 

N N N N % N 

No Public Recordl 12 

% 

9.8% 22 

% 

12.2% 12 

% 

32.4% 22 34.3% 68 

11 

% 

16.8% 

Dismissed 

Pled Guilty 

Tr ied and Found 
Guilty 

other2 

SUB'IOI'AL 
COMPLETED 

PENDING 

2 

98 

5 

4 

1.6 

79.7 

4.1 

3.2 

121 98.4% 

9 5.0 

139 77 .2 

5 2.8 

175 97.2% 

2.7 

22 59.5 40 62.5 299 74.1 

2 5.4 1 1.6 13 3.2 

4 1.0 

36 97.3% 63 98.4% 395 97.8% 

Continued • 3 1.7 3 

6 

0.7 

1.5 warrant Ordered 

SUB'IOTAL 
PENDING 

2 

2 

1.6 

1.6% 

2 1.1 

5 2.8% 

1 2.7 1 L6 

1 2.7% 1 1.6% 9 2.2% 

• 123 100.0%' 37 100.0% 64 100.0% 404 100.0% 
Returned by 
Grand Jury to 
Criminal Court 4 

• Status Not 
Available 14 

• 

'IOI'AL 
TRANSFERRED 'IO 
SUPREME COURT 141 

2 

6 

188 

6 

5 3 28 

42 67 438 

I The term "No Public Record" is used by OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

• 2Includes one case which was transferred ta Family Court, one case where the present 
indictment was consolidated with another indictment with no further information in 
Supreme Court, and two cases which were abated by the deaths of the defendants. 
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TABLE 103 

NCN-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARREST MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED 
BY CJA AND HAD A IDST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: • COUNTY OF INCIDENT BY SUPREME COURT STATUS AS OF 

AlXIDST 29, 1984, FOR A FIF'IY PERCENr BANDOM SAMPLE OF DEFENDANTS 
TRANSFERRED 'IO SUPREME COUR'r AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

COUNTY OF INCIDENT • STJPREME 
COURI' STATUS Kings New York Queens Bronx TarAL 

COMPLE'IED N % N % N % N % N % -
No Public Record1 25 20.7% 19 11.3% 28 33.3% 25 25.8% 97 20.7% • 
Dismissed 2 1.6 6 3.6 1 1.2 9 1.9 

Pled Guilty 75 62.0 118 70.2 46 54.8 56 57.7 295 62.8 

Tr ied and Found • 
Guilty 11 9.1 17 10.1 7 8.3 7 7.2 42 8.9 

Other 2 
1 0.8 2 2.1 3 0.6 

SUB'IOI'AL 
COMPLETED 114 94.2% 160 95.2% 82 97.6% . 90 92.8% 446 94.9% 

PENDING 

Continued 3 2.5 1 0.6 1 1.2 1 1.0 6 1.3 

Warrant Ordered 4 3.3 7 4.2 1 1.2 6 6.2 18 3.8 • 
SUB'IOTAL 

PENDING 7 5.8% 8 4.8% 2 2.4% 7 7.2% 24 5.1% 

121 100.0% I68 100.0% 84 100.0% 91 100Jf% 4'iIf nnf.0% • Returned by ; 

Grand Jury to 
Criminal Court 9 1 10 

Status Not 
Available 9 13 9 4 35 • 
'IOTAL RANDOM 

SAMPLE OF 
SUPREME COURT 
TRANSFEREES 139 181 94 101 515 

• 
IThe term ''No Public Record l1 is used by OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

2Inc1udes.two cases where the present indictment was consolidated with or covered by • 
another indictment with no further information in Supreme Court and one case which was 
abated by the death of the defendant. 
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B. County 

Tables 102 and 103 present transit and non-transit Supreme 

Court dispositions separately according to the county of occurrence 

of the incident. With the exception of Kings County incidents, the 

conviction rates (including defendants who pled guilty and those 

who were tried and found guilty) were-· similar for transit and 

non-transit transferees, but the percentage of transferees who were 

tried and found guilty was higher among the non-transit than among 

• the transit group. In Kings County, the conviction rate was higher 

for transit (83.8%) than for non-transit (71.1%) cases in supreme 

Court. However, Kings County transit cases showed a lower percen­

t age 0 f cas e s w h i c h we res e ale d ( 9 • 8 % ) t han non - t ran s i. t cas e s 

• (20. 7%) in that county. The conviction rates in Queens and Bronx 

Counties for both transit (64.9% and 64.l%~ respectively) and non­

transit (63.1% and 64.9%, respectively) cases were lower than those 

noted above for Kings County and those found for New York County 

(80.0% and 80.3% among the transit and non-transit groups, 

respectively) • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

C. Most Severe Indictment Charge 

Among defendants transferred to Supreme Court whose most 

severe indictment charges were known, non-transit defendants were 

more likely to have had a most severe indictment charge of robbery 

1 (52.8%) than transit defendants (38.0%) while transit defendants 

than non-transit were more often indicted for robbery 2 (41.7%) 

defendants (23.2%). (~, Tables 104 and 105.) These differences 
27 were similar to those noted above for most severe arrest charge. 

Note also that a sl ightly larger portion of the transit Supreme 

Court transferees had a robbery charge as the most severe indict­

ment charge (96.5%, compared to 90.3% for non-transit Supreme Court 

transferees). 

27 
.~. p.165, supra. 

dlfferences between most 
noted on p.219, infra. 

This is true - even though 
severe arrest and indictment 

there were 
charges as 



TABLE 1']4 

TRANSIT roBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'lHROOGH JUNE 1982 WHO WERE 
INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND IIAD A msr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

MOST SEVERE lNDIC'lMENr CHARGE BY MOST SEVERE' ARREST ~E FOR DEFENDANl'S 
TRANSFERRED '10 SUPREME (x)URl' AS OF AtX;usr 29, 1984. 

I1)sr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE1 

Attempted Attempted Attempted 
NOsr SEVERE Robbery 1 Robbery 1 Robbery 2 Robbery 2 Robbery 3 Fobbery 3 'IDI'AL 
DDIC'lMENT 
CHAroE N % N 1. !! 1 N % N 1 !! 1 N % 

Robberyl 124 67.0% 6 4.4% 1 10."% 131 38.0% 

Attempted Robbery'} 8 4.3 8 66.7% 2 1.5 18 5.2 

Robbery 2 40 21.6 101 74.9 3 30.0 144 41.7 .'; ~ 

Attempted Robbery 2 2 1.1 3 25.0 15 11.1 1 33.3% 21 6.1 

Robbery 3 4 2.2 7 5.2 4 40.1!l 15 4.3 

Attempted Robbery 3 2 1.1 2 1.5 4 1.2 

SUB'IOTAL roBBERY 180 97.3% 11 91.7% 133 98.6% } 33.3% 8 81!l.0% 333 96.5% 

B Felony 1 0.5 1 0.3 

C Felony 1 0.5 1 8.3 2 0.6 I 
N 
I-' 

D Felony ...J 
I 

E Felony 1 0.7 l 20.0 3 0.9 

Misdemeanor or Violation 2 3 1.7 1 0.7 2 66.7 6 1.7 

SUB'IDI'AL 185 1"0.0% 12 100.0% 135 HI0.0% 3 100."% HI 1"0.0% 345 HJ0.0% 

No Public Record3 22 20 1 2 45 

Charge Not Available 14 1 5 1 21 ::. 

status and Charge Not Avail. 15 1 11 27 

~AL TRANSFERRED ID 
SUPREHE OJURT 236 14 171 4 13 438 

IThe severity of an attempted crime, under PL Section 110.05, is one class below that of the completed crime. 

2This category includes four defendants whose cases were returned to Criminal Court by the Grand Jury. 

3'lhe term "No Public Record" is used by OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 
I , I 

• • ' . -. • • • • • • .1 



• • • • • • • • • • 
TABLE Hl5 

N::N-TRANSIT roBBERY ARRESTS Ml\l)E DECEMBER 1981 OR APRIL 1982 WIJO WERE 
INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD A OOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

MOST SEVERE INDIC'IMENT ClIAllGE BY MOST SEVERE ARREST CfIAOOE FOR A FIFTY PERCENT FANOOI-i SAMPLE 
OF DEFENDANTS TRANSFERRED 'IO SUPREME COURr lIS OF AI.XiUST 29, 1984 

OOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE1 

Attempted Attempted Attempted 
OOST SEVERE • Robbea 1 Robbery 1 Robbery 2 Robbery 1 Robbery .3 Rolliery 3 ~ 
INDIC'INENT 
CHARGE !! .! !! .! !! .! !! .! !! ! !! .! !! .!. 
Robbery 1 181 11.9% 15 14.2% 3 10.7% 205 52.8% 

Attempted Robbery 1 12 5.0 3 31.5% 2 1.9 2 7.1 19 4.9 

Rolliery 2 17 7.1 1 12.5 67 63.2 5 17.9 90 23.2 

Attempted Robbery 2 1 0.4 3 37.5 5 4.7 3 60.0% 1 100.0% 13 3.4 

Robbery 3 4 1.7 4 3.8 12 42.8 20 5.2 

Attempted Robbery 3 2 1.9 1 3.6 3 0.8 

SUB'IOTAL roBBERY 221 92.1% 1 87.5% 95 89.7% 3 60.0% 23 82.1% 1 100.0% 350 90.3% 

B Felony '3 1.3 2 1.9 1 20.0 6 1.5 I 
IV 

C Felony 2 0.8 1 12.5 2 1.9 1 3.6 6 1.5 
I-' 
OJ 
I 

D Felony 5 2.1 3 2.8 1 3.6 9 2.3 

E Felony 1 0.4 3 2.B 3 10.7 7 1.8 

Misdemeanor or Vio1ation2 8 3.3 1 0.9 1 20.0 10 2.6 

SUB'IDI'AL 240 100.0% 8 100.0% 106 Hl0.0% 5 HI0.0% 2B 100.0% 1 100.0% 3BB HHJ.n 
;. 

No Public Record3 42 1 29 2 74 

Charge Not Available 11 5 2 18 

Status and Charge Not Avail. 19 1 14 1 35 

'IOI'AL TRANSFERRED 'IO 
;. SUPREME COURT 312 10 154 5 33 1 515 

IThe severity of an attempted crime, under PL Section 110.05, is one class below tllat of the completed crime. 
2 
This category includes only defendants whose cases were returned to Criminal Court by the Grand Jury. 

3The term ''No Public Record" is' used by DCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 
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When most severe arrest charge was examined in relation to 

most severe indictment charge fo~ Supreme Court transferees, there 

were differences both between transit and non-transit arrest groups 

and among arrest charge categories. As Tables 104 and 105 

indicate, transit defendants charged at arrest with robbery 1 were 

less likely to have a robbery 1 indictment charge (67.0%) than non­

transit defendants with the same arrest charge (77.9%) ..Among 

transit robbery 2 arrestees, however, 74.9% had a most severe in­

dictment charge of robbery 2 compared to 63.2% of the non-transit 

robbery 2 arrestees. Among the non-transit robbery 2 c'rrestees, 

16.1% had an indictment charge of greater severity than their most 

severe arrest charge compared to.only 4.4% of the transit robbery 2 

arrestees. 28 

28Indictment charges were not known for 94 transit and 127 non­
tr ans it cases (21.5% and 24.7 % , respectively). While some of the 
cases in which a charge was not available and the Supreme ·E:ourt 
disposition was known resulted in. convictions (27.7% and 17.4% 
among transit and non-transit transferees, respectively), much more 
than half of these cases (70.8% of the transit and 81.5% of the 
non-transit defendants) were listed as "No Public Record" by OCA. 
(See, Tables 2 and 3 in Appendix II.) Because of the sealing pro­
cedures used by OCA (~,.Part II, fn. 31, supra), it is impossible 
to distinguish defendants who had their cases dismissed (either by 
the Grand Jury or following indictment) from those whose cases were 
sealed after a conviction (those designated as youthful offenders 
or "YOs"). Thus, differences in conviction rates among charge. 
categories or between. defendant arrest groups may be obscured. 

When the percentages in Tables 104 and 105, showing most severe 
arrest charge by most severe indictment charge for transit· and non­
transit Supreme Court transferees, were recalculated excluding only 
those cases where both indictment charge and Supreme Court status 
were not known, non-transit robbery 2 arrestees had a higher 
percentage of sealed cases (20.7%) than non-transit robbery 1 
(14.3%), transit robbery 1 (10.0%), or transit robbery 2 (12.6%) 
arrestees. However, the variation found among most severe arrest 
charges and most severe indictment charges (indicating, for 
instance, that non-transi t Supreme Court transferees charged at 
arrest with robbery 2 were more likely to have a more severe in­
dictment charge than transit robbery 2 arrestees) makes it 
difficul t to determine if a difference among indictment charge 
categor ies would also be found if indictment charges for sealed 
cases were known. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• , 
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D. Defendant A~e and Supreme Court Status 

Overall, there was an 11.3 percentage point difference between 

the transit (74.1%) and the non-transit (62.81) Supreme Court plea 

rate. The differences between the two groups were even greater for 

those in the 16-to-18 and 19-to-24-years categor ies (71.5% and 

84.4% among the transit defendants compared to 58.5% and 69.0% for 

the non-transit arrestees, respectively). (~, Tables 106 and 

107. ) Eve·n when the percentages of those who were. tr ied and found l 

-guilty were added to these plea rates, among these two age groups, 

transit defendants showed higher conviction rates (72.1% and 90.5% 

among 16-to-18 and 19-to-24-year-olds~ respectively) than same-age 

non-transit defendants (63.0% and 79.7%, respectively) •. 29 Non­

transit defendants within these same agel groups were more likely to 

have their c."ises sealed than transit defendants (32.6% and 13.7% 

compared to 23.5%. and 2.7%, respectively). Since sealed data for 

defendants under 19 years include both convictions for defendants 

given youthful offender treatment and dismissals, the convict ion 

rates reported here for the two groups might be different if the 

• data for sealed cases were available. 

To determine if these differences in plea and sealing rates 

for 16-to-18-year-olds were related to indictment charge dif-

• ferences among transit and non-transit Supreme Court transferees, 

defendant age and Supreme Court status were examined separately for 

those with indictment charges of robbery 1 and robbery 2. These 

• 

• 

• 

29 The small number of defendants in the other age categories pre­
vents any reliable comparison of these groups. 
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TABLE ~ 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 'IHR{)[x;H 
'JuNE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD 

A K:lST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE CF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANT M:;E BY SUPID"}!E <XXlRT STATUS AS OF 
AtX;UST 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDIINTS TRANSFERRED 

'IO SUPREME <XXlRT AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' AGE 

SUPREME <XXlRT STATUS Under 16 Years 16-18 Years 19-24 Years 25-29 Years OVer 29 Years 

!! ! !! ! !! ! !! ! 
COOPLETED 

No Public Record1 18 41.9% 42 23.5, 4 2.7% 4 21.e% 

Dismissed 1 2.3 4 2.2 5 3.4 

Pled Guilty 23 53.5 128 71.5 125 84.-4 13 68.4 

Tried and Found Guilty 1 e.6 9 6.1 1 5.3 

other2 1 2.3 2 1.1 1 e.7 

SUB'IOTAL COOPLE'lED 43 le3.e% 177 98.9% 144 97.3% 18 94.7% 

PENDING 

Continued 1 ".7 

Warrant Ordered 2 1.1 3 2." 1 5.3 

SUB'IOTAL PENDING 2 1.1% 4 2.7% 1 5.3% 

43 13e."% 179 1""."% 148 1""."% 19 lIcl3."% 

Returned by Grand Jury 
to Criminal Court 4 2 

Status Not Available 8 15 2 2 

'IOTAL TRANSFERRED 
'10 SUPR£l.1E OJURT 51 198 152 21 

I llie term "No Public Record" is used by OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

2Includes one case which was transferred to Family Court, one case where the present 
indictment was consolidated with another indictment with no further information in 
Supreme Court, and two cases which were abated by the deaths of the defendants • 

-.. •• • • 

!! ! 

8 72.7% 

2 18.2 

Ie 93.9% 

1 9.1 

1 9.1% I 

II HlIcl."% 

1 

Ii 

• 

Age Not 
Available 'IO'lTll. 

!! !! ! 

68 16.8% 

1 11 2.7 

2 299 74.1 

13 3.2 

4 I.e 

3 395 97.8% I 
N 
N 

1 3 e.7 J-l 
I 

6 1.5 

1 9 2.2% 

4 4"4 lee.e% 

6 

28 

"4 :rnr 

• • • 
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TABLE 107 

OON-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DEx::EMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1982 WHO WERE lNl'ERVIEWED BY GJA AND HAD 

A OOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANT M;E BY SUPRE21E <XlURT STA'lUS AS OF 
AlJ3UST 29, 1984, FOR A tIF'lY PERCENT RANDCl>! 

SAMPLE OF DEFENDANl'S mo WERE ~SFERRED 
'10 SUPREME OOURT AS OF AOOUST 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' AGE 

Age Not 
SUPREME CXXJRT STA'lUS Under 16 Years 16-18 Years 19-24 Years 25-29 Years Over 29 Years Available '.lOTAL 

!! ! !! ! !! % !! ! N ! N !! ! 
CQoIPLETEO 

No Public Recordl 13 43.3% 44 32.6% 23 13.7% 5 8.1% 11 15.5% 1 97 20.7% 
Dismissed 4 3.0 2 1.2 3 4.8 9 1.9 

Pled Guilty 15 50.0 79 58.5 116 69.0 39 62.9 44 62.13 2 295 62.8 
Tried and Found Guilty 6 4.5 18 113.7 8 12.9 9 12.7 1 42 8.9 

Other 2 1 13.7 1 0.6 1 1.6 3 13.6 

SUB'IO'.mL CQoIPLETED 28 93.3% 134 99.3% 1613 95.2% 56 913.3% 64 90.2% 4 446 94.9% I 
N 
N 

PENDING N 
I 

Continued 1 3.3 1 0.7 3 1.8 1 1.4 6 1.3 
Warrant Ordered 1 3.3 5 3.13 6 9.7 6 8.4 18 3.8 

SUB'IOTAL PENDING 2 6.7% 1 0.7% 8 4.8% 6 9.7% 7 9.8% 24 5.1% 

30 100.13% 135 100.0% 168 100.13% 62 100.13% 71 1130.13% 4 470 11313.0% 

Returned ~ Grand Jury 
to Cr imina1 Court 2 4 3 1 10 

Status Not Available 1 17 12 1 4 35 

'.lOTAL OF RANIXl>1 SAMPLE 
OF SUPREME OOORT 
TRANSFEREES 1I T54 184 bb ib '4 m 

l'lbe teno "No Public Record N is used ~ DCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

2Inc1udes two cases where the present indictment was consolidated with or covered ~ 
another indictment with no further informatioo in Supreme Court and one case which 
was abated ~ the death of the defendant. 



-223-

figures appear in Tables 108 and 109. When indictment charge was 

controlled and defendants were analyzed in the three age categories 

(under 16,16 to 18, and over 18 years), the pattern of differences 

between· same-age defendants in the two ar rest groups noted above 

• 

• 

30 changed. For instance, l6-to-18-year-old non-transit defendants • 

indicted for robbery 1 showed a higher percentage of convictions 

(91.3%) than transit defendants in that age group (76.9%). Among 

defendants over 18 years of age who were indicted for robbery 1, 

the transit and non-transit conviction rates were similar (87.9% • 

for transit defendants compared to 85.7% for non-transit defen-

dants) • When the plea rate alone was compared for these defen-

dants, however, the differences were much greater (11.6 percentage 

points, with 79.3% of the transit and 67.7% of the non-transit • 

defendants over 18 years old having pled guilty). 

E. Defendant Criminal Histor~ and Supre~e Couct status 

Among both the transit and the non-transit comparison groups, 

those defendants for whom this was their first arrest were much 

more likely to have had their cases sealed than those in any other 

criminal history category (33.9% and 33.4%, respectively, compared 

to 10.2% and 22.7%, respectively, for defendants in the category 

with the next highest percentage - open cases only). (~, Tables 

110 and Ill.) Ac~oss all criminal history categories, transit de­

fendants had higher conviction rates. 31 This difference was most 

pronounced among defendants with open cases only (84.3% transit 

compared to 68.0% non-transit arrestees). Defendants with pr ior 

felony convictions had high conviction rates within both the 

30This different pattern may have resulted, in part, because defen­
dants with missing indictment 'charges were not included here. 

31 "Conviction rates" refers here to the combined percentages of 
defendants who pled guilty and who were tried and found guilty. 

• 

• . 

• 

• 
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TABLE 108 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 'llfROlXiH JUNE 1982 AND NJN-'l'RANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DECEMBER 1981 rn APRIL 1982 
WID WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAP A oosr SEVERE INDIC'IMENl' CHARGE OF ROBBERY 1: 

DEFENDANl' AGE BY SUPRERIE OOURT STA'lUS AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDI\NI'S 
WID WERE TRANSFERRED '10 SUPREME COURl' AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

DEFENDANr AGE 

Under 16 'l.ears 16-18 years Over 18 years 

SUPREME OOURT STA'lUS Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit 

N % N % !! % N ! !! ! !'!. ! 
CCX1PLETED 

No Public Recordl 1 5.9% 1 7.7% 8 15.4% 3 5.3% 3 5.2% 4 3.3% 

Dismissed 2 1.5 

Pled Guilty 16 94.1 11 84.6 43 76.9 49 86." 46 79.3 93 67.7 
Tried and Found Guilty 3 5.3 5 8.6 24 18.3 

Other 2 2 3.8 1 1.7 1 1.7 2 1.5 

---
SUBTOTAL DISPOSED 17 133.3% 12 92.3% 50 96.2% 56 98.3% 55 94.8% 122 91.7% 

PENDING 

Continued 1 7.7 1 1.7 2 3.5 1 3.8 
Warrant Ordered 2 3.8 1 1.7 13 7.5 

SUB'lOTAL PENDING 1 7.7% 2 3.8% 1 1.7% 3 5.2% 11 ! 8.3% 

---
17 131:).0% 13 103.3% 52 133.3% 57 133.0% 58 103.3% 133 

Returned qy Grand Jury 
to Criminal Court 

Status Not Available 1 

TOTAL TAANSFERRED 'ro 
SUPREME COURT 18 13 52 57 58 133 

IThe term '~O Public Record" is used qy OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

2Includes two transit and one non-transit case abated qy the deaths of the defendants as well as one transit and two non-transit cases 
subsumed under other indictments. 

133.3% 

~ 

• 

\ 

I 
N 
N 
~ 

I 



TABLE 108 continued 

Age Not 
Available WN! 

SUPREME rouRT STAWS T~ Non-Transit: Transit: Non-Transit: 

Ii !i Ii ! Ii .! 
rotPLETED 

No Public Recordl 
12 9.3% 6 3.9% 

Dismissed 2 1.0 
Pled Guilty 1 2 Hl3 79.9 152 74.1 
Tried and Found Guilty 5 3.9 27 13.2 
Other 2 3 2.3 3 1.5 

SUBTOTAL DISPOSED 1 2 123 95.4% 192 93.7% 
PEN'"DING 

Continued 1 3 2.3 3 1.5 
Warrant Ordered 3 2.3 1" 4.8 I 

N 
N 
U1 

SUBIDrAL PENDING 1 6 4.6% 13 6.3i I 

2 2 129 Hl".11% 2115 HI".0% 
Returned by Grand Jury . 

to Criminal Court: 

Status Not Available 1 

'lUl'AL TRANSFERRED TO 
SUPREME COURT 2 2 130 2"5 

• • '. ,. 

.' . • • • • • • 
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TABLE 109 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'IHROtGl JUNE 1982 AND OON-Tru\NSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 00 APRIL 1982 
Wl-D WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD A msr SEVERE INDIClMENl' CHARGE OF ROBBERY 2: 

DEFENDANl' AGE BY SUPREME COURT srATUS AS OF Ar.x;usr 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDANTSMlO 
WERE TRANSFERRED '10 SUPREME OOORT AS OF AOOUsr 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' AGE 

Under 16 x.ears 16-18 years Over 18 :tears 

SUPREME COURT srATUS Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit 

!!. 1 !!. 1 !!. !. N ! N 1 !!. ! 
COOPLETED 

No Public Record! 1 25.~% 1 25.O% 7 10.0% 2 8.7% 6 9.5% 

Dismissed . 4 5.7 3 13.0 4 5.8% 2 3.2 

Pled Guilt,' 2 5~,0 2 5O.O 58 82.9 16 69.6 57 82.6 45 71.4 
Tried and Found Guilty 1 1.4 2 8.7 6 8.7 5 7.9 

Transferred to Family Court 1 25.O 

SUBTOTAL DISPOSED 4 100.0% 3 75.0% 7O HJ0.0% 23 UJ0.0% 67 97.1% 58 92.0% 

PENDING 
I • N 

Continued 2 3.2 
N 
0'1 

Warrant Ordered 1 25.O 2 2.9 3 4.8 I 

SUBTOTAL PENDING 1 25.O% 2 2.9% ·5 8.0% 

roTAL TRANSFERRED 'IO 
SUPREME COURT 4 100.0% 4 100.O% 7O 100.0% 23 100.0% 69 100.0% 63 100.0% 

l'lhe term ''No Public Record" is used by OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

r~~ 



TABLE 109 Continued 
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SUPREME <XlURT SfAWS First Arrest 
!i ! 

CQ1PLETED 

No Public Record1 43 33.9% 

Dismissed 2 1.6 

Pled Guilty 75 59.9 

Tried and Found Guilty 2 1.6 

Other2 

SUB'IOTAL COMPLE'lW 122 96.1% 

PENDING 

Continued 

Warrant Ordered 5 3.9 

SUB'IOTAL PElllING 5 3.9% 

127 100.9% 

Returned l¥ Grand Jury 
to Criminal Court 3 

Status Not Available 17 

'IOl'AL TRANSFERRED 
'10 SUPREME <XlURT 147 

• • • 

TABLE li9 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'llIROO3H 
JUNE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD 

A MJST SEVERE ARRESl' CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANT CRIMINAL HIS'IORY BY SUPREME <XlURT srAWS AS OF 
AUGUsr 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDAN'lS WID WERE 

TRANSFERRED '10 SUPREME OJURT AS OF AUGUsr 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HIS'IORY 

Prior Misde- Prior Felony 
No Prior meanor Conviction Conviction 
Convictions- Open With or Without With or Without 
No ~n Cases Cases Only Open Cases OJ?en Cases 
!i ! !i % N % !i ! 

5 9.3% 11 19.2% 3 4.4% 3 7.3% 

2 3.7 .: 3.7 1 1.5 1 2.4 

43 79.6 99 83.4 59 86.8 31 75.7 

1 1.9 1 9.9 3 4.4 6 14.6 

3 5.5 1 9.9 

54 190.9% 197 99.1% 66 97.1% 41 109.9% 

2 2.9 

1 0.9 

1 0.9% 2 2.9% 

54 11'19.0% 198 190.0% 68 190.9% 41 HHI.0% 

2 1 

3 4 4 

57 li4 73 41 

I'llie term "No Pu~lic Record" is used by OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

2Includes one case which was transferred to Family Court, one case where the present 
indictment was consolidated with another indictment with 00 further information in 
Supreme Court, and two cases which were abated by the deaths of the defendants. 

• •• • • 

Criminal 
NYSID History 

Not Not 
Available Available 'lDTAL 

!i !i !i ! 

2 1 68 16.8% I 

1 11 2.7 
IV 
IV 

1 299 74.1 
CO 
I 

13 3.2 

4 1.9 

3 2 395 97.8% 

1 3 9.7 

6 1.5 

1 9 2.2% 

4 2 404 109.0% 

6 

28 

4' 2: 438 



SUPP.EME aJURT Sl'A'lUS First Arrest 
!! ! 

CGlPLETED 

No Public Recordl 45 33.4% 

Dismissed 1 S.7 
Pled Guilty 71 52.6 

Tried and Found Guilty 5 3.7 

Other2 1 0.7 

SUB'.l"\JrAL CGlPLE'IED 123 91.1% 
. PENOn-X; 

Continued 2 1.5 

Warrant Ordered 10 7.4 

SUB'.l"\JrAL PENDnlG 12 8.9% 

135 IOO:i% 

Returned l¥ Grand Jury 
to Criminal Court 1 

status Not Available 12 

roTAL OF RANOOM SAMPLE 
OF SUPREME a:JURl' 
WANSFEREES TIlf 

TABLE 111 

NJN-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'lS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERI1IEWED BY CJA lIND HAD 

A IDST SEVERE ARRESr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFaIDANI' CRIMINAL HIsroRY BY SUPREME OJURT STA'lUS AS OF 
AU3UST 29, 1984, FOR A FIF'lY PERCEm' RlINDCt1 SAMPLE 

OF DEFENDANTS me WERE 'IRANSFERRED 'IO SUPREME 
OOURT AS OF W:;UST 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HIS'IORY 

Prior ~Iisde- Prior Felony 
meanor Conviction Conviction 

No Convictions- Open With or Without With or Without 
No ~n Cases 
!! 

9 

2 

33, 

3 

47 

1 

1 

48 

1 
5 

"54 

! 

18.7% 

4.2 

68.7 

6.3 

97.9% 

2.1 

2.1% 

Hm.8% 

Cases Only 
!! ! 

22 22.7% 

2 2.1 
64 65.9 

2 2.1 

2 2.1 

92 94.9% 

1 1.0 

4 4.1 

5 5.1% 

97 18B.8% 

3 
8 

TIllf 

9pE:!1 Cases 
!! 

13 

2 

76 

7 

98 

2 

1 

3 

101 

2 
4 

nrr 

! 

12.9% 

2.8 

75.2 

6.9 

97.0% 

2.0 

1.0 

3.8% 

Ii0'J3% 

9pE:!1 Cases 
N 

7 

2 

46 

25 

88 

1 

2 

3 

83 

3 
6 

"9"2" 

! 

8.4% 

2.4 

55.5 

38.1 

96.4% 

1.2 

2.4 

3.6% 

IOO:i% 

l'lhe .term "No Pulbic Record" is used to l¥ OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

2rncludes two cases where the present indictment was consolidated with or covered l¥ 
another indictment with no further information in Supreme Court and one case which 
was abated l¥ the death of the defendant. . . .• -- ...• . • 

Criminal 
NYSID History 
Not Not 

Available Available 'IDI'AL 
N N !! ! 

~. 

1 97 2B.7% I 
N 

9 1.9 N 

4 1 295 62.8 
\0 
I 

42 8.9 

3 8.6 

4 2 446 94.9% 

6 1.3 

18 3.8 

24 5.1% 

"4 "2 470 188.B% 

Ie 
35 

4" -z "SI5" , 

.' 

• • • • 
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transit (90.3%) and non-transit (85.6%) samplee. However, above­

ground arrestees with prior felony convictions were twice as likely 

to have been tr ied and found guilty than below-ground arrestees 

(30.1% of -the_ non-transit defendants compared to 14.6% of the 

transit defendants). 

As Table 113 illustrates, among those indicted for robb~ry 2, 

transit defendants again had higher_onviction rates than non­

transit defendants across all prior history categories (although 

the total number of cases in some categories was small). Among 

those indicted for robbery 1, however, the conviction rates for 

transit and non-transit defendants were very similar, differing by 

no more than 3.1 percentage paints wi thin any cr iminal history 

category. (~, Table 112.) 

VI. SUPREME COURT SENTENCE 

This section decribes the sentences imposed on defendants 

convicted in Supreme Court, controlling for most severe indictment 

charge, defendant age, and defendant cr iminal history. Sentence 

information on cases OCA listed as "no public record" which were 

sealed because the defendant received youthful offender treatment 

following a conviction and sentence was not available and, thus, 

could not be included here. 

A. Gener al COID'EC!r i.sons 

Supreme Court sentencing patterns were similar to those found 

in Criminal Cour t. Tr ans i"t robbe ry tr ans fe ree s convicted in 

Supreme Court were more likely than non-transit cases to receive a 



TABLE 112 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS ~lADE DOCEMBER 1981 THROtGH JUNE 1982 AND OON-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS ~E DOCEMBER 1981 OR APRIL 1982 
WID WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND .HAD A oosr SEVERE INDIC'lMENl' CHARGE OF ROBBERY 1: 

DEFENDANT CRIMINAL HIS'IORY BY SUPREME OOURT srAWS AS OF A{x;UST 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDANTS 
WiD WERE TRANSFERRED 'IO SUPREME COURI.' AS OF A{x;Usr 29, 1984 

DEFENDANT CRIMINAL HIS'IORY 

Prior Felony Conviction-
Prior Misdemeanor with or without Prior 

No Prior Convictions-With COnviction Only- With Misdemeanors Convictions 
First Arrest 9r Without Open Cases or Without Open Cases or Open Cases 

SUPREME COURT srAWS Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit 

COMPLETED !! % N % N .1 !! % N % !! % !! % N .\ 
No Public Record1 5 15.6% 4 8.0% 4 7.1% 1 1.6% 1 3.8% 2 4.2% 1 8.3% 1 2.4% 

Dismissed 1 1.6 1 2.4 

Pled Guilty 25 78.1 35 70.0 48 85.7 49 79.0 21 80.8 41 85.4 8 66.7 24 57.1 

Tried and Found Guilty 5 10.0 4 6.5 2 7.7 3 6.2 3 25.0 15 35.7 

Other2 1 2.0 3 5.4 2 3.2 

SUB'IOTAL COMPLETeD 30 93.7% 45 90.0% 55 98.2% 57 91.9% 24 92.3% 46 95.8% 12 la0.0% 41 97.6% 

PENDING 

Continued 1 2.0 2 7.7 2 4.2 

Warrant Ordered 2 6.3 4 8.0 1 1.8 5 8.1 1 2.4 

SUB'IOTAL PENDING ~ 6.3% 5 10.0% 1 1.8% 5 8.1% 2 7.7% 2 4.2% 1 2.4% 

32 100.0% 50 100.0% 56 100.0% 62 100.0% 26 100.0% 48 100.0% 12 100.0% 42 100.0% 

Returned ~ Grand Jury 

to Criminal Court 

status Not Available 1 

'IOTAL 'IRANSFERRED 'IO 

SUPREME CCfJRT 33 50 56 62 26 48 12 42 

I The term "No Public Record" is used ~ DCA to designate cases which have been s~aled. 

2Includes two transit and one non-tr~sit case abated ~ the deaths of the defendants as well as one transit and two non-transit cases subsumed under 
other indicb~nts. 

• • . -- --. • • • • • • 
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TABLE 112 Continued 

NYSIDNot Criminal History 
Available Not Available ~ 

SUPREME rouRT SI'A'IUS Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Trensit 
COOPLETED li li li li !! !. t! 1 
No Public Recordl 1 12 9.3% 8 3.9% 

Dismissed 2 1.9 
Pled Guilty 2 1 1 103 79.9 152 74.1 

Tried and Found GUilty 5 3.9 27 13.2 

Other2 3 2.3 3 1.5 

sua'IDl'AL COMPLETED 1 2 1 1 123 95.4% 192 93.7% 

PENDING 

Continued 1 3 2.3 3 1.5 

Warrant Ordered 3 2.3 HJ 4.8 
I 

I\.) 

w 
SUB'IQ'mL PENDlOO 1 6 4.6% 13 6.3% N 

I 

2 2 1 1 129 191:1.9% 205 100.0i 

Returned by Grand Jury 
to Criminal Court 

Status Not Available 
1 

'IOTAL 'IRANSFERRED '10 2 2 
SUPREME CDURT 

1 1 130 205 



. TABLE 113 

TRl\NSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS ~IlIDE DECEMBER 1981 'IUROUllI JUNE 1982 AND t-m-TRl\NSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS WillE DECEMBER 1981 OR APRIL 1902 
WOO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD A m5r SEVERE INDIC'IMENl' CHARGE OF ROBBERY 2: 

DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HIS'lORY BY SUPREME CDURT 5rAWS AS OF rux:;UST 29, 1984, 
FOR DEFENDAN'IS WID WERE TRl\NSFERRED '10 SUPREME amRT AS OF AUGUST 29, 1904 

DEFENDANT CRIMINAL HISTORY 

Prior Felony Conviction-
Prior Misdemeanor with or Without Prior 

No Prior Convictions-With Conviction Only- With Misdemeanor Convictions 
First Arrest or Without Q£en Cases Or: Wi!:hout9Pen~ases or Open Cases 

SUPREME OJURT 5rAWS Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit 
COOPLETED N % N % !! 1. N 1. !! % N 1. N % H 1. 
No Public Record1 

5 12.8% 2 8.0% 3 4.9% 3 12.5% 3 12.5% 1 5.9% 
Dismissed· 2 5.1 1 4.0 4 6.6 2 8.3 1 4.0% 2 8.3 1 5.3% 

Pled Guilty 29 74.4 18 72.0 51 83.6 17 70.8 23 92.0 19 79.2 15 78.9 9 52.9 
Tried and Found Guilty 1 2.6 2 3.3 1 4.2 1 4.0 3 15.8 6 35.3 

Transferred to Family Court 1 1.6 

SUB'ICTAL CONPLE'lED 37 94.9% 21 84.0% 61 100.13% 23 95.8% 25 100.0% 24 100.13% 19 HI0.0% 16 94.1% 
PENDING I 

N 
Continued 1 4.13 1 4.2 w 

w 
Warrant Ordered 2 5.1 3 12.0 1 5.9 I 

SUB'ICTAL PENDING 2 5.1% 4 16.0% 1 4.2% 1 5.9% 

39 1013.0% 25 100.13% 61 100.0% 24 HHI.0% 25 HlJiI.0% 24 1013.13% 19 lfiI0.13% 17 100.0% 

Returned qy Grand Jury 
to criminal Court 

status Not Available 

'ICTAL WANSFERRED 'IO 
SUPREME COURT 39 25 61 24 25 24 19 17 

I'Ihe term "No Public Record" is used qy OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

-I 
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SUPREME: OOURT srA'IUS 
rolPLETEO 

No Public Recor~ 
Dismissed 0 

Pled Guilty 

Tried and Found Guilty 

Transferred to Family Court 

SUB'IDl'AL roIPLE'lED 

PENDING 

Continued 

Warrant Ordered 

SUB'IDl'AL PENDING 

Returned by Grand Jury 
to Criminal Court 

Status Not Available 

'lOI'AL nwlSFERRED '10 
SUPREME COURT 

• • • 
TABLE 113 

NYSIDNot Criminal History 
Available Not Available 

Transit Non-Transit Transit Non-Transit 

!! !i !i N 

• 
Continued 

Transit 

!i ! 
8 5.6% 

8 5.6 
118 81.9 

7 4.8 
1 8.7 

142 98.6% 

2 1.4 

2 1.4% 

144 1"".'" 

144 

• 

~ 

Non-Transit 

Ii 1. 
9 1111.0% 

5 5.6 
63 7".9 
7 7.8 

84 93.4% 

2 2.2 

4 4.4 

6 6.6% 

9" 1""."% 

90 

• • • 
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N 
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sentence of probation (23.6% compared to 19.0%, respectivelY)i
32 

this difference was smaller than thai observed for Criminal Court 

sentences. (ill" Tables 114 and 115-.) As in - Cr iminal Court also, 

non-transit arrestees in Supreme Court were more likely to receive 

a sentence of imprisonment (74.4%) than were tr-ansit robbery 

arrestees (67.5%). When the proportion of defendants sentenced in 

Supreme Court to probation or to imprisonment (including imprison­

ment and probation) was examined separately by county of occurrence 

for transit and non-transit defendants, Kings County showed the 

largest difference between the two groups of arrestees. 33 

B. Most Severe Indictment Char~e and Supreme Court Sentence 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The sentence differences noted above were observed only among • 

defendants with a most severe indictment charge of robbery 1: 

transit defendants were more likely than non-transit defendants to 

be sentenced to probation (21.5% compared. to 14.1%) and less likely_ 

to be give~ a sentence of imprisonment (70.2% compared to 8l.2%). 

(~, Tables 114 and 115.) Supreme Court sentences for transit and 

non-trans it defendants were similar among the- other. charge cate-

gories. Both transit and non-transit Supreme Court cases with a 

most severe indictment charge of robbery 1 were more likely to be 

sentenced to imprisonm€nt (70.2% and 81.2%, respectively) than 

those indicted for robbery 2 (64.1% and 67.1%, respectively). 

32It is possible that the higher Supreme Court plea rates found for 
transi t defendants (See, p. 213, sUE.r a) may be related to these 
higher probation rates:- For instance, the prospect of receiving a 
sentence of probatiorr as part of a plea bargaining agreement might 
provide an incentive for certain defendants to plead guilty and not 
risk the possibility of being tried and found guilty and then 
sentenced to imprisonment. The possible relationship between con­
viction after trial and type of sentence imposed can be illustrated 
from the data. Among the 55 defendants who were tried and found 
guilty in both arrest groups, only one of the 54 defendants actual­
ly sentenced (1.9%) received probation - the other 53 defendants 
were sentenced to imprisonment (98.1%). (These data do not appear 
in any tables in this report.) 

33The probation rate among Kings County transit defendants (30.0%) 
was almost IS-percentage points higher than the non-transit rate in 
that county (15.7%). (These data do not appear in any tables in 
this report.) 

• 

• . 

• 

• 

• 



• • • • • • • • • • TABLE 114 

TRANSIT roBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'IHROOOH JUNE 1982 WHO WERE 
INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND IIAD A MOST SEVERE ARREsr ClIAOOE OF ROBBERY: 

MOST SEVERE INDIC'lMENT CHARGE BY SUPREME muRT SENTENCE AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984, 
roR DEFENDAN'lS COOVICTED IN SUPREME mURr AS OF AUiUST 29, 1984 

OOST SEVERE INDIC'lMENl' CHARGE 

Rotberyl1 RO~!,y 12 3 SUBIDl'AL Other Charge Not 
SUPREME mURr SENTENCE ~oPbery~ R()BB.!!:FY Felony Misdemeanor Available ~ 

!i ! !i ! N % !i ! !i ! !i ! !i !i % 
. 4 Imprlsonrnent 85 70.2% 91 64.1% 12 75.0% 188 67.4% 6 100.0% 2 100.0% 10 206 67.5% 

Imprisonment & Probation 3 2.5 5 3.5 2 12.5 10 3.6 3 13 4.3 

Probation 26 21.5 40 28.2 1 6.3 67 24.0 5 72 23.6 

Conditional Discharge 1 0.8 1 0.7 2 0.7 2 3.7 

SUB'IOTAL SENTENCED 115 95.0% 137 96.5% 15 93.8% 267 95.7% 6 100.0% 2 100.0% 18 293 96.1% 

Sentence Pending 3 2.5 3 2.1 6 2.2 6 1.9 

\varrant Ordered I After Conviction 3 2.5 1 0.7 4 1.4 4 1.3 IV 
W 

Case Abated After 0'1 

conviction 1 0.7 1 6.3 2 0.7 2 0.7 I 

-
SUB'IOTAL NOT SENTENCED 6 5.0% 5 3.5% 1 6.3% 12 4.3% 12 3.9% 

121 100.0% 142 Hm."% 16 100.0% 279 100.0% 6 100.0% 2 HI0.0% 18 305 100.0% 

Sentence Not Available 3 4 7 7 

'IOl2\L roNICTED IN 
SUPREME COURT 124 146 16 286 6 2 18 312 

lrncludes attempted robbery 1. 

2 Includes attempted robbery 2. 

3 Includes ~ttempted robbery 3. 

4Includes one defendant who received a sentence of tmprisonment and fine. 



TADLE 115 

N:N-TRlINSIT roBBERY ARRESTS Ml\DE DECEMBER 1981 OR APRIL 1982 WHO WERE 
INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD A OOST SEVERE ARRESr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

MOST SEVERE INDIClMENT CHARGE BY SUPREME rouRT SENTENCE AS OF A{K;UST 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDAm'S CCNVIC'l'ED IN SUPREME COUR'l' 
AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984, FRCM A FIFTY PEOCENl' RANDCM SAf.IPLE OF DEFENDAN.1S TRANSFERRED '10 SUPREME COURr AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

OOST SEVERE rnDrC'IMENl' CHARGE 

1 2 3 SUB'1OTAL Other Charge Not 
SUPREME COURT SENTENCE Robbe!:'y 1. Ro~ry~ RO~ry 3 ROBBERY felony Misdemeanor Available 

M. 1. !i 1. M. .! !i .! !i .! !i ! !i 
Imprisonment 155 81.2% 55 61.1% 16 80.0% 226 71.2% 15 65.3% 6 

Imprisonment & Probation 8 4.2 6 1.3 1 5.0 15 5.1 2 

Probation 4 21 14.1 20 24.4 2 10.0 49 16.1 6 26.1 8 

Conditional Discharge 1 4.3 

SUBTOTAL SENTENCED 190 99.5% 81 98.8% 19 95.0% 290 99.0% 22 95.1% 16 

Sentence Pending 1 0.5 1 1.2 2 0.1 -
Warrant Ordered 

After Conviction 1 ~.0 1 0.3 1 4.3 

Case Abated After 
Conviction 

SUBTOTAL NOT SENTENCED 1 0.5% 1 1.2% 1 5.0% 3 1.0% 1 4.3% 

191 100.0% 82 100.0% 20 100.0% 293 100.0% 23 100.0% 16 I 

Sentence Not Available 3 1 1 5 

TOTAL CCNVICTED IN 
SUPREl.JE COURT 194 83 21 298 23 16 

1 Includes attempted robbery 1. 

2 Includes attempted robbery 2. 
3 

Includes attempted robbery 3. 

4Includes two defendants who received sentences of probation and fine. 

• • . .•.. _ .• • • • • 

~ 

!i % 

241 74.4% 
11 5.1 

63 19.0 
1 0.3 

3213 98.8% 

2 0.6 

I 

2 0.6 N 
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4 1.2% 

332 100.0% 
5 
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• 
C. Defendant Age and Supreme Court Sentence 

As was noted above, non-transit defendants convicted in 

Supreme Court had higher rates of imprisonment and lower percent­

ages of defendants receiving prubation than transit defendants. 

This pattern was also apparent within the two largest age groups 

• (16 to 18 and 19 to 24 years) although, for 19-to-24-year-olds, the 

differences between the sentences among convicted transit and non­

transit defendants were not great. (See, Tables 116 and 117.) Of 

the convicted. non-transit defendants in these age groups 67.8% and 

• 74.5%, respectively, -received imprisonment sentences compared to 

59.0% and 71.5% of the same-age transit defendants. Among the 

convicted l6-to-18 and 19-to-24-year-olds, probation was the 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

sentence imposed for 25.0% and 18.0%, respectively, of the non­

transit and 32.3% and 20.0%, respectively, of the transit 

defendants. The number of convicted transit defendants in the 

other age categories was small, thus, reliable compar isonswi th 

same-age non-transit defendants cannot be made. 

D. Defendant Criminal History and SUEreme Court Sentence 

When Supreme Court sentence was ~xamined by defendant criminal 

history, the differences in probation and imprisonment rates 

between transit and non-transit cases were observed only among 

defendants with open cases who had no pr ior convictions. (~, 

Tables 118 and 119.) In that sub-group, below-ground arrestees 

were more likely-to be sentenced to probation (15.7% versus 10.6%) 

and above-ground arrestees to imprisonment (80.3% compared to 

73.0%). This may be related to the higher guilty plea rate among 

below-ground arrestees in this criminal history category.34 Those 

defendants for whom the instant case represents their first arrest 

were, as expected, more likely to be sentenced to probation and 

less likely to receive a sentence of imprisonment, within both the 

transit and non-transit comparison groups, than defendants in any 

other criminal history category.. Among transit first arrests, 

36.8% were sentenced to imprisonment and 52.6% to probation. 

34 
~, p. 223 ,- sUE r a • 



TABLE ~ 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DOCEMBER 1981 'IHROt:GH 
J'i:NE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD 

A MJST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFElIDJ\NT 1\GE BY SUPREl-IE COURT SENTENCE lIS OF 
MrnST 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDI\N'lS c:aw.rClED 
IN SUPREME CXXJRT lIS OF AIrnST 29, 1984 

DEFENDANI' AGE 

supmlE ())[JRI' Age Not 
SENTENCE Under 16 Years 16-18 Years 19-24 Years 25-29 Years Over 29 Years Available 'IOT1IL 

!! % !! .!. !! .!. !! .!. !i .!. !i Ii ! 
• i 

Imprisonment1 15 65.2% 75 59.9% 93 71.5% 12 92.3% 9 90.9% 2 296 67.5% 

Imprisonment and 

Probation 4 17.4 4 3.1 5 3.9 13 4.3 

Probation 4 17.4 41 32.3 26 20.9 1 19.9 72 23.6 

Conditional Discharge 1 9.8 1 O.8 2 0.7 

I 

SUB'IDl'AL SENTENCED 23 199.9% 121 95.2% 125 96.2% 12 92.3% 10 1110.9% 2 293 96.1% 
N 
UJ 
~ 
I 

Sentence Pending 2 1.6 3 2.3 1 7.7 6 1.9 

Warrant Ordered 
After Conviction 2 1.6 2 1.5 4 1.3 

Case Abated 
After Conviction 2 1.6 2 9.7 

SUB'IOTAL 
NCYl' SENTENCED -6 4:8% 5 3:8% '1 ---=r:7% 12 -U% 

TI Iffif:'iJ% TIl TITIr.if% m IiJiD:f% TI TITIr.if% TIJ Iinr.if% 2 'jig 199.9% 

Sentence Not Available 2 4 1 7 

'lUl'AL cc::.tNIClED 
rn SUPRE1-IE COURT 23 129 134 14 19 "2 312 

lIncludes one defendant who received a sentence of imprisonment and fine. 

• • .•. - _ .• • • • • • • 
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1m-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA l\ND HAD 

A IDSI' SEVERE ARRESl' CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANl' AGE BY SUPRflolE OOURT SENTENCE AS OF 
AOOUSI' 29, 1984, FOr DEFENDlIN'IS COOVICTED IN 

SUPREME OOURT AS or AOOUST 29, 1984, FROO A 
FIF'lY PEOCENl' RANInt SAMPLE OF DEFENDI\NTS 

TRANSFERRED '10 SUPREME CXXJRT 
AS OF AOOUSI' 29, 1984 

DEFENDANl' AGE 

SUPREME OOURT Age Not 
SENTENCE Under 16 Years 16-18 Years 19-24 Years 25-29 Years Over 29 Yearf! Available TOl'AL 

!! ! !!. ! !!. ! !! ! !! ! !! !! ! 

Imprisonment 5 35.7% 57 67.8% 99 74.5% 42 91.3% 41 78.9% 3 247 74.4% 

Imprisonment and 
Probation. 5 6." a 6.0 4 7.7 17 5.1 

Probation 
1 9 64.3 21 25.0 24 16.': 3 6.5 6 11.5 63 19." 

Conditional Discharge 1 1.9 1 0.3 
I 

N 
.' ~ 1 .' SUB'IOTAL SENTENCED 14 100.0% 83 98.8% 131 98.5% 45 97.8% 52 10".0% 3 328 98.8% 0 

I 

Sentence Pending 1 1.2 1 0.7 2 0.6 

\'larrant Ordered 
After Conviction 1 0.7 1 2.2 2 0.6 

Case Abated 
After Conviction 

SUB'IOTAL I 

~% 
.' I 

NO!' SENTENCED l' -r:2% "2 --r:s% l' "2:2% -4 

:~ 
'14 100.0% 84 100.0% 133 100.0% 46 100.0% 52 100.0% 3 332 1"0.0% 

Sentence Not Available .1- 1 1 1 1 5 

'IDrAL COOVIC'IED 
IN SUPREME OOURT 15 85 134 47 53' J ill 

lrncludes two defendants who received sentences of probation and fine. 



TABLE 118 

TRlINSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'IHRO{X;H 
J(k.IE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA 1\ND HAD 

A mST SEVERE ARRESl' CHAR3E OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANl' CRIMINAL HIS'llJRY' BY SUPRFME OOURT SENTENCE lIS OF 
AIXlUST 29, 1984, FOR DEFENDAN'IS COOVICTED IN 

SUPRE2>1E OOURT AS OF l\UGUST 29, 1984 : .. 

DEFENDANT CRIMINAL HIS'llJRY' 

Prior Misde- Prior Felony Criminal 
meanor Conviction conviction NYSID History 

SUPRFJ.IE OOURT No convictions- Open With or Without With or Without Not Not 
SENTENCE First Arrest No ~n Cases Cases Only' QEen Cases 0Een Cases Available Available 'fCYI'AL 

!i ! !i ! !i ! N ! !i . % N' N N ! ;:., 

. t l 
Imprlsonmen 28 36.8% 27 62.8% 65 73.0% 50 82.0% 35 100.0% 1 206 67.5% 

Imprisonment and 
Probation 4 5.3 3 7.0 6 6.8 13 4.3 

Probation 40 52.6 11 25.6 14 15.7 7 U.S 72 23.6 

Conditional Discharge 1 1.1 1 1.6 2 0.7 

SUB'llJTAL SENTENCED 72 94.7% 41 95.4% 86 96.6% 58 95.1% 35 Hm.0% 1 293 96.1% I 
I\J 
01:>0 
f-l 

Sentence Pending 3 4.0 1 2.3 1 1.1 1 1.6 6 1.9 I 

Warrant Ordered 
After Conviction 1 2.3 1 1.1 2 3.3 4 1.3 

Case Abated 
After Conviction 1 1.3 1 1.1 2 0.7 

SUB'llJTAL 
Nor SEN'I'ENCED "4 ---s:J% "2 4':6% '3 "3:4% '3 --r:9% 12 -r9% 

--.-
76 100.0% 43 HUl.0% 89· Hl0.0% 61 1'10.0% 35 100.13% 1 305 1013.0% 

Sentence Not Available 1 1 2 1 2 7 

'llJTAL COOVIC'IED 
IN SUPREME OOURT Ti 44 9I 62 37 I ill 

1Includes one defendant who received a sentence of fmprisonment and fine. 

• • .,. _ .• • • • • • • 
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IDN-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'!S MADE DEX::EMBER 1981 OR 
APRIL 1982 WHO WERE lNTERVIEWED BY CJA lIND HAD 

A OOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANT CRIMINAL HIS'lORY BY SUPREl-IE rouRT SENTENCE AS OF 
AtxiUST 29, 1984, FOR DEFENOI\N'IS CONVICTED IN 

SUPREME COURT AS OF JI.tXiUST 29, 1984, FROO A 
FIFTY PERCENl' RANIDI SAMPLE OF DEFENDANTS 

WHO WERE 'lRANSFERRED 'IO SUPREME COURT 
JIS OF AOOUST 29, 1984 

DEFENDANP CRIMINAL HIS'IORY. 

Prior Misde- Prior Felony Criminal 
meanor Conviction Conviction NYSID History 

SUPREME COURT No Convictions- Open With or Without with or Without Not Not 
SENTENCE First Arrest No QEen Cases Cases Only: QEen Cases 0Een Cases Available Available 'lUl'AL 

!i !. N ! !i % !i ! !i ! !i !i !i 1. 

Imprisonment 29 39.2% 22 62.9% 53 8B.3% 68 84.B% 79 98.6% 4 1 247 74.4% 

Imprisonment and 
Probation 5 6.7 3 8.6 5 7.6 4 4.9 17 5.1 

Probation
l 

39 52.7 9 25.7 7 19.6 8 9.9 63 19.9 

Conditional Discharge 1 2.8 1 B.3 
I 

N 

"'" N 

SUB'IOTAL SENTENCED 73 98.6% 35 199.0% 65 98.5% 89 98.8% 79 98.6% 4 1 328 98.8% I 

Sentence Pending 1 1.5 1 1.4 2 9.6 

Warrant Ordered 
After Conviction 1 1.4 1 1.2 2 B.6 

Case Abated 
After Conviction : !~ 

SUB'IOTAL 
Nor SENTENCED 1 -U% 1 1.5% 1 1.2% 1 -U% 4 1.2% 

74 190.0% 35 1013."% 66 190.0% 81 109.0% 71 19".0% 4 1 332 10O.0% 

Sentence Not Available 2 1 2 5 

TOTAL Crnv:rC'lED 
IN SUPREME COURT 76 3b 66 8J 7f "4 T TIi 

lIncludes two defendants who received sentences of probation and fine. 
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Similarly, 39.2% of the non-transit defendants in the first-arrest 

category received a sentence of imprisonment while 52.7% received 

probation. As expected (given the sentencing requirements set out 

in Article 70 of the Penal Law), all the sentenced defendants with 

prior felony convictions were sentenced to prison terms. 

E. SUEreme Court ImErisonment Terms 

Tables 120 (transit) and l2l (non-transit) present sentence 

lengths by prior felony conviction status for defendants convicted 

in Supreme Court and sentenced to impr isonment. Generally, non-

• 

• 

• 

• 

transit defendants tended to receive longer minimum prison terms • 

than transit defendants and, within both the transii and non­

transit groups, prior felons were much more likely. to receive a 

higher minimum sentence than defendants without prior felony con­

victions. Among convicted transit defendant's, one fifth (20.4%) 

received determinate sentences of one year or less while two thirds 

(67.5%) received indeterminate sentences with minimums between 1 

year and 2 years I 6 months. Among non-transit defendants, 17.8% 

were given sentences of one year or less and approximately one half • 

(53.0%) were given minimum sentences from 1 year to 2 years, 6 

months. 

The largest differences overall between transit and non­

transit defendants were in the sentence ranges 1 year to 1 year 10 

months (45.2% compared to 27.9%, respectively) and 3 or more years 

minimum (12.1% compared to 29.2%, respectively). For the l-year-

• 

to-l-year-10-months category, the differences were independent of • 

prior felony status: there was a 13.9 percentage point difference 

between transit and non-transit defendants who had no prior felony 

convictions (48.2% versus 34.3%, respectively) and a 17.1 percent-

age point difference among the pr ior felons (31.4% versus 14.3%, • 

respectively) • Likewise, for the category of minimum sentence of 

over 3 years, the difference between transit and non-transit de­

fendants was 13.8 percentage points for defendants with no pr ior 

• 
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TABLE 120 

• TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'lHROOOH JUNE 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEWED 
BY CJA· AND HAD A MOSI' SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

DEFENDANT CRIMINAL HIS'IORY BY TYPE AND LENG'lH OF IMPRISONMENT FOR DEFENDANTS 
SENTENCED 'ID IMPRISONMENI' IN SUPREME COURI' AS OF AUGUSI' 29, 1984 

• DEFENDANI' CRIMINAL HI S'IORY 

Criminal 
No Prior Prior NYSID History 
Felony Felony Not Not 

DETERMINATE Conviction Conviction{s) Available Available 'IDTAL 

• SENTENCES li % N % N N N % -
Time Served 1 0.6% . 1 0.5% 

6 Months 2 1.2 2 1.0 
9 Months 2 1.2 2 1.0 

10 Months 1 2.9% 1 0.5 • 1 Year 36 21.1 36 17.4 

SUB'IOTAL 1 YEAR 
OR LESS 41 24.1% 1 2.9% 42 20.4% 

INDETERMINATE SENTENCES 
MINIMUM: 1 yr. to 1 yr. 10 mos. 

1 - 3 years 33 19.4 4 1l.4 37 18.0 
1~ - 4~ years 40 23.5 40 19.4 
Other Sentences 9 5 • .3 7 20.0 16 7.8 

• SUB'IDTAL <2 YRS. 
MINIMUM 82 48.2% 11 31.4% 93 45.2% 

MINIMUM: 2 YI's. to 2~ years 

• 2 - 6 years 27 15.9 3 8.6 30 14.5 
Other Sentences 8 4.7 7 20.0 1 16 7.8 

.; 

SUB'IOTAL 2 - 2 ~ 
YRS. MINIMUM 35 20.6% 10 28.6% 1 46 22.3% 

• MIN. : 3 to 3~ yrs. 7 4.1 4 11.4 11 5.4 
MIN. : 4 to 4~ yrs. 2 1.2 4 1l.4 6 2.9 
MIN. : 5 to 5~ yrs. 1 0.6 2 5.7 3 1.4 
MIN. : 6 to 6~ yrs. 1 0.6 2 5.7 3 1.4 
lflIN. : 7~ to 20 yrs. 1 0.6 1 2.9 2 1.0 

~ SUB'IOTAL >3 
YRS. MThJ:MUM 12 7.1% 13 37.1% 25 12.1% 

TO.rAL SENTENCED 170 100.0% 35 HJ0.0% 1 206 100.0% 
'IO IMPRISONMENT 
IN SUPREME COURT 
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TABLE 121 

NCN-TR1\NSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'IHRO(x;H JUNE 1982 WHO WERE • 
INTERVIEWED· BY CJA AND HAD A MOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

I 

DEFENDANT CRIMINAL HISIDRY BY TYPE AND LENG'IH OF IMPRISONMENT FOR DEFENDANTS 
SENTENCED 'IO IMPRISONMENI' IN SUPREME COURI' AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984, FRCM A FIFTY PERCENT 

RAND0M SAMPLE OF DEFENDANI'S 'mANSFERRED 'IO SUPREME COURT AS· OF AUGUST 29, 1984 • 
DEFENDANI' CRIMINAL HIS'IORY 

Criminal· 
No Prior Prior NYSID History 
Felony Felony Not Not • DETERMINATE Conviction Conviction(s) Available Available 'IOTAL 

SENTENCES N % N % N N N .1 - - -
Time Served - 1 0.6% 1 0.4% 

6 Months 3 1.7 1 1.4% 4 1.6 
9 Months • 10 Months 1 0.6 1 0.4 
1 Year 32 18.6 4 5.7 1 1 38 15.4 

SUBOTAL 1 YEAR 
OR LESS 37 .21.5% 5 7.1% 1 1 44 17.8% 

INDETERMINATE SENTENCES 
MINIMUM: 1 yr. to 1 yr. 10 mos. 

1 - 3 years 13 7.6 2 . 2.9 15 6.1 
1~ - 4~ years 35 20.3 1 1.4 36 14.5 
Other Sentences 11 6.4 7 10.0 18 7.3 • 

SUBTOrAL <2 YRS. 
MINIMUM 59 34.3% 10 14.3% 69 27.9% 

MINIMUM: 2 yrs. to 2~ years • 
2 - 6 years 24 14.0 4 5.7 28 11.3 
Other Sentences 16 9.3 18 25.7 34 13.8 

SUBIDTAL 2 - 2 ~ 
YRS. MINIMUM 40 23.3% 22 31.4% 1 62 25.1% • -

MIN. : 3 to 3~ yrs. 16 9.3 7 10.0 2 25 10.1 
MIN. : 4 to 4~ yrs.' 8 4.6 3 4.3 11 4.5 
MIN. : 5 to 5~ yrs. 9 5.2 7 10.0 16 6.5 
MIN. : 6 to 6~ yrs. 1 0.6 7 10.0 1 9 3.6 
MIN. : 7~ to 20 yrs. 2 1.2 9 12.9 11 4.5 • 

SUB'IOTAL >3 
YRS. MINIMUM 36 20.9% 33 47.2% 3 72 29.2% 

TOTAL SENTENCED I7Z nm.0% i0" 10'0".0% if -r m 100.0%" 
W IMPRISONMENT • IN SUPREME COURT 
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felony convictions (7.1% compared to 20.9%, respectively) and 10.1 

percentage points for those who had prior felony convictions (37.1% 

compared to 47.2% respectively). 

Note also that, within both the transit and non-transit 

groups, prior felons were much more likely to receive a -.higher 

minimum sentence (over 3 years) than defendants without prior 

felony convictions (37.1% versus 7.1%, respectively ,.~ among the 

transit group and 47.2% versus 20.9%, respectively, among the non­

transit group). Among transit defendants, only 2.9% of the prior 

felons compared to 24.1% of the defendants with no pr ior felony 

convictions received a determinate sentence of one year or less.· 

Among non-transit defendants, sentences of one year or less were 

given to 7.1% of the prior felons compared with 21.5% of those with 

no pr ior felony convictions. Of the six defendants with pr ior 

felony convictions who received determinate sentences of one year 

or less, four-were convicted of misdemeanor offenses. The other 

two defendants pled guilty to felony offenses and received a one 

t f ·· 35 year sen ence 0 1mpr1sonment. 

35It is not possible to determine, from the available data, whether 
the prior felony convictions of these two defendants fell within 
the parameters set out in the Penal Law (Sections 70.04, 70.06, 
70.08, or 70.l0Y governing the enhanced sentencing of prior felony 
offenders .•.. Hence, the legality of these sentences cannot be deter­
mined here. 
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This study has presented a comprehensive descr iption of 

subway robbery and larceny crime incidents, arrests, and their 

Court outcomes. It is hoped that these data and analyses will 

assist policymakers toward a better understanding of the nature 

of subway crime and suggest potential strategies for reducing 

this crime. In this section, we review some of the findings" 

from each part of the study, and discuss possible implications 

of the data. 

There were 1523 robbery and 1480 larceny incidents 

reported to the Transit Police Department (TPD) as occurring in 

the four selected three-week sample periods in 1982. New York 

County had the largest percentage of both "robbery and larceny 

incidents while Kings County had the next highest percentage of 

both types of cr ime. Over one half of the larceny incidents 

occurred on a train, and one fifth occurred on the platform. . . 
Of the transit robbery incidents, however, less than one third 

occurred on the train, while stairways and platforms together 

accounted for almost half of the reported transit robbery 

locations. There were few differences among the counties in 

the distr ibution of incidents according to crime location. 

Compared to other counties, New York County had the lowest per-

centage of robberies occurring on a train and the highest per~ 

centage on a sta'i rway. A similar pattern was observed for 

larcenies. For both robberies and larcenies, Queens incidents 

most often occurred on a train. 
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Reported crime incidents were not evenly distributed 

throughout the week. The lowest average numbers of larceny 

incidents were on Saturday and Sunday. Transit robberies 

showed a different pattern: a substantially higher number of 

incidents occur red on Fr idays, with the next highest ave rage 

number occurring on Saturdays. Transit robbery incidents were 

more evenly distributed throughout the day than larcenies. For 

robberies, the percentage of incidents was lowest in the morn­

ing rush-hour pe~iod (6:01 A.M. to 8:00 A.M.), and highest in 

the evening (8:01 P.M. to 10:00 P.M.). Almost one half of the 

1480 larcenies occurred during the afternoon, 12 :01 P.M. to 

6:00 P.M., with nearly one fourth occurring during the evening 

rush hour (between 4:01 P.M. and 6:00 P.M.). 

The robbery distr ibution noted above differed from that 

found by the Rand researchers for January through March 1965 

and for January through April 1970 and 1971. For the 1965 

sample period, the aV'erage number of incidents per hour was 

greatest from 2:00 A.M. to 4:00 A. M. , followed by the 10:00 

P.M. to 12:00 midnight and 2:00 P.M. to 4:00 P.M. periods. l 

For the 1970 and 1971 sample periods, the time period f·rom 

10:00 A.M. to 8:00 P.M. showed the highest average number of 

robberies per hour with the hour from 3 :00 P.M. to 4 :00 P.M. 

having the highest rate for any period. 

ISee , p.35, of the study cited in footnote 1 of the Intro­
duction¢ 
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On average, larceny complainants were older than robbery 

complainants: for robbery incidents, the average complainant 

age was 34.9 years; for larcenies, it was 37.3 years. Com­

plainants.50 years or older comprised just over one fifth of 

both the robbery and larceny victims. There were considerable 

differences in the proportions of male and female robbery and 

larceny complainants. Victims of robbery incidents were most 

often male (71.2%), while female complainants were more preva-

lent among larcenies (65.7%). Males comprised ninety percent 

of the robbery complainants under 16 years of age. 

Incident rates were calculated from turnstile registra-

tion figures provided by the Transit Authority. Because these 

figures can only record the point at which a person enters the 

system and do not reflect persons who entered the system ille-

gaIly or with a valid pass, this measure is necessarily only an 

estimate of the number of persons present and thus at risk at a 

particular time or location. The average daily incident rates 

per million registered passengers2 varied greatly according to 

two-hour time intervals. The interval from 2:01 A.M. to 4:00 

A. M., although it had rela ti vely few incidents, showed the 

highest incident ratep for both robberies and larcenies. The 

period from 12:01 A.M. to 2:00 A.M. had the second highest in­

cident rates for both crime types. The lowest weekday incident 

2These rates were 7.0 robberies and 6.8 larcenies per million 
passengers for the entire sample period. 
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rate for robbery and larceny incidents was that for the early 

morning rush-hour period, 6:01 A.M. to 8:00 A.M. For the 

evening rush hour (4:01 P.M. to 6:00 P.M.), the robbery inci­

dent rate was relatively low and the larceny rate relatively 

high~ Incident rates were also calculated for the 25 stations 

with the highest passenger entry volume. Stations with the 

greatest daily passenger volume or largest number of incidents 

pet day were not necessarily the ones with the highest inci­

dent rates. 

Nearly one fifth of all robbery and larceny incidents in 

the 84 days of the sample period were subsequently cleared by 

an arrest or linked to a" defendant arrested for another crime 

(n exceptional clearance"). The over all pe rcentage of robbery 

incidents cleared (17.1%) was four percentage points lower than 

the overall percentage of larcenies cleared (21.1%). The New 

York City Police Department (NYPD) citywide clearance rates for 

all of 1982 varied greatly for robberies and larcenies. City­

wide (excluding Richmond County), clearance rates were 20.7% 

for robberies (slightly higher than for transit robberies) and 

only 7.0% for grand larcenies (substantially lower than for 

transit larcenies). This large difference between the two lar­

ceny clearance rates may be related to the type of larceny 

found most often in each group. For instance, the vast ma-

jority of subway larcenies were crimes where property was 

taken from a person, such as a jewelry or purse snatch or a bag 

opener larceny. The NYPD figures may include large numbers of 
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other types of larcenies, especially those where there was not 

a direct confrontation between the perpetrator and a victim. 

Transit robbery and larceny clearance rates varied greatly 

by location and type of incident. For robberies, the clearance 

rate was highest for incidents which occurred in the mezzanine 

and lowest for those which occurred on stairways and in pas­

sageways or on ramps. Among larcenies, the clearance rates 

were roughly equivalent for incidents which occurred on stair­

ways, mezzanines, and platforms, but lower for those which 

occurred on trains, where over one half of the larcenies oc­

curred. For larceny incidents, the "level of intrusion" of the 

taJ<{ing of property was related to the likelihood that the 

incident was cleared. For instance, incidents with compara­

tiv~ely minimal .lengths of time of physical contact necessary 

for completion of the crime, such as purse and jewelry 

snatches, had substantially· lower percentages of cleared 

incidents than those involving a more intrusive taking, such as 

those classif fed as bag opener, pickpocket, and lush worker 

larcenies. 

Robbery incidents which occurred in the sample period were 

more likely to involve more than one arrestee than larceny 

incidents from the same period. For robbery incidents with 

arrest(s), the data show that incidents which occurred during 

the time period 12:01 P.M. to 4:00 P.M., were more likely to 

involve co-defendants. For larcenies, co-defendant arrests 
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were most likely for incidents occurring during the period from 

4:01 P.M. to 8:00 P.M. It is not possible with this dataset to 

determine whether more robber ies and larcenies were committed 

in particular time periods by individuals acting alone or in 

groups, nor is it possible to determine whether the number of 

persons arrested for an incident was a result of different 

police arre~t or patrol practices during certain time periods. 

Among incidents wi'l::h arrest (s), larcenies were much more 

likely to result in immediate arrest (s), than robberies. 

Jewelry and purse snatches had higher percentages of arrests 

after the passage of some time than other types of larcenieso 

Lush worker, bag opener, and pickpocket larcenies, which had 

relatively high clearance rates, had the highest percentages of 

immediate arrests. with these larcenies, suspected perpetra-

tors appear likely to be "caught in the act" or not caught at 

all. 

Overall, about one third of the 562 incidents with 

arrest(s) involved defendants 16 to 19 years of age. However, 

robbery incidents with an arrest had a greater percentage of 

arrestees in younger age categor ies than larceny incidents. 

Incidents with defendants 16 to 19 and 20 to 24 years were more 

likely to involve bodily force than incidents involving either 

younger or older defendants. Robbery incidents with defendants 

under 16 years showed the highest percentage of gun use; over­

all, one quarter of all incidents involved the use of a gun or 

alleged gun. 
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There were 1255 ar.rests made from December 1981 through 

June 1982 for robbery incidents which occurred on the subway 

system. Part II presented information for the 705 incidents 

for which these arrests were made. Almost three tenths of the 

incidents in which the number of participants as available in­

volved a single perpetrator and a single victim. Over half in­

volved more than one perpetrator but only one victim; one tenth 

involved multiple participants and multiple victims. 

Three fifths of the robbery incidents for which an arrest 

was made in the seven months of the sample per iod did not 

report any injury to the victim in connection with the robbery. 

This is in contrast to the Rand. finding that "passenger.robbers 

often subjected their victims to considerable physical 

violence. "3 The Rand findings on characteristics of subway 

robbers were based on an examination of complaint and arrest 

reports for 183 passenger robberies. It is difficult to assess 

the reasons for these differences since the two studies are 

based upon different types of samples and the Rand study did 

not quantify this particular finding.-

The number of victims involved in the incident did not 

seem to have been a factor in the threat or use of force in the 

robbery incidents in this sample. The number of participants, 

on the other hand, did seem to be related to the use of force. 

3See, p. 49, of the study cited in footnote 1 of the 
Introduction. 
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Generally, the percentage of incidents where force was used 

increased as the number of participants increased. 

~ 

Over one half of the incidents in the robbery arrest 

sample reported no use, display, or threat of a weapon in 

connectio·n with the robbery incident. The Rand researchers 

found that three fourths of the incidents in their sample 

involved no weapon other than a fist. 4 Only 7.3% of the in-

cidents involved weapon use; a weapon was displayed. in one 

quarter of the incidents. In contrast to the use of physical 

force, the percentage of incidents in which a weapon was used, 

displayed, or threatened was higher among mul tiple-victim 

in'cidents than. among incidents wit.h only one victim. 

Almost two thirds of the 1255 defendants arrested for 

robbery in the seven months of the sample period were under 19 

years of age at the time of arrest. The mean defendant age was 

18.3 years; the median age was 17.2 years. Only three percent 

of the defendants in the sample were female. Almost one half 

of the defendants reported that they were students, and nine 

percent reported that they were employed at the time of arrest. 

Finally, almost two thirds of the defendants with reported 

addresses lived in the county in which the incident occurred. 

4Ibid. 
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Overall, two fifths of the defendants were arrested for 

robbery 2 while just over one fourth were arrested for robbery 

I. The number of participants, the seriousness of the injury 

to the victim, and whether property was actually taken in the 

robbery incident were all related to the arrest charge reported 

by the Transit Police Department. For instance, the percentage 

of defendants charged with robbery 1 rose as the seriousness of 

the victim injury reported for the incident increased. These 

three factors can, under the Penal Law, affect the severity of 

the robbery offense charged. 

The residency of the victim(s) within the county of the 

crime incident was' a factor hypothesized as related to the 

likelihood of indictment and conviction. Dismissal rates in 

Criminal Court were higher and plea rates lower among the 

defendants arrested for robberies with at least one residence­

out-of-county victim than among those accused of crimes where 

all victims were residents of the incident county. However, 

Supreme Court outcomes were very similar whether any victims 

lived outside the county of incident. This suggests that any 

effect which victim residency may have had on the prosecuti·:m 

of these defendants occurred prior to the presentation of the 

case to the Grand Jury. 

The comparison of Criminal and Supreme Court outcomes for 

transit and non-transit robbery arrests, contrary to expecta­

tions, showed no dramatic differences between the two groups. 
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However, there were some differences observed in arrest and de­

fendant character istics as well as court outcomes. For in­

stance, transit defendants were more likely to be charged at 

arrest with robbery 2 while the non-transit group showed a 

higher percentage of robbery 1 charges. 

Transit defendants tended to be younger than non-transit 

arrestees. The median ages for the two groups differed by 2.6 

years - 17.8 years among transit defendants and 20.4 years 

among non-transit defendants. Nearly one half of all transit 

defendants were in the 16-to-18-years age category compared to 

less than one third of the non-transit group. Overall, the 

prior criminal histories of the two groups were fairly similar, 

considering the age differences between tbem. Transit defen­

dants were slightly more likely not to have been arrested be­

fore and to have no prior convictions but open cases pending 

against them, while non-transit defendants had a higher per­

centage of defendants with prior felony convictions. 

In general, transit and non-transi t defendants had very 

similar rates of transfer to Supreme Court, dismissal, and 

plea. Some differences between the groups were observed, 

however, when Criminal Court outcome was examined in relation 

to factors such as arrest charge, defendant age, and defendant 

prior criminal history. 
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Transit robbery arrests resulting in a Criminal Court 

conviction were much more likely to receive a sentence of pro­

"bation than non-transit defendants. Criminal Court sentences 

of fine or impr isonment and impr isonment alone were slightly 

more common among non-transit arrests. This difference in the 

probation sentencing for transit and non~transit defendants was 

found among those arrested for robbery 1 and robbery 2, arres­

tees aged 16 to 18 years, and among defendants with no pr ior 

convictions and no pending cases and among those with no 

convictions but with cases pending against them • 

Among the cases transferred to Supreme Court for whom a 

disposition was known, the percentage of defendants who pled 

guil ty or were tr ied and found guilty was higher for those 

arrested for transit robberies, while non-transit defendants 

were slightly more likely to have had their cases sealed or 

dismissed. These differences occurred particularly among de­

fendants who were 16 to 18 and 19 to 24 years old. Transit 

defendants had higher conviction rates. across all criminal 

history categories, especially among defendants with only open 

cases pending against" them. This difference across criminal 

history categories was found among those indicted for robbery 

2, but net among those indicted for robbery 1. 

Supreme Court sentencing patterns were similar to those 

found in Criminal Court; convicted transit defendants were more 

likely to receive probation while imprisonment sentences were 
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more coinmon among the non-transit groups. These sentencing 

differences were noted among Kings County arrestees, defendants 

wi th a most severe indictment charge of "robbery 1, among defen­

dants aged 16 to 24 years, and among defen9ants with open cases 

pending against them but with no prior convictions. 

It is possible that the higher Supreme Court plea rates 

for transit defendants may be relat~d to the higher probation 

rates among that arrest group. For instance, the prospect of 

receiving a sentence of probation as part of a plea bargaining 

agreement might provide an incentive for certain defendants to 

plead guilty and not risk the possibility of being tried and 

found guilty and then sentenced to imprisonment. 

Finally, non-transit defendants tended to receive longer 

minimum prison terms, in general, than transit defendants. In 

addi tion, wi thin both groups, pr io r felons were much more 

likely to receive a higher minimum sentence than defendants 

without pr ior felony convictions. The sentence length data 

were not examined I however, in relation to defendant age or 

conviction charge. 
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In sum, the data provide a varied and diverse picture of 

robbery and larceny crime incidents in the subway system and of 

those arrested for these crimes and of those arrested and pros­

ecuted for transit and non-transit robberies. They point out 

the importance of looking at county differences, the physical 

layout of stations, and ridership patterns in the development 

of crime fighting strategies. In addition, with further analy­

ses of these data, it is hoped that the City's policymakers and 

law enforcement officials can use this study to achieve two 

different, albeit related, goals. These two goals are: (1) 

the reduction of the number of incidents occurring at particu­

lar times and locations and (2) the increased probability of 

apprehension of suspects once a crime has occurred. The devel­

opment of strategies for achieving these goals could involve 

police deployment practices, improving the physical environment 

of the subways in particular areas, and public education cam-

paigns. Success in these areas might also affect the public 

perception of crime in the system and ridership patterns. 
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TRANSIT ROBBERY INCIDENTS REPORTED TO THE TRANSIT POLICE 

DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21,1982; MAY 1-21,1982; 

AUGUST 1-21,1982; OR OCTOBER 2~22, 1982: 
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TRANSIT GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED TO THE TRANSIT POLICE 

DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21.,1982; MAY 1-2.1,1982; 

AUGUST 1-21,1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22,1982: 

• 
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• 
APPENDIX I - TABLE I 

• TRANSIT GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED '10 'IRE 
TRANSIT POLICE DEPARTMENT AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; 

MAY 1-21, 1982; AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OCTOBER 2-22, 1982: 

TIME PERIOD OF INCIDIDfr BY TPD CRIME CLASSIFICATION 

• TIME PERIOD OF INCIDENT 

TPD CRIME 

• CLASSIFlCATICN Februa;y-1-21- Max 1-21 AU9:ust 1-11 October 2-22 TCfI'AL 

WEEKDAY N % N % N % N % N % - - - -
Purse Snatch 58 22.5% 61 19.2% 59 17.7% 65 22.3% 243 20.3% 

Jewelry Snatch 20 7.8 93 29.2 122 36.5 64 22.0 299 24.9 

• Pickpocket 41 16.0 50 15.7 45 13.4 48 16.5 184 15.3 

Bag Opener 93 36.2 68 21.4 61 18.3 63 21.7 . 285 23.7 

Lush Worker 14 5.4 J.8 5.7 19 5.7 24 8.2 75 6.3 

Other Type1 31 12.1 28 8.8 28 8.4 27 9.3 114 9·2 -
'IOTAL WEEKDAY 257 100.0% 318 100.0% 334 100.0% .291 100.0% 1200 100.0% 

WEEKEND 

Purse Snatch 26 43.3% 17 28.8% 18 19.0% 16 24.3% 77 27.5% 

Jewelry Snatch 4 6.7 13 22.0 21 22.1 10 15.2 48 17.1 

• Pickpocket 4 6.7 5 8.5 10 H'l.5 2 3.0 21 7.5 

Bag Opener 8 13.3 7 11.9 4 4.2 7 10.6 26 9.3 

Lush Worker 14 23.3 12 20.3 32 33.7 22 33.3 80 28.6 
Other Type1 

-i 6.7 .....2. 8.5 10 HJ.5 9 13.6 28 10.0 

• TOTAL WEEKEND 60 100.0% 59 100.0% 95 100.0% 66 100.0% 280 100.0% ; 

.j 

ALL DAYS 
Purse Snatch 84 26.5% 78 20.7% 77 17.9% 81 22.7% 320 21.6% 

6\ Jewelry Snatch 24 7.6 106 28.1 143 33.3 74 20.7 347 23.4 

Pickpocket 45 14.2 55 14.6 55 12.8 50 14.0 205 13.9 

Bag Opener 101 31.9 75 19.9 65 15.2 70 19.6 311 21.0 

Lush worker 28 8.8 30 8.0 51 11.9 46 12.9 155 10.5 

• 1 
..22. 11.0 33 8.7 38 8.9 36 10.1 142 9.6 Other Type - -

TOTAL ALL DAYS 317 100.0% 377 100.0% 429 100.0% 357 100.0% 1480 100.0% 

1Includes larcenies classified b¥ the TPD as a hat snatch, a larceny involving TA property, 

• or a larceny not falling into. one of the designated classes. 



APPENDIX I - TABLE 2 

TRI'INSIT GRAm LARCENY INCIDEN'IS REPORTED '10 '!liE TRI'INSIT POLICE DEPAR'IMENT 
AS OCCURRING FEBRUARY 1-21, 19B2; MAY 1-21, 19821 AUGUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'lOBER 2-22, 1982: 

DAY OF OCCURRENCE BY CLEARANCE (EXCLUDIOO WSH WJRKER LARCENIES) 

DAY OF OCCURRENCE 

Sunday Monday Tuesday \,lednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 'lmAL 

R !. Ji !. Ji .! !i 1 !i ! !i !. Ji ! !! % 

Clearance 13 16.7% 33 17.6% 413 17.7% 58 24.3% 33 14.4% 49 23.1% 28 23.0% 254 19.2% I 

No Clearance 65 83.3 154 82.4 186 82.3 181 75.7 196 85.6 195 79.9 94 77.0 U7l B0.B 

'lmAL 78 100.0% 187 100.0% 226 Hle.0% 239 1013.0% 229 111l0.0% 244 HlB.0% 122 100.0% 1325 1130.0% 

I 
N 
0'\ 
W 
I 

\ , 

• • '. ••• • • • • • • 



• • • • e • .' • • 
~PENDIX I - TABLE 3 

TPJ\NSIT GRAND LARCENY INCIDENTS REPORTED '10 'l1lE TRANSIT POLICE DEPARWENT 
AS OCCURRING- FEBRUARY 1-21, 1982; MAY 1-21, 1982; AlXlUST 1-21, 1982; OR OC'lOBER 2-22, 1982: 

AGE OF COMPLAINANi' BY TPD ~IME CLASSIFICATION 
\ 

AGE OF COMPLAINANT 

Under Over Not 
TPD CRIME 16 Years 16-19 Years 20-29 Year~ 3"-39 Years 40-49 Years 50-59 Years 59 Years Availa~l,g 'IOTAL 
ClASSIFICATION N % N· % !i ! !i ! !i ! !i ! !i ! N N ! 

Jewelry Snatch '6 35.3% 26 37.7% 86 19.3%' 68 21.7% 56 29.3%- 30 18.8% 48 30.0% 27 347 23.4% 

Purse Snatch 2 11.8 10 14.5 97 21.7 76 24.3 40 2l.0 47 29.4 26 16.2 22 320 21.6 
Bag Opener 3 17:6 14 20.3 121 27.1 ' 68 21.7 33 17.3 26 16.2 18 11.2 28 311 21.0 

Pickpocket 1 5.9 6 8.7 44 9.8 33 10.5 30 15.7 32 20.0 41 29.4 12 205 13.9 

Lush Worker 5 7.2 65 14.5 44 14.1 18 9.4 13 8.1 7, 4.4 3 155 10.5 

Other Type1 .,2.-~ .J!. 11.6 ..li-2.& .:.l.1: -1.:l ..1!.2d .J! -'l.:1 ....!! -1!:.!L 31 .1B.-1& 
'IOTAL LARCENY 17 100.n 69 100.0% 447 11:10.0% 313 11:10.0% 191 l~O.O% 160 1"0.0% 160 11:10.0% 123 1480 HlO.0% 

lIncludes larcenies classified qy tl;e TPD as a hat snatch, a larceny involving TA property, or a larceny not falling into one of the designated 
classes. 
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APPENDIX II - TABLE 1 

TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'lHROU;H 
. JUNE 1982 AND roN-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRESTS MADE 

DECEMBER 1981 OR APRIL 1982 WHO WERE INTERVIEr7ED 
BY CJA AND HAD A OOST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

NUMBER OF DAYS FROM GRAND JURY INDIC'lMENI' 'IO SUPREME COURT 
DISPOSITION FOR 'IRANSIT AND NJN-TRANSIT DEFENDANTS WHO PLED 

GUILTY OR WERE TRIED AND FOUND GUILTY m SUPREME COURT 
AS OF AUGUST 29, 1984 

Transit Non-Transit TOrAL 
NUMBER OF DAYS N % N % N % - - -

0- 30 days 52 17.9% 32 10.6% 84 14.2% 

31- 60 days 31 10.7 22 7.3 53 9.0 

61-120 days 45 15.5 47 15.6 92 15.5 

121-180 days 50 17.1 49 16.3 99 16.7 

181-270 "days 45 15.5 58 19.3 103 17.4 

271-365 days 50 17.1 58 19.3 108 18.2 

More than 1 year 18 6.2 35 11.6 53 9.0 

SUB'IOTAL 291 100.0% 301 100.0% 592 100.0% 

Not Available 1 21 36 57 

312 337 649 

1Inc1udes cases where the date of the Grand Jury action or the 
date of the conviction (or both dates) were not available. 



APPENDIX II -' TABLE 2 

TRANSIT roBBERY ARRESTS MADE DECEMBER 1981 'll!ROOGH JUNE 1982 WIlD 
WERE INTERVIEWED BY CJA AND HAD A msr SEVERE ARREsr CHARGE OF ROBBERY: 

mST SEVERE INDIC'IMENT CHARGE BY SUPRF11E COURT srA'lUS lIS OF AOOUST 29, 1984, 
FOR DEFENDANTS TRANSFERRED '10 SUPREME OOURr lIS OF AOOUsr 29, 1984 

f~sr SEVERE INDIC'IME.'Nl' CHARGE 

!l9i:Jb~~y :t1, 
2 BO~~Y_J3 

SUB'IOTAL Other 
SUPREME OOURr STA'lUS !l()1:iJ~~y~ ROBB~R¥ Felony Misdemeanor 

COMPLETED !:! 
No Public Record4 13 

Dismiseed 1 

Pled Guilty 119 
Tried and Found Guilty 5 
OtherS 3 

SUB'IDl'AL COMPLE'reD 141 
PENDING 

Continued 3 

~larrant Ordered 3 

SUB'IOTAL PENDING 6 

147 
Returned ~ Grand Jury 
to Criminal Court 

Status Not Available 1 

'IDl'AL TRANSFERRED '10 
SUPREtoIE OOURT 148 

1 
Includes attempted robbery 1. 

2 . 
Includes attempted robbery 2. 

3 Includes attempted robbery 3. 

! !:! 
8.9% 8 

e.7 8 

81.0 138 

3.4 8 

2.0 1 

96.0% 163 

2.0 

2.0 2 

4.0% 2 

100.0% 165 

165 

! !:! ! !:! % 

4.8% 1 5.3% 22 6.7% 

4.8 1 5.3 Ie 3.e 

83.7 16 84.2 273 82.5 

4.8 13 3.9 

e.6 4 1.2 

98.8% 18 94.7% 322 97.3% 

3 0.9 

1.2 1 5.3 6 1.8 

1.2% 1 5.3% 9 2.7% 

HI0.0% 19 HJ0.0% 331 100.0% 

1 

19 332 

4'lhe term "No Public Record" is used by DCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 

!:! ! !:! ! 

6 100.0% 2 100.0% 

6 100.0% 2 100.0% 

6 100.0% 2 100.0% 

4 

6 6 

Charge Not 
Available 'IDl'AL 

li li % 

46 68 16.8% 

1 11 2.7 

18 299 74.1 

13 3.2 

4 1.0 

65 395 97.8% 

3 0.7 
6 1.5 

9 2.2% 

65 404 H10.0% 

2 6 

27 28 

94 438 

5Includes two cases abated ~ the deaths of the defendants, one case subsumed ~ another indictment and one case transferred to Family Court. 
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APPENDIX II - TABLE 3 

OON-TRANSIT ROBBERY ARRES'IS MADE DECEMBER 1981 OR APRIL 1982 WHO 
WERE INTERVIEWED BY c.JA AND rum A IDST SEVERE ARREST CHARGE OF roBBERY: 

oosr SEVERE INDIC'IMENl' CHARGE BY SUPREME roURI' SfAWS liS OF AIX;Usr 29, 1984, 
FOR A FIFTY PERCENT RANOOf-l SAMPLE OF DEFENDANTS 

TRANSFERRED 'IO SUPREME roURr AS OF AUGUsr 29, 1984 

IDsr SEVERE INDIC'INENl' CHARGE 

Robbery 11 2 3 SUB'IOTAL Other Charge Not 
SUPREME roURr SfAWS Robberv 2 Robbery 3 ROBBERY Felony Misdemeanor Available ~ 

COMPLm"ED !i .1 !i .1 !i ! !i ! !i ! !i ! !i !i % 
No Public Record4 HI 4.5% 9 8.7% 1 4.3% 23 5.7% 2 7.1% 75 97 23.7% 
Dismissed 2 3.9 5 4.9 7 2.3 1 3.6 1 9 1.9 

Pled GuUty 165 73.7 76 73.8 17 13.9 258 73.1 21 15.0 16 295 62.8 
Tried and Found Guilty 29 12.9 1 6.8 4 17.4 43 11.4 2 1.1 42 8.9 

Other 5 3 1.3 3 3.9 3 0.6 

SUB'IOTAL COMPLETED 2a9 93.3% 97 94.2% 22 95.1% 328 93.7% 26 92.9% 92 446 94.9% 

.1 
PENDING 

I Continued 3 1.3 2 1.9 1 4.3 6 1.1 6 1.3 N 

Warrant Ordered 12 5.4 4 3.9 16 4.6 2 7.1 18 3.8 m 
--.) 

SUB'IOTAL PENDING IS 6:7% "6 5:1ii T 4.3% 
I 

22 . 6.3% 2" 7.1% 24 5.f% 

224 TIfifJff liB I'0iJff 23~ 350 130.3% 28 TIi0"Jf% 92 470 l00.a% 
Returned ~ Grand Jury 
to criminal Court 10 1a 

Status Not Available 35 35 

'IDI'AL ~'RANSFERRED ID 
SUPREME moRT 224 133 23 353 28 13 127 515 

1 Includes attempted robbery 1. 
2 
Includes attempted robbery 2. 

3 Includes attempted robbery 3. 

41be term ''No Public Record" is used l¥ OCA to designate cases which have been sealed. 
5 Includes two cases subsumed ~ other indictments and one case abated ~ the death of the defendant. 




