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1 é(f‘ @ \/ ‘ \ NG . needed administrative support and assistance to the Governor’s Advisory Council on Juvenile Justice
. ‘ i/ V% P ~_in the preparation of this documient, Part of Sur concern is to better serve local governments in all. -
| I SN : ; .+ . aspects of criminal justice, including the work with juveniles: This report is a reflection of the history of .
S . L , . ~the juvenile justice system in our state. It identifies some of the issues that should be discussed in our
T N S L R ET P I ' continuing efforts to improve Georgia’s delinquency prevention effort. This document will contribute to
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- the on-going discussion about juvenile justice ‘n Georgia, I know that professionals as well as interested =
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A WORD FROM THE CHAIRMAN ...

_ Mapping Out Juuénile‘Jng;‘ée‘in G’éor‘gi{z is the result of several vears of concentrated effort by the

- Governor's Advisory Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and reflects the con-

- cerns of the Council and the many agencies and advocacy groups whose primary purpose is 10 enhance

the lives of our children.

- Since 1975, ‘when the Federal Juvenile Justice Act came into being,
specifically for juvenile justice, This has enabled Georgia to develop and i
prevention and reduction of juvenile delinquency, Participation in this Fe
- @reation of an advisory group. Members of this group,
cil on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention are appointed by the G
.. clude youth, concerned citizens, local and State officials, and practitioners
. delinquent children and youth, - R o

develop a plan for the expediture of Federal fands, 2) to approve the allocation of

In accordance with Federal guidelines, planning and fund allocatio
removing children from adult jails, providing alternatives for those
~initiating a wide variety of community-based programs.

funds have been ‘provided
mplement programs for the
deral Program required the
known today as the Governor's Advisory Coun-
overnor. This group must in-
who work with troubled and

: | ‘Th'e Council has several spedﬁckcharges‘(ig;(llentified‘ in Federal Law and Executive Order: 1) to

funds, and 3) to ad-

ons have placed major emph_asié on
se not requiring secure detention, and
As a result, a State-wide network of programs

and services, providing various types: of treatment methods now exists, Some are operated by the

State, others by local agencies and private groups,

<
L

* There is a continuing need for governmental and public éupp‘ért, uhderst’andi‘ng and concern, Admit-

‘map for the future,

On behalf, of the Advisory Councii, T wish to tha.,‘n‘k Governor Busbee,
Assembly, the National Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevziition:and the Department of
- Community Affairs for their support of our efforts, o Uy .

W@MW -

Bettye O. (Mrs. William) Hutchings

Chairman . : . .o
Governor’s Advisory Council on Juvenile
dustice and Deli‘nq‘uen;cy Prevention

tedly, we do not have all the answers, but hopefully, this document will provi

P f n i
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de_each of us with a road

the Georgia General
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES

. » |
The issues and recommendations included in this publication are philosophically based on the following
set of Guiding Principles: oy ~

¢ A sepérate and distinct juvenile jusfice system within the criminal justice system best meets the special
needs of youth, ‘ : C

® When fundamental rights are involve;:‘ﬁdue process should not be denied on the basis of age.

0 Georgié,’s youth should receive equitable and consistent treatment, regardless of race, sex, geographical
location, or socio-economic status, :

° A}l youth are entitled to an environment fre¢ from physical and mental abise,

*® The family éhould be a major focus in the treatment of juveniles..

* Decisions made within the juvenile justice system should strike a balance between the best interests of
the child and the protection of the community. For the serious and habitual juvenile offender,
appropriate sanctions must be imposed which will control and deter delinquent behavior,

* Dispositions should be made in proportion to the magnitude of the youth’s conduct. The abcountability
of the juvenile to the victim and to the community should be stressed,

* Community uderstanding, concern and involvement are essential to-successfully prevent and treat
juvenile delinquency. « , : :

® Prevention programs have the potential to be effective and economical ways to address the problems of

juvenile delinquency.
© Effective operation of the juvenile justice system requires the development and maintenance of effective

communication with other components of the criminal justice sytem, and with other related human ser-
vice agencies. ‘

.l

o

B

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Based on its research and deliberations, the Governor's Advlsdry Council on Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention (JJDP) traced the progress made in seven juvenile justice issue areas and formulated

twenty-eight recommendations for furthering that progress. The following recommendation summaries
represent what the Advisory Council believes to be of primary importance in those tecommiendations.

* Funds should be apgﬁypgiated in the budget to fully implement Senate Bill 4 (Act 1519). (Issue #I)
o The Governor's JJDP Advisory Council should be established by State law. (Issue #VI)

® The State should provide the funds necessary to afford all\iuvehile courts access to unified diagnostic
services on a post-adjudication, but pre-dispositional basis, (Issue #[ll) :

¢ The Governor should urge the Speai{ér of the Georgia House of Representative:s and the Lieutenant
Governor to establish a standing committee on Children and Youth in each chamber of the General
Assembly. (Issue #VI) : 4

* The State should‘enact legislation mandating all juvenile courts to participate in the Council of Juvenile
Court Judge’s (CJCJ) information system, and authorizing the release of state-wide shared information
to ény juvenile or superior court in the State under security and privacy regulations. {Issue #VI)

- ® The Governor's Office and the State Legislature should continiie to seek a state-wide policy against the

use of suspension and expulsion as routine methods of discipline in public schoqls‘ {Issue #1V)

® Leglslation should be enacted that will give ex-officio vbting status on ‘theJCriminal Justice Coordihating
Councll tc the director of the Division of Youth Services (DYS), the president of the CJCJ and the
chairman of the Governor’s JJDP Advisory Council. (Issue #V1)

* New emphasis should be placed on upgrading the treatment potenﬁal of the 4 large Youth Develop-
ment Centers, (Issue #1i) -

* Legislation should be enacfed man’datingvthat each law enforcement agency in the State (of sufficient
slzq In terms of sworn officers) should have on staff at least one trained police juvenile specialist. (Issue

5., s
R N

. DYS:}a;nd the Department of ébmmunity Affairs (DCA) shoﬁld continue to monitor state-wide deten-
tion practices, (Isgue #I) oo

o

4

[E——
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B Juwende Coutts

The juvenile court is the cornerstone for the
juvenile justice system. Georgia has no well-
defined juvenile ccourt system, Consequently,

~ juvenile justice . * approached from a wide va.

dety of philosophical, administrative and' pro-

- grammatic perspectives. While there seems to be

consensus -among juvenile justice practitioners.
for a state subsidized court system with specializ-

ed juvenile judges in every circuit, that consen-

sus does not extend to unifying intake and pro-
bation services. -

The CHALLENGE:

IS

“tnove fo alon

:imp‘lémemt; a st/?"(t Swide” sysfefﬁ S
ge*:ibips, ‘and subsequently

Thie best possible roufe 1o

N —

.:unifyi'?Sﬁd;equg!iéé"ali’jt;vénvilérca%jr,t services, -

The TREND:

Throughout the past decade, juvenile courts
have moved steadily in the direction of providing
stricter adherence to due process rights during
adjudicatory and pre-adjudicatory hearings and
toward ordering more specialized and informed
dispostifonal alternatives. Through the leader-
ship provided by the Council of Juvenile Court
gudges (CJCJ) the courts have also made signifi-
cant progress toward. providing more uniform
court administration.

PROGRESS MADE:

©® In 1971, the GJCJ was created as a State
agency. it received its first appropriation in 1976,
Today, a staff of 4 provide consultation, make
recommendations regading the administration of
court services and collect state-wide statistics on
judicial work-loads.

* The 1976 Juvenile Justice Master Plan
recommended the creation of a Domestic Rela-
tions Division of Superior Court with jurisdiction
over all aspects of family problems. The Juvenile
Justice Section of the Governor’s 1979 Criminal
dJustice Conference deleted the Master Plan
recommendation in favor of a state-funded
juvenile court systetn with full-time juventle court
judges. Article VI of the 1982 revised Georgia
Constitution reflects the juvenile court recom-
mendation by specifically including it as a court
of limited jurisdiction. Enactment of Senate Bill 4
(Act 1519), passed in 1982, and yet to be fund-
ed, will set the course for a state-wide system of
circuit-wide juvenile judgeships,

il

* In 1977, Georgials juvenile courts were
served by 8 full-time jyvenile court judges, 36
part-time juvenile court/judges and 38 Superior
Court judges. Today, 9 full-time juvenile court
judges, 39 part-time jlavenile court judges and
64 Superior Court judizes serve the State. If fully
implemented, the ney juvenile court legislation
will provide 44 circuit wide judgeships with 11

full-time and 33 partitime juvenile court judges,

® In 1971, the C;jeor'gia Juvenile Court Code
(Tite 24A now Title 15-11) was enacted.
Responding to the Kent and Gault U.s.
Supreme Court cases of 1966 and 1967 respec-
tively, the new code established that Georgia's
children were entitled to due process.

° Between duly 1,1980 and June 30, 1981,

- aprojected 34,2140 cases we . filed In the State’s
juvenile courts and 6,577 or 19% of those

youngsters werle represented by an attorney,
These estimatey are based on actual data from
30 juvenile coutts comprising 53% of the State’s
juvenile éourt daseload,

* Prior to 1980, case preparation and presen-
tation of juveriile felony type cases by the district
attorney or his representative was the exception
rather than the rule, Legislation enacted in 1980
required the district attorney’s office (on request
from the juvenile court judge) to prepare and
present juvenile felony type cases. A recent
sampling of the State’s juvenile courts indicates

that the district attorney, or his designee, pro- -

secutes the majority of juvenile felony cases in

- 66% of the courts.

* Before the enactment of Senate Bill 100
(Act 724) in December of 1977, after-hour
detention decisions were often made by local
police officers and/or detention home staff,
Since then, 24-hour intake seryices have been
provided by employess of the Division of Youth
Services (DYS) in approximately 112 counties,
by county staff in approximately 12 counties and
by a combination of DYS and county-paid
employees in approximately 35 counties.

® Over the past ten years, probation services
have continued to .be provided by DYS
employees in the less populated areas of the

State and by county-pald independent court staff

in the more urban areas, :

* Since 1971", there have been several signifi-
cant changes in the sentencing options avaiiable

e . KPS S,

to juvenile court judges, They are as follows:

1975—the Georgla Supreme Court held that
committments from the juvenile cowrt
directly to the Department of Corrections
were unconsititutional,

1980—legislation provided a new criminal code
on restitution urging juvenile courts to
order restitution as an additional
remedy,

Other 1980 legislation created the ‘Designated
Felony Act' giving juvenile courts addi-
tional discretion in sentencing and
monitoring orders regarding youth who
commit serlous crimes against persons,

1982—legislation expanded the ‘Designated
Felony Act' to include second offenses of
burglary and to requite mandatory
waiver for suspects with three prior
burglary convictions.

Other 1982 legislation authorized juvenile court
judges to suspend or prohibit issuance of

Council of Juvenile Model
Court Judges estab- Docketing
lished as State agenc! System

. imple-.
T mented
]Juvenile Code i
Enacted

B et i S e

a driver's license to adjudicated delin-
quents,

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

|~ Further efforts skould be made to Insute

e Funds should be app:dﬁf‘f’afeé"‘in the FY
1984 budget ‘to fully implemént Senate Bill 4
(Act1s19), e RS

-2 Legislation should be eneécted during tfie
1983 session of the General Assembly arfiending
the juventle court code to Ipclude languagesfrom
the Restitution Code (Act 1332) pertaining to
Yestitution in the juvenile courfs and to enable
the juvenile court to enforce orders of restitution
for chijdren under commitment fo the State,

G

IR
L

dhat juvenile gourts follows (due process pro-

~ Restitution Code
Desigemd—
Fel‘on A’ctmm‘

A ‘ Mlnl-Computer‘ Sennt
Senate Bill purchased Bel'l,ia:
100 enacted

DA prosecute
felony cases
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Detention

 The CHALLENGE:

Secure detention should be used only as a last
resort and even then, children should not be
held in adult jails or lock-ups. Implementation of
this philosophy has required schools, parents,
police, courts, corrections, and the community
in general to re-examine long standing ideas
about juventle delinquency, and to restructure
some traditional responses to unruly youngsters.

'~ The TREND:
- Over the past ten years, Georgia has moved A_ ) ;“%,_,_‘;ﬂ:ge;use;._offshg.ri—.,teﬁ.rm,‘chntra,‘c‘fs-’an dinformatads oo
- justments in most status offender cases. ‘

CoTe During August of 1.9,75,}a"tj least ,3i3}sté;_)‘tus7 -

,ns;gadilyfin,;_the.‘@ggﬁggyefzremevingfallﬁchi!d‘reﬁ: S
from adult jails and lock-ups. Since the mid . -
1970's that movement has also focustd signifi-

~‘cant rechurces on differentiating between the -
treatment of status and delinquent offenders. .

Severly limiting the legally allowed length of time

a status offender can be held in secure detention

has helped to accomplish the distinctior.

- PROGRESS MADE:

;i' ¢ In' 1966, thé‘ ‘State  began ~operating -
Regional Youth Development Centerss{RYDCs) -

in'areas riot serviced by county detention

centers. Since that time, 'six of eight. county -
deterition centers have been turned overtothe
State. Today, the State operates 17.RYDC’s.” -,
DeKalb and Fulton, the only remaining - cotinfy . -
facilities, will be replaced by anew Metro RYDC
- when construction funds  afe- appropridted.
. Meanwtile, both ceriters are providing detention
- services under contract with the State. .

© The State entered the Juvenile Justice and

| . Delinquency Prevention (JIJDP) Aét in.
December of 1975. In so doing, Georgia em- =~

braced the mandates of the Ag\t ‘which called for

-® In'1975, aﬁ least 1,769 juveniles were held .~
.. in county jails, (This data does nof include the, = -
.- number of youth held in municipal lock-ups, noy
~does it pinpoint which jails were used and tg
what extend they provided sight and .sound.
~Separation.) Between September 1, 1980 and

~deinstitutionalization of status offenders, and the:
sight and sound separation of adult and juvenile.

. offenders. Though not totally aligned with the -

(Act 724)

“Act's guidelines, Senate Bill 100 {4
enacted in 1977 provided a major Impetus in the

fight direction. In 1980, the JJDP Act was re-
~authorized and a mandate for total jail removal
- by December 1985 was added. Georgia achiev-
- ed full compliance with the Act’s original man-

~dates in'1981. However, maintenance of this

. Status is  tenuous - and requires consistent
 monitoring. . e :
~® Between 1975 and 1980, most.of the .
State’s JIDP money was used to develop a
. variety. of alternative programs for status of- - . :
~ fenders. Today, the State.maintains: a-network 0 -

~of attention and contract homes fer emergency
and 'longer residential placements;and: commu-

* nity detention workers in each RYDC catchment

~area provide intensive in-homey re-trial supervi-

_sion. Locally, 19 independent .courts have - .
* separate intake and diversion units that promote

- and non-offenders were held in secure detention

for more than 24 hous, {52 were held in jails,

- 137 :in RYDC's and 124 in county detention

 facilities). By August of 1981, the number had .~
. been reduced to 36 (none held in jails, 20 heldin
RYDC's ‘and 16 held in county detention ‘

facilitles).

Algust 31, 1981, a total of 329 youth were held

- In adult lock-up facilities, Of that 329, 311 were = ©
- . released in under- 18 hours, 18 were held for R
-~ ~more than 18 hours, and 4‘of those held under :
18 houirs were ‘not adequately separated from
the adults. Indications are that the tota] number
- ofyouth held in adult facilities for the period bet~ - -
-Ween September 1, 1981 and August31, 1982
will not exceed 160; thus continuing the trend =

for a 50% reduction per year, Y

P, WP S P

 First
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Theatment Alteinatives

Juvenile delinquency is not a simple
phenomenon. Those acts which bring young of-
fenders to. the attention of the juvenile justice
syst¢m are cemmitted for varying reasons and

~ require varying treatment approaches. ‘Balanc-.

ing the need for a wide array of treatment alter-
natives with the need to provide for the safety of
the community is especially difficult in the case of
delinquent youth who are also mentally retard-
ed, drug addicted, learning disabled and/or
emgtionally disturbed. Additional balancing pro-
blems are encountered when attempting to meet

-the goal of strentghening the family by including
them in the treatment. :

The CHALLENGE:

The TREND:

From the early 1970's through the presént,,
great strides have been made toward diversifying
treatment alternatives, and where possible, pro-

viding that treatment in community-based set-
. tings. However, growing concern for community

safety and victim rights is fostering a new em-
phasis on treatment models which include sanc-

tions that hold delinquent youth. more accoun-

table for their offenses.

PROGRESS MADE:

o Prior to 1970, all committed delinq'ﬁents
were placed in one of four State Youth Develop-

ment Centers (YDC’s). Since then, the use of

community-based alternatives such as group
homes, comminity treatment centers, day

- schools, wildetness programs, contract homes,
- and private psychiatric programs has steadily in-

creased. In 1970, 8% of all committed youth
were alternately placed; by 1975, the precen-
tage was 30.6%, and as of 1981, 45.3% were
being diverted from the YDC's. Conversely,
recidivism rates for committed youth whick were

- 39% in 11976, have been reduced to 26% as of
1980, S :

e Since 1975 when Georgia entered the

* Juvenile Justice and’ Delinquency Prevention

(JJDP) Act, DYS has prohibited by policy the

placement of status offendersiin the four large -

YDC’s except under exce‘ption@l’ circumstances.

- During 1975 there were at legst 97 status of-

fenders placed in the YDC'’s. Fdi_f the year begin-
ning July 1, 1981 and ending June 30, 1982,

- there was a total of 6 status gﬂenders placed in

the YDC's, y

. . i .
" _* Since the mid 19,‘7/0’3,, the Department of
Human Resources (DHR) and the private sector
-~ have also made steady progress in developing a
- continuum of residential treatment programs for -

emotionally disturbed and -mentally retarded
youth. The continuum includes the State-

operated Outdoor Therapeutic' Program in .

Unicoi State Park, as well as access to a varitey
of private and non-profit programs such as the
Menninger CHARLEE program, Campeonada,

Devereaux, - Montanari, Brown School, An-

nawakee, and a number of psychiatric hospitals.

~ Yet the demand continues to'exceed the supply.

According to the Juvenile Forensic Report of
1981, 13,6% of the YDC population exhibited

~ emotional problems which the institutions were
~unequipped to handle, Of the 13.6%, 6.3%
were._either_moderately_or. severely. psychiat-.
rically disturbed and 3,9% were significantly

mentally retarded.

® The s"ettlemenf in.1\979 of Hall v. Skelton (a -

Georgia class action sult involving the. ‘right to
treatment’) resulted in State: appropriations: to
upgrade diagnostic, orientation, and counseling

services In-each YDC. Other significant out-

comes of this settlement were new restrictive
policies concerning the use of defention in the
YDC’s, and the development of a student
grievance procedure, : =

e Since,]‘197'§, JIDP funds have been
distrfbuted to participating juvenile-courts
through a ‘Purchase-of-Service’ _grant to the

Council of Juvenile Court Judges~(CJCJ), The’ ,
- program objectives are to deinstitutionalize status -

offenders, reduce commitment rates, and

stimulate the development of local resources.

Sixty-seven counties serving 87% of the State’s

Juvenile: court caseload participate in the pro-

gratn, Funds are ysed to purchase cognseling
and tutorial servi‘s, develop communily “werk

and symbolic restitution programs and fo pur-

chase residential emergency shelter and
_transportagjon services. Between October 1,

RPN SO

1980 and October 31, 1981, 1,553 youth were
served at an average cost of $191.41 per child,
The percentage of commitments among coun-
ties actively participating in the program declined
slightly from 10,1% in 1971 to 9.9% in 1980.
~* Between 1978 and 1980, referral rates to
the Regional Youth Development Centers
(RYDC's) for drug and alcohol related offenses
increased drastically.  Georgla’s 1981 Youth
Alcohol and Drug Needs Assessment reports
referral increases as follows: selling hard drugs
up 16%; possession of hard drugs up 253%;
selling marfjuana up 90%; possession of mari-
juana up 122%; violation of Georgia Controlled
Substance Act up 10% and alcohol intoxication
up 29%. Treatment options have not kept pace
with increased demands, Drug and alcohol treat-
ment at the four Youth Development Centers
(YDC's) is often limited to drug and alcohol
education, Other residential settings equipped to
handle addicted adolescents are scarce, and for
the most part limited to private hospitals where

“costs often preclude appropriate placements,

® In 1974, the Division of Youth Services
(DYS) instituted a ‘serious offender policy’ which
required youth committed for serious crimes
against' persons to be .incarcerated for a
minimum of one year. In 1979, the National In-
stitute of Corrections granted DYS funds to

study and revamp its classification and length-of<

stay policies. In July of 1981, the new system
which determines placement and length-of-stay

-according to commitment offense and previous
~ court history was implemented. Results from an

impact and process evaluation are scheduled for
release in the fall of 1983,

°-In 1980, legislation was enacted that added
a new code of restitution to the criminal statutes,
Act 1332 auihiorizes and encourages the use of
restitution orders by juvenile as well as aduit

-.courts. As of October, 1982, at least 87 of
~Georgla’s juvenile courts operate either

monetary or symbolic restitution programs as an
adjunct to their probation services,

tiop funding 2
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WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?
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phase of implementation in January of 1983,
this program bases the attainment of a high
school diploma not only on ‘what is taugkt and

disbanded in October of 1982, due to cut backs
in federai funds,

Provention

Young people must be directed away from
crime while they are still subject to the socializing
e - effects of family, school and church, Corrective
e < {i.e.; after-the-fact) prevention, including
L Georgia’s diversion, deinstitutionalization' and
g ‘in-school suspension’ efforts are necessary, and
will continue t& be so; however, equal emphasis
must be placed on primary prevention, Primary
prevention attempts to prevent intitial delinquent
occurrences by fostering changes in those
routing practices of family, school and church
that tend to systematically alienate some
youngsters from the mainstream of America
life. : ’

e g g

' The TREND:

Within the last five years, Georgia's delin-
quency prevention efforts have focused on the
schools, and have shifted from corrective to
P primary approaches. Prior to 1980, the em-
| phasis was on identifying ‘high risk’ youth and
" providing them: with special programs. Since

operation today, and the extent to which ‘in-
school’ suspension programs are impacting on
juvenile crime in the State is unknown, -

e In 1980, the Governor's JJDP Advisory
Council established a sub-committee on Preven-
tion. Charged with developing a ‘primary
prevention initiative’, the Committee spent near-
ly two years researching the subject, and
developing a Request for Proposal (REP). The
RFP was distributed in the spring of 1982 to
more than 1,500 schools and cttier community
agencies. In August of 1982, three demonstra-
tion projects-wére funded by the JJDP Council.
These projects will be closely monitored and
evaluated. If successful, the JJDP Council will

- promote the expansion of the initiative.

¢ Since 1978, every Senate Study Commit-
tee on Juvenile Justice (and there has been one
each year) has found a correlation between
school suspension and discipline practices and
juvenile delinquency. Consistently, the Commit-

tees have recommended State-wide: ‘in-school
suspension’- programs, as well as ‘alternative’’

and "trarféiﬁonal’.school programs, However,
beginning in 1978, and with increasing empahsis

each year, the Committees have started looking”

toward ‘primary prevéntion® programs’ as the
long range answer to school-related behavior
problems. Primary prevention strategies” which
have been endorsed by these Commiftees in-

® In 1980, a two-year grant from the Office of
dJuvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJDP) to the Regional Institute of Social
Welfare provided = start-up. funding for the
Students, Teachers, Educators and Parents
(STEPS) project, Since then, STEPS has provid-
ed numerous school systems across the State

‘with technical assistance and information on
dealing with school-related behavior problems.
- Today, due to serlous cutbacks it federal fun-

ding, the future of the STEPS program is uncer-
tain.

* In 1976, with the help of federal funds, the
Department of Human Resources/Division of
Mental Health and the Department of Eudcation
combined efforts to develop the Life Skills cur-
riculum and training package. The program was
implemented by training mental health workers
-to train teachers-to teach children how to cope
with the day-to-day problems of living. By dune
of 1981, 23 of the State’s 31 Community Mental

Health Centers had provided training to approx- -

imately 1,90G teachers, These teachers repre-
sent 267 of Georgla’s 1,833 schools, and 41 of
its 187 school districts.

» Though not specifically developed as a
delinquency prevention program, Georgia’s
Competency-Based Education program,
developed by the State Department of Educa-
tion meets all the criteria of a primary prevention
strategy. Scheduled to enter its third and final

‘what is learned’, but also on how that learning is
- applied to adult role situations,

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

it 1980, there has been a subtle shift in emphasis clude; Georgla Mental Health's Life Skills Pro- Southern

e from changing children to changing the systems gram, competency based education, and School . Legislators’

g . ‘ that influence their behavior. Climate Improvement, The 1982 Senate Study ¥ Conference — . R

i o Committee on Sugpension and Discipline in the e A “legislative JIDP

i ‘Schools has deyoted considerable time and at- s \ : l:‘: l“’“d““l o JJDP "t?t"?sdl‘:u““; ' Initiative

b PROGRESS MADE: tention to the development of a School Climate BRI S ‘ ,,f.‘,’ e';:n? ‘ Committee | %llx:a: o launched

il S o : Improvement process which can be im- B et mpleg:;ented 1st Senate | | formed ————

® Between 1976 and 1979, the Governor’s plemented State-wide, « ' r—h-!-—-—- - ‘ Committee : State § :

Advisory Council on Juvenile Justice and Delin- o : - Competency-: ‘ CGetln‘gla looks at - Bt:aeds: hool ompetency-

i quency (JJDP), as part of the State Crime Com- ¢ The Georgia Coalition to Prevent Shoplif- gaaed Educa- ' :a lltion e suspension STEPS épec;al g‘:m_ { | _Based

mission, funded approximately 6 school-based -ting was started in 1975 by the Georgia Retail . moe::‘;l e:elo;:!- shg a":;;t : Life Skills _and | Himplemented *mittee 'o:l . Education
, e projects almed at idenitifying *high risk’ youth . ~ Assocaltion and a coalition of volunteer groups. St starte lmplé’men;lgd | |implemented discipline | L.2P School Suspen- final stage

i and altering their ‘pre-delinquent’ behavior, Since that time, programs carried out by the EN NG B N | ston and Expul- ‘mplee"‘ed

‘These projects included the Staté’s first ‘in- Georgia Retall Association and volunteers from S—— Lslon Practices ' L

school suspensior’ programs: Results of a survey

-+ conducted in. 1979 by the Senate Study Com-,
_mitte& on Juvenile Justice indicated that approx-

“imately 30% of Georgia’s 187 school systems
" had ‘in-school’ suspension programs operating -

within their systems, Approximately 52% of the
B8 programs were ‘belng funded with local
money. The Department of Education does not
routinely collect data on ‘in-school’ suspension

“programs; therefore, the number of programs i ;

Georgia chapters of Distributive Education Clubs
.of America (DECA), the Georgla Federation of

. Women’s Clubs, and ‘the Parent-Teacher-
Association (PTA) have attempted to prevent

shoplifting by educating students, parents and
the community. A comparison of student
ssurveys conducted in 1979 and 1980 respective-
ly reflect a reduced inclination to shoplift, and a

greater awareness that the cost of shoplifting 1s

passed_on )t o .

e
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The personnel selected for the juvenile justice
system determines the character of the system’s
performance and the quality of its leadership.
Therefore, continuing to enhance Georgia’s

~ability to recruit, select and retain qualified

-juvenile justice personnel is of great importance. -

. The CHALLENGE:

‘The TREND:

More thaﬁ'a 'dyecade of rapid growth has add:

ed to and exaggerated the problems normally
~associated “with - recruitment; selection, “and

‘titial - responses were directed at developing
separate orjentation and in-service training pro-

. retention of qualified personnel. The systern’sin<

grams for its own various job classifications,

More recently, those efforts have been coupled

with efforts to develop and deliver joint and’
- special fraining. Some joint training is being suc-
- cessfully accomplished among people from dif-

fering agencies, but with similar perspectives and
job functions, Targeted for future joint training

efforts are people who come from differiny agen-

cies and differing perspectives, but who must in-

teract professionally in the juvenile justice area.

- PROGRESS MADE:

*.eIn 1963, a new program was instituted to

Pprovide after-care planning and supervision to
- Juveniles released from training schools. This

unit. of 15 court ‘service workers marked the

(DYS) within the Department of Human Ser-
vices (DHR). Today, DYS has 1,605 employees

- of which 421 provide community-based service,

~State’s first effort‘to'provlde{commhnity-‘based BR
- services to delinquent youth. By 1975, ‘the
- Youth Services Unit had aéilieved division status

419 provide detention services, 732 provide in-

 stitutional “services, and 33 provide ad-
~ ministrative services, . .- o

* In 1962, oﬁly Fult‘;on?andi DeKalb Counties
had full-time juvenile court judges, and only 16

. of 24 juvenile courts had county-paid probation -

staffs, Of the 16, oniy 2 required college gradua-

. juven

~ supported, -

 Petsomel Jhoming Stondards

ﬁbn as a standard of employment, Today, there
are 9 full-time juvenile ‘court judges serving. 7
juvenile courts, and 19. of 159 juvenile courts

have county financed probation staffs. College
. graduation is a standard for employment in at

least:9 of them,

°,>P'rii<‘y)r;'to' 1974, none of ' Georgia’s 81

* criminal justice programs In institutions of higher

learning included any special training sr'educa-

tion in juvenile justice, Today, according to the
best information - available, juvenile justice

gourses are included in 18 of the State's 22

criminal justice degree programs. - Alst, since

1980, Juvenile dustice and Delinquency Preven-
tion (JIDP) funds have been madeavailable
through the Governor's Intern Program to place
graduate and undergraduate students in juvenile
justice agencies that provide direct services to

ile?',offenders}i . : : _—

average hours of prientation (55). With the aid
of federal dollars, DYS has made significant pro-

- gress toward proyiding 80 hours of ‘required

orientation for all f?direct‘servl’ce personnel and
toward providing numerous hours of advanced

In-service training. Though funded at only 50% -

of its previous level, as of July 1982 the DYS
basic training pro

i

© Since 1978, JJJDP funds have been tsed to

underwrite a training program jointly sponsored” =

by the Council of Juvenile Court Judges (CJICJ)

" and DYS. The program’ targets community-

~based service providers and their supervisors, -«
and is governed by a board. Striving for cost-

effectiveness, the Iraining was regionalized in

1981 and Is currently being presented by 31 -
- house experts who comprise the tra‘?@ing net-

work. Network -members recelve “frain-the-

trainer' instruction af’nd are only compensated for

thelr actual expenses, To date, 178 ‘workshops ¢

covering 62 topics have been presented to 4,772 :
 Juvenile justice pragtitioners. AP =

- * Prior to 1981, only two of the 240 hours of

~ mandated police ' training were devoted to
Juvenile justice. In 1981, the juvenile justice

fraining was expanded to’three hours. To com-

. VOV ST P

_® Survey results’ published in the 1974

.- Midwest Research Institute’s (MRI) teport on”

. Criminal Justice Training Standards in -Georgia

. noted that among all criminal justice personnel,
juvenile justice ‘employees had the lowest

ram ‘became totally State-
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pensate for the inadequate allotment of man-
dated hours, three advanced in-service training
programs were developed, In 1979, the Peace
Officers Standards and Training Council
(P.O.5.T.) developed a 16-hour course on
Child Abuse and Neglect. To date, the course
has been offered 64 times to 1,003 police of-
ficers. In 1980, using JJDP seed money,
P.O.S.T. developed a 4-hour, 4:module train-
ing program on Juveniles and the Law. Since
implementation in June of 1981, the traini‘ng has
been presented 134 times to 2,087 police of-

-~ ficers. In response to a resolution passed by the
" Atlanta. Regional Commission in 1980, the

Georgia Police Academy developed a 40-hour
- course entitled Police Juvenile Specialist, Since
~ June 1981, 105 county and municipal police of-

ficers have completed this training, ‘

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

“and the Department of Offender Rehabilitation, |
~The Governor's,JIDP Advisory Colncll shmﬂd 8
provide funding to ecber the expenses incurred
by task forcemmammbersthrough its Action Pro-

.gram’on Speclalized ‘Traihing. .Staff support |
should be provided by the juvénile justice unitof
the Depatrient of Community Affairs, =~ .

»

s State funds should be appropriated to both
- DYS and CJCJ to continue the activities of the :
Joint training network, and fo fund DYS" basic

Kalning program at fs previous level,

| Georgia . Association of : Police

| of sufficient slze; and what the orientatibn and

- '® Legislation; should be enacted mandating

that each law enforcement agency in the State, |
of sufficient  size -In terms. of, sworniofficers,

n staff at least one trained police -

list -to ;iméesﬁg;@tfé@jiivgeilé"casesa\w

‘P.OST., the Georgia Police Acaderty, the
P e Geo ce Chiefs, the
Georgla Sheriff's Assoclation, the Governor's
Geougta She y Council, CJCJ and DYS to
deferniine yihat agencles should be considered

“The needs. of the juvenile jusfice systein

 shauild, be: incorporated in the current planning. i

l - ) N - - N
.} becomesa ‘ becomes al
division

'pvs/cica ]
joint training

for the Georgia Public Safety Center. " "

-
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Coordination Svaluation

Not unlike the rest of the criminal justice
system, juvenile justice in Georgla is a many-
faceted system without a means of sharing
reliable information about the performance of its
vatious components, or a methodology whereby
such performances can be routinely evaluated.

The CHALLENGE:

manged
e K h

e e e T R e

The TREND:

Over the last decade, efforts to enhance
system evaluation and planning mechanisms
have been targeted toward upgrading the ability
of juvenile justice agencies to gather and store
meaningful information about their own opera-
tions. Efforts to promote better coordination
among agencies have been primarily directed
toward improving local dellvery of services to
multi-agency clients. Today, the system needs to
develop mechanisms whereby Information can
be routinely shared between juvenile justice
agencies, and with other criminal justice com-
ponents,

PROGRESS MADE:

° In 1974, using both Law Enfercement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) a1..4 Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP)
seed money, the Division of Youth Services
(DYS) began to develop a comprehensive infor-
mation system, Today, the mostly State-
supported Management Information Unit (MIU)
computerizes information on 14,569 children in
its custody, and provides research, ad-
ministrative, and management data on all 10
categories of DYS’s programs.

® Since first receiving State funding in 1976,

the Council of Juvenile Court Judges (CJCJ)

has steadily increased its information gathering
and synthesizing capabilities. In 1976, CJCJ’s
model docketing system was introduced. To
date, 86 counties are utilizing the system, A
mini-computer, purchased in 1980 with LEAA
funds enables CJCJ to store and aggregate in-

g

dividual court, as well as State-wide data. Ag-
gregate data on the system’s 86 counties gives a
detailed description for approximately 70% of
the State’s total juvenile court caseload.

e The 1976 dJuvenile Justice Master Plan
feported that there was little reliable information

- ‘available on law enforcement’s use of discretion

when. deciding whether - or not to take a
youngster into custody, One of several reasons
given was that comprehensive data was

unavaildble due to the inconsistent manner in
‘which law enforcement agencies reported to the
Georgia Crime Information Center (G,C.1.C.).
*Since 1976, . law enforcement reporting has

shown some improvement, but still does not in-
clude data on law enforcement/juvenile contacts
when the youth is not taken into custody. Also,
the GCIC data is not compatibla with- either
juvenile court or DYS data, and therefore in-
dividual youth cannot be tracked all the way
through the system, ‘

e Inadequate communication and Informa-

. fion sharing between law enforcement and

juvenile justice has been a growing concern of
both groups over the past few years. Failure to
bridge the gap has fostered an adversarial rela-
tionship where cooperation is essential to the
success of both systems, ' '

¢ State legislation passed in 1977 limiting the
use of secure detention: for runaways, truants,
and ungovernables to 72 hours; the passage of
Public. Law 94-142 in 1977 mandating ap-
propriate public education for all children, and
recent legislative concern with the overuse of
suspension and expulsion have each served to
encourage the Department of Education and the
juvenile justice system to begin discussing new
solutions to old problems, Though Information
sharing between juvenile justice institutions and

local educational systems has improved steadily

over the past few years, the obstacles yet to be
overcome are still greater than the &c-
complishments made so far.

* To alleviate the communication and policy
problems that inevitably occur in a system where

one branch of government is respoensible for the ~

adjudication and disposition of delinquent and
unruly youth, and another branch has the sole

-authority to implement those dispositions, CJCJ

formed a Judicial Liaison Committee in 1974,
The Committee includes key policy makers from
both CJCJ and DYS, and meets regularly to
resolve vmu{u?l problem§.
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e Between 1977 and 1981, the Governor's

JJDP ‘Advisory Council furided approximately
12 projects, each of which was intended to pro-
mote inter-agency coordination at the service

 delivery level. Though only a few survived the

transfer from federal to local funding, each
seems to have made a contribution toward an
improved local . communication/coordination
network. Additionally, since 1974 when Clayton
County formed an intra-agency committee for
hard-to-place children In need of residential
treatment, no less than 30 similar grass roots
committees have sprung up around the State.
Today, many of them also screen local referrals
to DHR's inter-divisional Troubled Children’s
Committee, Begun in 1978 as a result of recom-
mendations from the Joint Legislative Study

‘Committee on Troubled children, the Troubled

Children’s Committee has placed 246 multi-

‘handicapped youngsters in appropriate private

facilities.

e Since 1975, there have been at least 25
separate Senate and House special study com- "
mittees formed to examine varlous aspects of the .
problems related to troubled children and youth
in Georgia. These committees have made well
over 100 separate recommendations to the
General Assembly, many of which have produc-
ed far-reaching changes in how the State’s child
serving systems do business. To date, there is no
effective legislative oversight of these changes
because there is no permanent standing commit-
tee or sub-committee on children and youth in
either chamber of the General Assembly,

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?
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Public Awareness

The evolution of both Georgla’s and the na-
tion’s juvenile justice system is now, and has
always been directly linked to public perceptions
and sentiment. As they have changed, the
systemn has modified its focus to accomodate
those changes. Georgia will be unable to
develop sound policies and/or legislation with
respect to preventing and controlling youth
crime unless perceptions are in line with reality.

The CHALLENGE:

‘Te inform. and educate the publie about th
realities of juvenile trime in Georgia, .

The TREND:

Over the last decade, public opinion toward
juveniles who commit crime has changed, The
public perceives juvenile crime as increasing and
they view juveniles who commit crimes less as
ftroubled children’ and more as ‘young career
criminals’, However, opinion polls indicate that
this same public continues to support the need
for a separate juvenile system that aims toward
the goal of rehabilitation.

PROGRESS MADE:

" e In 1975, a class action suit (JL&JR v.

Parham) on behalf of children committed to state
mental hospitals, but not receiving appropriate
treatment was heard in federal district court. The
landmark decision that Georgia must provide
appropriate care in the least restrictive environ-
ment possible brought public and judicial opinion
to bear in the State’s juvenile justice and mental
health systems. Immediately, the 1976 General
Assembly created a study committee to probe
the needs of Georgia’s troubled children. The
committee’s recommendations were presented
at state-wide public hearings in the fall of 1978;
They received overwhelming support. Today,
most of those recommgndations are policy
within the appropriate State agencies, and they
influence funding and program development
decisions, '

* Widespread sﬁpport'from _public interest

- groups, including the Junior League, Federated

Women’s Clubs, Laegue of Women Voters,
Council for Children and the National Council of
Jewish Women was directly responsible for the

1977 enactment of Senate Bill 100 (Act 724).
This highly controversial legislation set forth
specific guidelines for handling status offenders
which differentiated them from delinquents,
provided for 24-hour intake on a State-wide
basis, and prohibited the jalling of children ex-
cept for limited periods of time, and under ex-
traordinary circumstances. The juvenile justice
system has been changed drastically to ac-
comodate these mandates, Simllarly, citizen
concern expressed by the same public interest
groups convinced legislators, during the 1982
session of the General Assembly, to approve
constitutional and legislative provisions for the
creation of a State-wide juvenile court system.

® Representatives from the Governor's Ad-
visory Council on Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention (JJDP), the Georgia
Juvenile Detenticn Association, the Councll for
Children, the Foster Parent Association, the
CHARLEE program, the Georgia Residential
Child Care Assoclation, and Child Setvice and
Family Counseling provided input to the Board
of the Department of Humari Resources (DHR)
at public hearings held during the spring of 1981
on program and budget issues, Their advocécy

* helped to accomplish increased per. diem rates

for children in placement.

e Changing public attitudes about juveniles
who commit crimes was brought to bear during
the 1980 session of the General Assembly when
the ‘Designated Felony Act’ was passed, and
again in 1982, when the Act was expanded to
include burglary. The change is also reflected in
the Division of Youth Services’ new classification
and length-of-stay policies. Implemented in July

of 1982, the new policles represent the system’s -

attempt to accommodate public demand for
more severe sanctions against juveniles who
commit crimes.

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? _

nile  justice' spealers”
ordinated through  the
¢ Gavernor's JIDP Ad-
g-urenu and
¢d, the breau,
rough: a speclal news

B
or JL/JR Senate
Childrenj . . case Bl
founded; )

- Juvenile justice agencies should encourage
the participation of ‘voluhteer ‘and advocacy
groups in their programs and in their planning
process, Participation in public hearings, on ad-
visory councils and as direct service providers
are suggested methods for” Invelving the
volupteer sector, " T e

‘,‘n" ~
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APPENDIX A

An Overview

o Y et

The following information is provided as
background data for the issues and recommen-

dations which precede it:

JUVENILE POPULATION:

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, bet-
ween 1970 and 1980, Georgia experienced the
5th largest net population change among all
states, The total state population increased from
4,58 million in 1970 to 5.46 million in 1980, an
increase of approximately 20%. In 1970,
Georgia’s at-risk juvenile population (ages
10-16) numbered 664,245 or 14.5% of the
population. In 1980, the at-risk population
numbered 678,558 or 12.8% of the population.
The influx of new residents into Georgia may ac-
count for a significant portion of the increase in
the at-risk population.

Based on general population trends since
1975 and birth rates for 1967 through 1976, the
Georgia Deapriment of Community Affairs
(DCA) projects that Georgia’s at-risk population
will increase approximately 0.5%, from
691,000 to 695,000 between 1983 and 1986.
However, Georgia's at risk juvenile population
will decline as a percentage of the State’s
population, from 11.9% in 1983 to 11.3% in
1986.

| g RO

- Georgla's population, veflective of the na.

flon'asa whole frig rapidl

Junvenile Arrests:

According to the data submitted by Georgia
law enforcement agencies to the Georgia Bureau
of Investigation’s Crime Information Center
(GCIC), arrests of juveniles under age 17
decreased by approximately 29% between 1978
(12,100) and 1981 (8,600).
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The table below notes juvenile arrest rates for the Federal Bureau of Investi

categories.

gation’s lndex Crime

dJuvenile Arrests & Arrest Rates (per 100,000)
' (Youth ages 10-16)

1978
Arrest
Index Crimes - - Arrests  Rates
Violent Crimes
Murder & Non
Negligent
Manslaughter 15 2.1
Forcible Rape 68 9.6
Aggravated Assault 286 40.4
Total Violent
Crimes 369 52.3
Property Crimes
Robbery 223 31.5
Burglary 2.093 295.8
Motor Vehicle Theft 485 68.4
Arson 55 7.7
Larceny Theft 3,253 459.0
Total Property Crimes 6,109  867.0

Source: GCIC, U.S, Census Bureau

1979
Arrest
Arrests ‘Rates
18 2.6
Z8 4.0

233 33.7
279 40.3
192 27.7
1,825 263.0
442 63.9
45 6,5
2,993 433.0
5497 795.0

1980
Arrest
Arrest  Rates
11 1.6
52 7.6
240 35.3
303 44.6
193 28.4
1,647 243,7
344  50.7
26 3.8
2,628 387.0
4,838 715.0

Since 1978, juvenile arrest rates for all Index Crimes decreased substantially.

1981
, Arrest
Arrest  Rates
12 1.7
43 6.3
259 38.0
314 46.2
146 21.5
1,376  202.0
248 36.5
32 4.7
2,287 336.0
4,089 602,0

The following chart compares the arrest rates of juveniles to those of adults for the Index Crimes:

Adult
Arrest Rate

1,064
1,110
1,150

#Juvenile
Arrests
1978 6,478
1979 5,773
1980 5,141
1981 4,403

Source; GCIC, U.S, Census Bureau

Juvenile
Arrest Rates
915
835
757
648

#Adult
Arrests

87,738
41,600
45,136
43,772

1,061

It should-be noted that some law enforcement agencles in Georgia do not consistently report arrest data
to GCIC, Therefore, any comparisons between years should be made cautiously.
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Juvenile Court Referrals and Com-

mitments:

Data gathered by. the . Georgia. Council of

‘Juvenile Court Judges (CJCJ) indicates that the -
number of cases filed in Georgia's juvenile courts

decreased by 4.8% between 1978 (36,160) and
1981.(34,414). However, according to Depart-
ment of Human Resources/Division of Youth

" Services (DHR/DYS) data, commitments to . ‘
DHR/DYS increased by 11.8%. from 2,270{7@ o

1978 to 2,575 in 1981.

BetWeén 1978 and 1981, commitments of

juveniles for crimes against persons increased by -
13.4%; commitments for property crimes in~ -

creased by 17.6%; commitments for drug of-

fenses increased by 1,8%; commitments for -

status offenses increased by 25%; comjmitments
for miscellaneous offenses rdgc;reased by 5.2‘%‘.

86% of the ';outﬁ committed to Lf)YSfLih‘?Sl ,
were males, 50% were white and the average

age was 14,9 years. The median grade level of

- youth committed to DYS was 8.1, though ap-

proximately 70% qualified for special education,
53% of youth committed to DYS in 1981 came

from one-parent families.

Of thé 2,575 youth ‘committed to DYS in ‘ o

' Yepotis- that .during the 1
.-+ 25,086 youth dropped o ,
- decrease from the 1978 total.of 26,000. -

SCh(;i)ls:

Results from the U.S, Déﬁart;henf of Educa-

* tion’s Office of Civil Rights (OCR) 1980 survey

of 1,350 Georgia public schools indicated that

during the 1979-80 school year, 4,292 students
~ were expelled from school (approximately 0.1%
- of the total 818,808 students); 47,415 (6.5%)

- studénts'were suspended during the school year.

' The Georgia Depértment of'fE‘d'ucatio:n (DOE)
-81 school year,:
of “sthooka 4%

“ " The DOE-reports that 5 total of 1,010,156

' students were enrolled in grades 1-12 during the

1980-81 school year, and 35,616 or 3.5% of
them' recelved services for learning disabilities,

.. for behavior disorders. -

: A four Qéar‘n‘ational study éofqpleted in 1982
- noted that the odds of a youth being adjudicated

a delinquent offender was 220% greater for

" adloescents with learning disabilities than for

. non-learning disabled youth. This study found
- that learning disabilities contribiutted-to failure in

- school which may, in turn, result in delinquent

behavior,

T U e TN e

- Additionally, 15,599 or 1,5% received services

Drug and Alcoh'ol Abuse:

_DrUing the 198_0-81 school yéar, the Georgia
Department of Human Resources’ Division of
Mental Health and Mental Retardation

. (DMH/MR) conducted a survey of 872 student
in the 8th grade and 1,012 students in the 11th
~ and. 12th grades. 70% of the 8th graders

acknowledged having experimented at least
once with alcohal; 24% had experimented with

. marfjuana; 22% had experimented with
~depressants including quaaludes; and 21% had
- experimented - with  stimulants including in-
“halants. ‘84% of the 11th and 12th graders

acknowledged having experimented with

. alcohol; 51% had experimented with marijuana; -

23% had experimented with depressants and
25% had experimented with stimulants. ‘

A 1979 study of high schoo! seniors in

- Georgia conducted by the National Institute on
Drug. Abuse (NIDA) found that 34% of the

seniors had taken 5 or more drinks in a row at

» ~least once during the 2 weeks prior to being

surveyed. The NIDA study also indicated that
11% of Georgia high school seniors smoked
marijuana daily. R

. Arrests of juveniles in Georgla Between ages
-15-18 for driving under the influence of intox-

Abuse and Neglect:

According to Georgia’s Division of Family and
Children Services (DFACS), in 1980 approx-
imately 343,600 or 22% of Georgia's youth liv-
ed in 192,000 families subsisting below the
poverty level. ‘

- According to DFACS, the number of protec-
tive service cases involving deprivation, neglect
and child abuse in Georgia increased from
17,520 in 1979 to an estimated 20,600 in 1982,
This represents an increase of 17.4%. (A protec-
tive service case represents one head . of

~ household, therefore the actual number of

children may be substanially higher.)

‘Georgia’s number of confirmed cases of child
abuse and exploitation increased from 1,116 in
1978 to 1,577 in 1980. This represents an in-
crease of 39.5%, ,

In 1978, the monthly average of Georgia

youth placed in foster care was 4,040, In 1982,

- that number decreased by 3% to 3,921,

1981, 45% (1,166) were placed in programs PR SRR : icants numbered 4,204 in 1978, In 1981, 4,385
other than a State youfh"develop‘mentlcénte%f o i A{:’gprdi‘ng‘ to the Georgia Deaprtment of Of- Z°§gfso?§r‘i9a7nseswd for DUL, an Increase of
(YDC). In 1970, the alternate plan rate was 8%. fender Rehabilitation (DOR) in 1980 the average pe G "
: o : o : - grade - functidning level of all Inmates in: 3l s e
Admissions to the four State YDC’s in 1981 Georgia’s ‘adult correctional facilities was 5.5.
(1,459) represented the lowest number of youth 59% of all adult offenders were*found to be o
~placed in YDC since 1971 (1,401). functionally illiterate, The 1980 Georgia Senate
e . eeras Study Committee on Juvenile Justice noted that 5
: ‘ 95% of inmates at the Alto correctional facility i
- were-high school drop-outs. .= " X
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APPENDIX B :

s e s limad e L

1 Qlossany of Jelung :

s ADJUDICATORY HEARING - The fact

{inding process during which the juvenile court

- determines if the allegations made are true.

-2 ATTENTION HOMES - Private homes and |

child-care facilities used to provide short-term
(1-60 days) placements in lieu of secure de-
tention:” L

COMMITMENT - Orders of the court which

#ransfer the custody of the child and the re-
sponsibility for providing appropriate treat-

- ment to the State.

» COMMUNITY-BASED - Non-secure treat-

ment alternatives that utilize the resources
available in local communities.

CONTRACT HOMES - Private homes and
child-care facilities used to provide moderate-
term {4 months to. 1 year) placements in lieu

of placement in a secure correctional facility. -

CORRECTIVE PREVENTION - Activities
aimed at changing the behavior of children
who have already been identified as proble-
matic or potentially problematic.

COURT of LIMITED JURISDICTION - A trial
~court having original jurisdiction over only that
subject matter specifically assigned to it by law.

- DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION - The National
and. State movement toward placing status
and less serious juvenile offenders in non-
secure, community-based facilities, instead of
in the traditional secure correctional institu-
tions,

il
&

DELINQUENT OFFENDER - A youth under

the age of 17 who has been adjudged by a-
judicial officer of a juventle court to have com-
* mitted a delinquent act.

DESIGNATED FELONY ACT - An act
which, if committed by an adult, would be one
or more of the following crimes: murder, rape,
kidnapping, arson, aggravated assault, volun~
tary manslaughter, aggravated sodomy, ag-
gravated battery; robbery, armed robbery,
attempted murder, attempted kidnapping, or

- a second offense of burglary.

DETENTION - The legally authorized con-

finement of a youth who Is subject to juvenille
court proceedings until the point’of commit-

ment or until release.

DISPOSITIONAL ALTERNATIVES - The
placement options available to juvenile court
judges when sentencing adjuded juvenile of-
fenders. These options range from placement
on probation, or in a foster home to commit-

" ment to-the State’s custody. - .

INDEPENDENT JUVENILE COURT - Those

juvenile courts with locally financed intake and - -

probation services,

INFORMAL-~-ABJUSTMENTS - Short-term

contractural agreements authorized by desig-
nated officers of the .court when the child’s
quilt is fully admitted, @nd when a formal court

“hearing is not deemed to be in the best interest

e of either the public or the child,

87
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e« IN-SCHOOL SUSPENSION - Programs that
isolate, but still retain in a school setting, those
children who require disciplinary action by the

sthool,

® INTAKE - The process by which referrals to
juvenile court are made and decisions to close
the case, refer to ancther agency, place under
some form of informed care or supervision, ot
file a formal petition are determined.

- JUVENILE - A person subject to juvenile :
court proceedings because of his/her age. In

Georgia, that age is urider 17 in delinquency
cases and under 18 in deprivation or neglect
cases. ; I

‘' JUVENILE FELONY-TYPE CASE - Those
cases in which: the charges are such that if
committed by an adult, they would be pun-

ishable by incarceration for more than one-

year.

e JUVENILE JUSTICE & DELINQUENCY

PREVENTION ACT - A federal act to provide -

a comprehensive coordinated approach to the
problems of juvenile delinquency, and to pro-
mote the deinstitutionalization of status offen-
ders, and the removal of children from adult
jails and lock-ups. ‘ ‘

o

o RESTITUTION - A court requirement that an

alleged or convicted offender pay money or
provide services to the victim of the crime, or
provide services to the community. ‘

SCHOOL CLIMATE IMPROVEMENT - A
combination of changing the structure of the
school situation, and changing the feelings
that students and staff have about the school.

SEED MONEY - Federal money used to es-
tablish new and innovative programs with the

- understanding that once successfully estab-

lished, the local government or parent organ-
lzation will assume the operating costs.

SYMBOLIC RESTITUTION - The uée of
community service hours in lieu of monetary
" payments. : :

WAIVER - The decision by a juvenile court,
-resulting from a transfer hearing, that an al- -
leged delinquent should be prosecuted as an

adult in a criminal court. -
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