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Issue statement 

How can juvenile intake procedures and pOlicies concerning the 
pre-disposition detention of juveniles be improved in the State 
of Geurgia? 

Conclusion 

Juvenile justice in Georgia is handled in a fragmented manner 
without sufficient standards and guidelines to ensure that juve
niles across the State re0eive equitable quality services. In 
an effort to rectify these problems, procedures should be deve
loped and enforceu statewide concerning intake and detention 
decisions. Detention center planning should be improved by 
providing an accurate data base about the center's needs and 
by establishing plans based upon that data base. Requiremel1ts 
for the recruitment and training of detention center personnel 
should be improved and standardized across the State and efforts 
should be made to bring the salaries to a level which are com
mensurate with the skills and training required and the respon
sibility involved. 

Research Findings 

For the purposes of this paper, several basic terms related to the 
processing of juvenile offenders should be defined. 

1. A juvenile is any individual \V'ho is 

(a) under the age of 17; or \,7ho is 

(b) under the age of 21 ,.,ho has committed an act of delin
quency before reaching the age of 17 and been placed 
under the supervision or probation of the court. The 
terms child, youth and juvenile are used interchange
ably throughout this paper • 

. 
!' 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



F 

Page 2 

2. A delinquent child is a child who has committed a delinquAn·t: 
act including violations of local, state or federal laws, 
or violations of the terms of supervisiorl contained in a 
court order which has been di.rected ·to a child who has been 
adjudicated delinquent or unruly. 

3. An unruly child or status offender is a child who has co";"~r'5_t·· 
ted one or more acts that are illegal for children but not 
adults, or who is considered in need of supervision. 

4. Detention is the temporary care of chilarsn in physically 
restricted facilities pending court disposition or transfer 
to another jurisdiction or agency. Detention doe,s not 
include shelter care or care in a foster home. 

5. Probation Officer / Court Services Worker is the juvenile 
employee who is responsible for most of the processing 
juveniles receive from the juvenile system. This proces
sing includes intake services, detention planning, the deve~ 
lopment of social histories, and probation and aftercare 
services. There are also responsibilities to the court 
such as investigation, ~ecord keeping and the preparation 
and filing of legal papers. The term court services "WorkcJ::' .. 
refers only to the State employees who are responsible fo~~ .., 
all juvenile processing in 142 counties and for aftercare 
in 159 counties. 

6. Intake is the process of screening cases prior to court 
appearanqe. The process can result in diversion from the 
system, detention, and/or filing of a formal petition. 

7. Adjudication is the court's finding as to the validity of 
the allegations made in a petition relative to a child's 
status as a delinquent, an unruly child, or a deprived 
child. 

Problem Identification 

There are three major problem areas relative to juvenile court 
intake and detention in the State of Georgia. These problem are~.s 
are: 

1) a general lack of specific criteria regarding intake ane 
detention decisions; 

2) a lack of detention center planning based on quantifiable 
information; and 

3) a lack of adequate qualifications and training for deten'::.i.0'.!. e 
personnel, particularly at the level of child~care and servi~s 
delivery. 
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Al·though the intake process is an important part of a juvenile's 
experiep..ce with the juvenile justice system, the Georgia Juvenile 
Court Code does not address itself to this process. There are 
no specific criteria upon which decisions can be itlacle relative 
to the 1) release of a child about \vhom a compla.int has been 
made; 2) diversion of the child to some other social se:r:vice agen
cy; 3) provision of court counseling and referral servioes through 
non-judicial handling or 4) file a formal petition. l The Juvenile 
Code does recognize the possU'ility of non-judicial hartdling and 
generally describes the conditions under which an informal adjust
ment can be made,2 however, specific criteria relatiVe to what 
children should be handled in this way are lacking. 3 Juv,""lnile 
judges, in both independent sY.3tems and non-independent systems, 
have made extensive use of informal adjustments and informal 
probation. However, there are little data available about the 
success or failure of such dispositions. 4 

Georgia's detention facilities, particularly the state-operated 
Regional Youth Development Centers (hereinafter referred to as 
RYDC), are generally overcrowded. Overcrowding might be attribu
ted to 1) a tendency to detain children unnecessarily and 2) a 
lack of sufficient detention bedspace. It is difficult to deter
mine why the detention centers are overcrowded because there are 
no iata pertaining to the use of detention facilities. It is not 
known statistically what class of offenders are being detained, 
why they are detained, how long they are being detained, and what 
the final dispositions are. 

Furthermore, there are only very general guidelines to use in 
making a decision to detain a child. The Juvenile Court Code 
allows the detention of a child 1) to protect the person or pro
perty of othero or of the child, 2) because the child may run 
away or be taken from the jurisdiction of the court, 3) because 
the child has no person who can provide care and supeSvision, o~ 
4) because the court orders that a child be detained. 

Such general guidelines can be interpreted to authorize detention 
of almost any child who has had contact with the juvenile justice 
system. Indeed, during off-hours RYDC detention workers are ;lot 
authorized to release a child who has been brought to the c~nter 
by a law enforcement officer. 6 

Such variations in interpretation of the conditions governing de
tention is partially shown by the "vide differences in detention 
rates among counties. In 1974 some counties detained no chil
dren while other counties detained up to 146 per 10,000 popula
tion. 1 Al though the information avail~.ble is not conclusive 
and there certainly will he differences in the. detention needs 
of various locales, the reasons for such wide disparities need 
to be examined. 
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An estimated 2000 juveniles will be held for over 24 hours in 
Georgia's jails during a 12-month period beginning November 
1974. 8 This figure counts only those children who were held 
for longer than 24 hours. There are no data available rela
-cive to children who are held for less ~han 24 hours - an 
experience that may still be quite significant in ti1e life of 
a youngster. 

~he Juvenile Court Code allows the jailing of children if a de
tention facility for delinquent children is not available and 
if the child is quartered in a room separate from adlllt inmates. 
A court order is necessary before a child can be jailed. 9 The 
Code makes it clear, however, that deprived or unruly children 
may not be detained in a jailor in a facility which also 
detains delinquent children. lO 

Current practices in Georgia violate these statutes. Data com
piled by -the Division of Youth /8ervices Research Unit for 1974 
indicates that 32% of all children jailed and 27% of all chil
dren held in RYDC are unruly children. ll 

There appears to be a significant lack of planning regarding the 
location of new detention centers. The Division of Youth Ser
vices reacts to demands for more detention beds without analyti
cally examining the detention requiremen~s for a particular area. 
The cnrrent projection is to increase RYDC bed capacity by 30% 
in Fiscal Year 1976 and that thereafter 54 beds a year will need 
to be provided to IIkeep pace" with the IIcurrent growth rate of 
youth needing detaining ll

• 12 However, these projections are not 
supported by data about what type of cases are being handled 
by each juvenile court and what proportion of those are being 
detained. Law enforcement data are not available about what 
kinds of children are being processed through police agencies and 
what proportions of those children are being detained. Finally, 
there are no data available regarding the disposition of de
tained children so that an analysis of whether detention was 
actually required has not been done. 

other States' and Federal Experience 

Federal Experience: 

The federal government in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 recognized several important standards ~ 
regarding the detention of juveniles. ,., 
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"l-\. juvenile alleged to be delinquent may be det? .. ined only in 
a juvenile facility or such other suitable pla~e as the 
Attorney General may designate. Whenever possible, deten
tion shall be in a foster home or community-based facility 
located in or near his home community. The Attorney General 
shall not cause any juvenile alleged to be delinquent to be 
det.::'.ined or confined in any institution in which the juve
nile has regular contact with adult persons convicted of a 
crime or awaiting trial on criminal charges. Insofar as 
p0ssible; alleged delinquents shall be kept separated from 
adjudicated delinquents." l3 

The law recognizes that detention may have a significant effect on 
a child and that every care should be made to either avoid the 
experience entirely or to make the expertt7!1ce as harmless as 
possible. Detention should be in or near ·the child's home 
community so that family ties are not broken. contact with adju
dicated delinquents and/or adult criminals should be at an abso
lute minimum. The law, however, does no·t prohibit the use of 
j a.ils or lockups for juveniles .14 

Other States' Experiences: 

Statis·tics collected by the National Criminal Justice Information 
and Statis~ics Service show that almost 500,000 children were 
held in state and local detention centers during Fiscal Year 1971. 15 
The average length of stay for that same period was 11 days.16 
On a single day (June 30, 1971) 11,748 children were held in 303 
detention centers. sixty-two percent (7300) were in detention. pending 
court action; 2'9 percent (3449) had been adjudicated; 4· per-
cent (489) were uependent or neglected; and' 4 percent (510) 
were awaiting transfer to another jurisdiction. 17 

A study conducted by Mark Levin and Rosemary Sarri reported vary
ing standards among the states regarding the detention of chil
dren. As of 1974, 31 states had no limits on the time a child 
could be held in d~!tention without a detention hearing. 'The time 
limits that were set ranged from a minimum oi 24 hours in Idaho 
and the District of Columbia to a maximum of 96 hours in North 
Dakota. In n1aryland and Sout.n Dakota the detention he:aring must 10-

be held "promptly. ,,18 

Le~in and Sarri also reported that only 5 states prohibit jailing 
of juveniles under all conditi.ons. 19 A court order is required 
in 14 states before a juvenil~ can be jailed~20 Twelve states 
have varying minimum age requirements as regards possible jailing. 2l 

Four states require that the juvenile be a menace. 22 Eight states 
allow jailing juveniles in areas separate from adults if nothing 
else is available. 23 One state has no prohibitions against 
jailing children at all. 24 
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Intake and detention are handled in different ways among the 
states. Below are brie.f description.s of intake and detention 
systems in three states: utah, Washington and Florida. 

- Salt Lake City, Utah -

Utah's juvenile court system has been a unified system since 1909 
when the legislature established a juvenile cou~t in ea6h judicial 
district of the state. The juvenile court was ilidependent of the 
district court. The State paid for a judge and a chief probation 
officer for each di~trict while local jurisdictions could employ 
additi0nal probation st.aff at their OWn expense. 25 

Originally the juvenile courts were administered by a Juvenile 
Court Probation Commission. In 1941 the administration of the 
courts was transferred to the Utah State Welfare Commission. 
However, in 1963 the State Supreme Court ruled that it was a 
violation of the principle of division of power for an executive 
department to administer judicial. activities. 26 

This 1963 decision led to the establishment in 1965 of a unified 4It 
statewide juvenile court systeln under the administration of the 
judiciary. The State was divided into five juvenile cou£t districts 
- each with a juvenile court - which are generally supervised by 
the State supreme Court. A Board of Juvenile Court Judges, com-
posed of all the juvenile court judges, act as the general super
vising and policymaking body for the system. 27 

By a document (General Order 17) issued by the Board of Juvenile 
Court Judges, the judges effectively removed themselves from the 
administration of the court. 28 In an interview with the Director 
of Court Services of the Salt Lake City Juvenile Court, it was 
reported that the judges recognized that the administration of 
the court could operate more smoothly with only policy direction 
from the judges at the Board level. The judges are consulted con
cerning evaluation of personnel, but otherwise are removed from 
administrative matters. 29 The director of Court Services, under 
whom the probation staff and intake staff works, reports to the 
administrator of the State Juvenile Court rather than to the 
individual judge. 30 

Intake is handled by the probation staff in a two-step process. 
First, the probation department with the assistance of the county 
attorney ascertains wh~ther the facts are legally sufficient 
for the filing of ape· Ition. Second, if the facts are suffi
cient, the probation depar-cment makes a preliminary in'tTestig'ation 
to determine whether the interests of the pu~lic or child require 
further action. 31 .' . , 
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E'or int.ake purposes ther'e are t.wo staff subdivisions. The pr~
limina.ry inquiry de.sk handles the preliminary work for a.ll caSl~S 
that do not involve detention. The intake officers handle all 
disposition studies and full s0cial histories. They are nlso 
responsible for all the work regarding detained childl.€l1·3~ 
There are no formal intake criteria. 33 

Intake w'orkers are on duty 24 hours a day, and a preliminary 
inquiry is initiated upon referral. Although legally a child 
who has been referred to the court by a written complaint could 
be picked up and detained, it is not a normal procedure. Deten
tion is usually considered only for children who are already in 
custody. No child is detained until the intake officer has 
conducted a preliminary inquiry which includes an interview wi·t.h 
the parents. If a child is detained, he receives a court deten-·
t.ion hearing at 8:45 a.m. the following morning excluding Sund;;1.Y,s 
and holidays.34 

Detention centers in Utah are administered by the county. Each 
county decides on the basis of crime rate, referral rate, and PO)!l1" 
lation size whether or not to operate a detention center. Th~xe 
are three classes of centers: Class A - long term detention; 
Class B - detention up to one weeki a.nd Class C - overnight ,:,:o'::::n'~ 
tion. Counties may have facilities ill anyone of these classes 
and those countie$ whic::h do not have detention c~nters contract 
with counties which do for the necessary services. 35 

During 1971 the Salt Lake City detention facility received 3787 
detention referrals. Thirty-eight percent (1456) were releas0~' 
within 8 hours while 62 percent (2331) were held for more than 
8 hours. The detention center provided 16,380 child care days 
and had an average daily population of 44.7 More than 75 perc,'3~.~;·: 
stay at the center one week or less. 36 The facility has a tZQ .. 
bed capacity and as of September 24, 1975, there were 60 children 
housed there. Employees are required to have a bachelor's deg~eo 
and the beginning salary is $8500 37 per year. 

- Seattle, Washington -

Juvenile courts in Washington are specialized divisions of superi0 r 
court. The judges who serve in juvenile court are superior cou~t 
judges who are assigned on a temporary basis to the juvenile 
division. 38 

Juvenile probation staff handles the intake process in Seattle. 
There are three separate units that have intake functions: 
1) detention intake; 2)court intake; and 3) investigations. 39 

I 
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Washington has ~o law which describes detailed criteria for when 
a child requires detention. These decisions are usually based 
on the seriousness of the offense, prior court record, and whe
ther adequa.te family care is available. 40 

During 1971, 6791 children were presented for detention and of 
those 4276 (63 percent) were detained. The average daily popu
lation was 124 and the average length of stay was 10.2 days. 
These figures include dependent children. 41 

- Florida -

The Florida Division of Youth Services was created in. 1967. It 
functions as a division of the Department of Health a~d Rehabili
tative Services whi·;b. is directed by a Secretary who reports to 
the Governor. Prior to the creation of 'l'.!he Division of Youth 
Services, the juvenile justice system w~s extremely fr.agmented. 42 
The system is now moving toward complete statewide control of all 
delinquency-oriented youth services. 

In 1971 the State established a statewide systef.\ of intake and 
probation services. Until then, each county had had responsibi
lity for these services, resulting in wide variations in the 
quality of services offered. The statewide system is an effort 
to minimize these inequities as well as to provide intake and 
probation services to counties that have ·not had them before. 43 

Intake decisions made in Florida are based on 1) the right of the 
community to he protected, 2) the right of the child and family 
to personal freedom and privacy; and 3) the right of the child 
and family to receive the services of the State for care, pro
tection, and treatment. 44 

By a procedural handbook, Florida Division of Youth establishes 
a list of factors which must be considered during the intake pro
cess. 45 For each disposition that is available to the intake 
counselor, there is a list of conditions that are appropriate 
for that disposition. These various lists of factors and condi
tions help guide the intake counselor to make decisions based on 
established procedure rather than solely on personal judgment. 
Additionally, any case involving an alleged action by a child 
that would be considered a crime if he w'ere an adult must be 
referred to the state attorney with a recommendation to file or 
not to file a formal petition. 46 

In 1974 the Division of Youth Services assumed statewide control 
of all juvenile detention facili ti.es. Again this \-las a move to 
unify the juvenile justice system and assure uniform and equal ~ 
services to all juveniles. Adopting many of the recommendations .., 
of the National Advisory.Committee on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Go(~ls, the Florida Division of Youth Services supports wide
spread use of diversion efforts, community treatment programs, 
and probation. 47 
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Detention in Florida is permitted only for children who are alle
ged to be delinquent or in need of supervision 1) if it is neces
sary to protect the person or property of others or of the child; 
2)because he has no responsible approved adult to care for him; 
or 3) to secure hi~ presence at the next hearing. The intake 
officer must base a detention decision 0:0 the above criteria 
unless detention is ordered by the court. 48 A child cannot be 
held longer than 24 hours without a detention hearing in which 
a special order authorizing such detention is issued. Detention 
by special order cannot go over 14 days unless the court has 
issued an adjudication order. 49 

A study conducted by the John Howard Ass()ciation in 1972 showed 
that Florida has been confining over 200 true dependency/ neglect 
cases per year in detention homes. 50 This was primarily caused 
by lack of adequate shelter care programs. 5l 

The~$ are 22 detention facilities in Florida. Twenty-one of these 
facilities have a total of 920 beds ranging from 12 beds to 112 
beds per institution. The average length of stay in a deten-cion 
center is 7.5 days. Such a low rate indicates that there is a 
high number of cases ,that are being released back to the communi·ty 
within 24 hours. 53 In fact, 35 percent of the detainees are re
leased within the first day.54 If a child can be released that 
soon, he probably should not have been detained at all. 55 

"The disconcerting part of the detention situation in 
Florida is that the rate of detention has remained relative
ly the same despite the formal establishment of intake 
services on a statewide basis and the considerable increase 
in field staff to work with youngsters in the community."56 

The rate of detention in Florida can be seen in the following 
table. 

Detention Care57 

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972* 

No. of 
referrals 44,515 46,889 55,775 62,067 39,991 

No. of 
detentions 13,560 14,883 17,850 20,913 12,803 

Rate of 
deten:tj.ons 30.< 5% 31. 7~i 32.0% 33.7% 32.3% 

* January through July only. 
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Another factor in Florida'~ Qetention practices is that status 
offenders (children in need of supervision - CINS) are detained 
much more often than are delinquents. In 1971, 25 percent of 
the delinquency referrals were detained compared to 45 percent 
of the CINS.58 

Current Georgia Experience 

Intak~ and Detention Criteria 

Intake functions are not addressed specifically in the Juvenile 
Code of Georgia. Probation officers are given the responsibili
ties for this process by implication. These duties include: 

1) making investigations, reports, and recommendations to 
the court; 

2) receiving and examining complaints and charges of delin
quency, unruly conduct or deprivation of a child; 

3) taking into custody or detaining a child who is under his 
care or supervision as a delinquent, unruly or deprived 
child. 

The probation officer is also empowered to ma.ke appropriate re
ferrals of the child to other private or public agencies in the 
community and to handle a case non-judicially by informally adjus
ting or probating a case. 60 Both of these functions are appro
priate to the intake process. 

The Juvenile Coux,t Code. provides the only common basis for uni
form intake processing statewide, but the Code only gives the most 
general guidelines. Becduse of the fragmentary nature of the 
juvenile justice system in Georgia, no other set of policies or 
procedures pertain to every county. . 

Seventeen counties in Georgia6l operate independent juvenile 
courts; that is, they each have at least one juvenile court 
judge and one or more probation officers who are paid from 
county funds and who operate at the county level. Some of the 
larger independent courts have separate intake units 62 while 

,other courts have ~maller probation staffs Which handle intake 
duties along with their other duties. 

Fulton County Juv€mile Court (as an example of an independent 
syst,em) in its 19;'4 Annual Report repcIted that the intake unit 
processed 4223 delinquency complaints and 1908 unruly complaints ~ 
:2or a total of 6131. 63 This intake unit isresponsibl.e for court 
screening as well as detention screening; that is, the staff 

L...-_____________ . _ _. 
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decide what cases warrant further court processing and what 
children require detention pri~r to court action. 64 

The remaining 142 counties do not have independent juvenile 
courts. The juvenile intake process is handled by state-employed 
COllrt services workers who are under the administration of the 
Division of Youth Services in the Department of Human Resources. 
There are 126 court services worker.'soS who work across the Stab:s 
and their duties include providing intake and detention proces·· 
sing, investigating, preparing a case for court and filing the 
petition, providing counseling and referral services to the court y 

and providing aftercare counseling and referral services. 66 In 
some areas there may be some differentiation of job assignment, 
but in most cases each court services worker has duties in all 
arens of intake, investigation, client services, and court ser-
vices. 67 

Court Services intake procedures are divided into four decision 
areas: (1) whether a complaint is valid; (2) whether it falls 
within the jurisdiction of the juvenile court; (3) whether a 
petition should be filed for a formal court h~aring; (4) where 
the child should be placed pending a hearing. 8 

The court services worker may dismiss a "frivolous" complaint or. 
one that does not allege a violation of the Juvenile Code. A 
worker may informally adjust a case under certain circumstances 
as listed below and if it is according to the policies of t:he court: 
1) the child and parents do not wish a formal hearing, 2) the 
child admits the charges, 3) restitution of any large sum of 
money is not involved, 4) the offense is not a serious one, 
5) the child is not a habitual offender, and 6) an assessment 
of the child's problems and needs does not indicate long terrrl 
probation or commitment services. 69 

The detention of children is more specifically addressed by the 
Juvenile Court Code than is intake. 70 The Code allows for deten·· 
tion or shelter care prior to adjudication only if it is necen
sary to "protect the person or property of others or of the chil~ 
or because the child may abscond or be removed from the jurisdic~ 
tion of the court or because he has no parent, guardian, or 
custodian or other person able to provide supervision and care 
for him and return him to the court when required, or an order 
for his detention or shelter care has been made by the court 
pursuant to the Code~7l 

A child that has been taken into custody may not be taken to a 
police station, county jailor sheriff's office prior to either 
releasing the child to his parent, delivering him to the juvenile 
court or a detention or shelter c~re facility, or bringing him 
before the superior court of the appropriate county if the alle
ged act is an act over which the Superior Court has concurrent 
jurisdiction. 72 
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The Juvenile Cod,e states that a child who is alleged delinquent 
may be detained, only in certain places including: 

1) a licensed foster home or a home approved by the court; 

2) a facility operated by a licensed, child welfare agencYi 

3) a detention home or center for delinquent children which 
is under the direction or supervision of the court or 
other public authority or of a private agency ap.proved 
by the court; 

4) any other suitable place or facility designated or opera
ted by the court. 73 

A child may be detained in jail only if a detention home as des
cribed in 3) above is not available and if the juvenile court 
orders such detention. 74 

The Juvenile Court Code also authorizes that when a child is 
brought to the court or to a detention or shelter care facility, 
the intake officer or other authorized officer of the court shall 
immediately make an investigation and shall release the child 
unless it appears necessary to detain him for 'l:he reasons cited e 
above. 75 A law enforcement officer therefore is not authorized 
to detain a child. 

Four counties in Georgia operate their own detention centers. 76 
In January 1976, however, the Clayton County facility will be 
transferred to state control. 

Prior to 1972 court intake and detention deGision-making at Fulton 
County Juvenile Court were standardized only in an informal manner 
by office get-togethers and conversation. 77 In 1972 Judge Dillon 
issued a court order that required that no more than 72 boys and 
72 girls be detained at anyone time. In ordeL to obey this order, 
the intake unit began to assign priorities to children who were 
detained according to the reasons for detention. If the detention 
facilities are full and a child is received who requires detention, 
then a child with 'a lower detention priority is released. 78 This 
process not only helps to control the detention population but has 
also helped the intake staff to formally standardize detention 
decision making. 79 As a result, the average daily population in 
the Fulton County detention cen·ter has decreased from 142 in 1972 
to 68 in 1974. 80 

Fulton County Detention Center has a total of 144 beds. During 
1974 the detention center had an average daily population of 68 
and an average length of stay of three days.81 Fulton County .. 
judges occasionally use the detention facility for dispositional .., 
purposes. 82 Detention is also used as part of a behavior modifi
cation program used by the probation staff. If a probated child 
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does not earn enough points during the week, he must work them 
off by staying in dgtention for a prescribed amount of time 
during the weekend. 3 

DeKalb County Detention C enter has 86 beds available; how~ver, 9 
of these beds are made available for juveniles from Rockdale, 
Henry, Ne'rlton, and Walton counties. During 1974 the detention 
center served 2769 children. The average length of stay was ten 
days and the average daily population reported at 54. 84 An aver
age of 14 juveniles are in detention while waiting for transfer 
to a Youth Development Center. 85 

There are 11 Regional Youth Development Centers (RYDCs) which 
provide detention and diagnostic services to the counties that 
are not served by individual county facilities. It should be 
noted that the state contracts with Chatham, Clayton, and DeJ:<alb 
counties to receive a number of children from certain neighbor
ing counties. A 12th RYDC has just opened in Early County in 
Southwest Georgia, but the following discuss1m'l will not include 
this neT.., Cl:mter as it has not yet begun to receive children. 86 

Youth Services reports that the RYDCs suffer from serious ov~r
crowding. In fiscal year 1975, 7638 juveniles were detained in 
RYDCs. In December 1974, Albany RYDC with a 3~-bed capacity 
had an average daily population of 40.5, and Muscogee RYDC with 
an l8-bed capacity had an average daily population of 30.0. In 
a comparati.ve study made in six of 'the RYDC s 87 for two periods 
(first six months of 1974 compared to first six months of 1975), 
it was shown that 31 percent more children were being detained 
in 1975. 88 

In 1974, the average length of stay for RYDCs was 17.4 d~ys;89 
however, this ranges from a minimum average of 7.2 days for 
Muscoge·e to a maximum average of 27.6 days for Sandersville. 
A study done in 1972 indicated that the length of time a juve
nile remained in a RYDC correla'ted with the original county of 
referral. For example 92 percent of the childre~ referred 
from Emmanuel County were detained over three weoks while 49 
percent of Daugherty County's referrals were held less than 
four days. 90 . 

The actual rate of detention also apparently correlates with the 
original county of referral (detention rates refer only to those 
counties served by RYDCs). Detention rates vary from a high 
146 per 10,000 population to a low of zero (See Appendix). The 
five counties with the highest rates of detention are counties 
in which RYDes are located. 91 . 

The Youth Services Manual recommends that detention should not be 
used for deprived or unruly children. The DHR Standards and Guides 
for the detention of children and youth also interprets the 
Juvenile Code of Georgia to exclude detention homes a.nd jails 
as placements for deprived and unruly chi1dren. 92 However, a 
recent study of the population in state detention centers shows 
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that 27 percent of those detained in 1974 were status offenders, 
and 32 percent of those children held in j ails were status offen·· 
ders. 93 

During a six-month period from November 1974 to April 1975, 1102 
juveniles were detained in jails for a period exceeding 24 hou~s. 
Data was not collected concerning the extent to which children 
were held in jails or lock-ups for periods of up to 24 hours. 
The frequency of children being detained in jail varies by county. 
Many coun~ies did not jail any juveniles during the period while 
Floyd County reported jailing 78 juveniles and six other counties 
jailed more than 50 during a six-month period. The figure for 
Floyd County is particularly alarming because there is a RYDC 
located in that county.94 (See Appendix) 

Within the Division of Youth Services there is no person or unit 
who is responsible for planning the location of future RYDCs. 
Recently a new center was built in a county (according to some 
sources) solely because of political maneuverings. 95 Youth 
Services administrators admit that that particular location does 
not appreciably improve the State's ability to provide adequate 
detention facilities throughout the State. 96 However, plans 
are already being made for the construction of other centers 
without the benefit of such planning tools as: ~ 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

a thorough assessment of present detention practices; 

an evaluation of resources available; 

an analysis of trends based on sufficient statistical infor
mation; and 

an explor~tion of community-based alternatives to disposi
tions currently being made. 97 

In a majority of the RYDCs there are not enough employees to pro
vide adequate staffing patterns at all t .i..mes. The standard 3~-bed 
RYDC is normally staffed with 22 persons: director, assistant 
director, guidance and counseling officer, administrative aide, 
typist, maintenance mechanic, 8 youth development workers (YDW) 
I's, 5 YDW II's, and 2 cooks. The YDWs are given a handbook 
that is used statewide. Training is provided on an in-service 
basis and is left to the discretion of the center's director. 
The workers have access to outside workshops, but the staffing 
coverage is spread so thin that it is difficult to be able to 
release a worker from his regular duties to attend one. 98 

'rhe Meri.t System requirements for the position of youth develop
ment worker are minimal. A high school diploma is required. Th, 
are no statewide requirements relative to screening prospec·tive 
workers as to their capacity to relate to youth in a positive an 
beneficial manner. 99 Each RYDC director establishes his own 
system for screening these workers, but it is difficult to 
require high standards in new employe~~ because the salaries are 
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very low. The following chart shows a comparison of state deten
tion personnel salaries with those of two locally controlled 
detention centers. 

Detention Workers Salary* 

Georgi~,lOO Fulton ColOl DeKalb Col O2 
YDW Group Child Cc,re 

Supervisor Officers 

I $444-625/mo $670-851/mo $585-784/mo 

II $483-683/mo $725-922/mo $645-867/TClO 

*Although the titles are different, the functions are the same 

RYDC directors report difficulty in rec.r.'ui ting Bnd maintaining 
quality personnel because of the low salaries. l 3 

The Macon and Marietta Centers have a few more employees and 
are, therefore, somewhat more flexible in their staffing patterns. 
Marietta, particularly, is well-staffed primarily through the 
efforts of the director in getting the Department of Labor to 
place some persons under the CETA (Comprehensive Employment Train
ing Act) program. Five of these persons are used in the school 
program and with their help the center is able to provide over 
four hours per day of graded education to the children in small 
groups.I04 . 

Authoritative Opinions 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards ari,-~ 
Goals (NAC) recommends that an intake unit be created as part of 
a family court and that it should have the authority to make 'th8 
decision, to detain a child, to offer an opportunity to partici
pate in diversion programs, and l in consultation with the pro
secutor, to file a formal petition. I05 NAC further recorrunends 
that "criteria should be formul?.lted for the placement of juveniles 
in detention and shelter care."106 

The ]\.dvisory Council of Judges to the National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency (NCCD) also considerG intake a part of the court 
process and the execution of all or part of these responsibilities 
must be in accord with policies established by the judge. 107 

The (l\iCCD) Advisory Council of Judges believe that detention is 
a part of the court process and, although it may not be administe~~ 
ed by the court, the court should control ad~ission and release~lllj 
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However, when the number of children being detained exceeds 20 
percent of those referred to the court for delinquency, the 
appropriate judge or judges should review detention policies. 109 

The NCCD Model Rules for Juvenile Courts suggest that anytime 
a child is detained, the person who brings the child to the 
detention facility should be required to state in writing the 
reasons for such detention. It is further recommended that 
detention intake be manned by trained personnel on a 24-hour
a-day basis; but, if that is not possible, the person who 
is there should not be required to accept all children without 
question. That person should have the authority to release a 
child based on his own judgment. IIO 

Whether or not the detention facility is operated by the court, 
notification of any admission should be sent to the 00urt as soon 
as possible. III 

The NCCD Standard Juvenile Court Act stat~that although deten
tion facilities may be operated locally, regionally or state
wide, there should be state-wide standards. 112 The Act also 
addresses the need for detention planning. The size of a deten
tjon center often controls the rate of detention. When a new 
building is opened, the detention rate often increases. So 
that before a detention center is planned, careful evaluation 
of needs including statistical and case studies of intake pro
cedures should be undertaken. 113 

In the Standards and Guides for the Detention of Children and 
Youth, it is suggested that post-disposition detainment should 
not be allowed to continue longer than 24 hours. "When it is 
necessary because of lack of institutional resources or other 
reasons, such detention should be consid~re~ expedient rather 
than legitimate."114 

Similarly, the Standards hold that overcrowding should not be 
tolerated and that when a child in need of detention is brought 
to a center that is already full, a child who is less in need of 
secure custody should be released. lIS 

Detention~enter personnel and programs are given high priority 
in NAC standards. According to NAC detention centers should be 
small - limited to 30 residents - and located in the community. 
Individual rooms should be the rule and the atmosphere should be 
pleasant and homelike. The centers should have a full range of 
supportive programs including education, libL'ary, recreation, 
arts and crafts, music, drama, writing, entertainment and out
door recreation. 116 
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1. 

Detention center personnel should be experienced, specialized 
professionals who should receive salaries commensurate with 
their edu.cation, training and experience. The salaries shouid 
be comparable t.o similar positions. Line personnel should be 

. selected on the basis of their ability to relate to youth. 117 

Alternatives 

The following alternati.ves will be grouped according to the three 
primary problem areas identif.1-ed in t.his paper: Intake and deten
tion criteria; Detention center planning; and Intake and Detent
ion personnel. 

Area I. Intake and Detention Criteria 

Intake and detention decisions should continue to be made as they 
now are based upon the current Georgia Juvenile Court Code. 

Advantages: 

A. No additional outlay of funds will be necessary to design 
and implement-new intake and detention criteria. 

B. No legislation. will be required. 

Disadvantages: 

A. Intake and detention decisions will continue to be based on 
the· personal judgment of t.he in.t:.ake worker or on the inde
pendently established policies of individual courts. 

B. Opportunities for diversion will continue to be offered to 
juveniles. 

C.· Detention facilities will continue to receive all classes of 
children from minor to major offenders. 

D. There will be a continued overuse of detention with over
crowded conditions as a result. 

E. Jails will continue to be used to detain children. 
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2. Based upon a research study of juvenile court referrals and deten
tion uses, new, more specifi~~ntake and detention criteria should 
be developed. These criteria should be included in the Georgia 
Juvenile Court Code. 

Advantages: 

A. Intake personnel would have specific guidelines to help them 
make sound decisions relative to case dispositions. 

B. The kinds of cases processed by the court could become more 
uniform throughout the State. 

C. Children who do not need detention could be handled in other 
ways. 

D. Overcrowding of detention facilities might be prevented. 

Disadvantages: 

A. Legislation would be required. 

B. Additional funds would be required to conduct the research. 

3. Each detention center should provide, on a 24-hour-a-day basis, an 
intake unit staffed with trained, professional workers .. These wor
kers should be require~ to conduct a preliminary investigation, 
including an interview with the parents, and based upon the~ 
findings the worker should have the authori~l to 

release the child to the parents o~guardians or re
commend detention in a secure or non-secure facili~. 

Advantages: 

A. Intake processing would be almost immedia.te. 

B. Even brief detention periods could be avoided for some classes 
of children. 

C. Detention populations could be more tightly controlled. 

D. The necessity for jailing children could be decreased. 

Disadvantages: 

Additional staff would be required. 
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4. Jailing of children should be prohibited unless it can be shown 
that the child would be a menace to other children in a juvenile 
detention facility. 

5. 

6. 

Advantages: 

Children would be kept out of jails. 

Disadvantages: 

Sheriffs and police officers may have to transport children 
who need detention at inconvenient times to an inconvenient 
place. 

Area II. Detention Center Planning 

Detention center planning can continue to be conducted as a res
ponse to system pressure. 

Advantages: 

A. No additional planning funds would be required. 

B. No additional planner positions would be required. 

Disadvantages: 

A. Detention center planning will continue to be baSed on per
sonal opinion and political pressure. 

B. Detention service3 may not be provided on an equal basis for 
all areas of the state. 

C. Detention may be used unnecessarily simply because o. center 
is in the vicinity·and is convenient. 

Detention center planniny should be based on analytical research 
statistics. Standards should be established regarding the size, 
architectural design, and atmosphere of the detentiOn centers so 
that the detention experience can be as harmless as possible. 
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Advantages: 

A. Detention centers would be located across the State accor
ding to need. 

B. Detention centers could be more homelike. 

Disadvantages: 

A. Communities would not be able to locate a detention center 
by lobbying or political pressure. 

B. The detention center design currently in use may need re
viewing and revising. 

7. A study should be made to evaluate the current uses of detention. 
This study. should cover all areas of the stat.e including the_ in
dependent detention centers and juvenile courts. Effort should 
be made to determine how many juveniles and what kind of cases 
are being referred to the juvenile courts and then what portions 
of these classes of juveniles are being detained. 

Advantages: 

A. A reliable data base relative to juvenile court processing 
'would be established. 

B. Juvenile court and detention center planning could be faci~ 
litated by the existance of such a data base. 

Disadvantages: 

A. A large outlay of money for research purposes would be nece
ssary. 

B. ~he cooperation of juvenile court judges, probation officers, 
court services workers, Youth Services Administrators, deten
tion, personnel, police departments and sheriff's offices 
would be required. . 
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8. The Division of Youth Services computer facilities should be ex
panded so that information relative to juvenile 'court referrals 
and detention admissions and releases dduld b~ maintain~d. 

Advantages: 

Accurate, updated data would be available for planning pur
poses and evaluation purposes. 

Disadvantages: 

A. Additional funds would be required to allow for expanded com
puter usage. 

B. An additional financial c.)utlay for computer costs would be 
required. 

c. Record-keeping procedures would need to be improved to 
allow computer processing. 

D. Additional records-keeping and keypunch personnel would be 
required. 

Area III. Intake and Detention 
Personnel 

9. If Juvenile probation workers are transferred to the Division of 
Youth Services as recommended in Paper No CR2-12, Juvenile Proba
tion, intake workers should continue to work under the supervision 
of the courts. 

Advantages: 

The judge would have absolute control of intake. 

Disadvantages: 

A. A separation of probation officers by function would be re
quired; some would be transferred and some woul.d not. 

B. In some cases, additional person,nel\ wQ>uld be required. 

C. Standard intake procedures could be unenforceable. 
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100 If juvenile probation workers are transferred to the Division of 
Youth Services as reconunended in Paper No CR2-12, JuvenileProba
tion, intake and detention func,fions should- als'o 'b'etr.£l.nsfeI,.red •. 

Advantages: 

A. Standardized intake procedures could be established. 

B. Curl'::ent personnel would be sufficient. 

Disadvant.:ages: 

A. Intake would be removed from the immediate supervision of the 
judge, particularly in the 17 independent systems. 

B. Additional funds would be necessary. 

11. Detention Center staffing patterns should be improved. Standards 
for the recruitment and screening of line personnel should be 
established and enforced on a statewide basis. Additional per
sonnel should be added, so that there will be greater flexibility 
rn-staffing assig~ments to' allow for staff meetings, inhouse 
training sessions, and outside workshops. Salaries also should 
be upgraded. 

Advantag~,~L 

A. The chU.d/worker ratio would be improved. 

B. Illne~~~s and vacation periods would not force the staff to 
pe~foxm double duty. 

C. With more staff, better programs could be planned and imple
mented. 

Disadvantages; 

A. Would increase the cost to the state because additional staff 
would be. required and salaries would be higher. 

B. Additional costs to periodically inspect detention centers. 

e, 
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12. If any county detention facility does not meet the standards as 
established by the State Board of Human Resources," St'andards and 
Guides for the Detention of Children and Youth in the State of 
Georgia", it should be provide? by statu:tethat the State would 
assume control of that facility. 

Advantages: 

Detention standards could be enforced. 

Disadvantages: 

A. Legislation would be required. 

B. There would be additional cost to the State if it became 
necessary to assume control of such centers. 

C. Non-compliance of standards might bring political pressures 
to bear arguing against stri.ngent State enforcement of the 
standards. 

Recommendation 

Alternatives 2,3,4,6,7,8,10, and 11 are recommended. 

Court intake and the detention of children should be controll~d 
and standardized statewide by the establishment and enforceme.nt 
of specific criteria regarding decisions to 1) dismiss a complaint 
agi~inst a juvenile, 2) divert the child and his family to other 
community resources, 3) offer the child and his family referral 
services and counseling on a non-judicial basis, or 4) recommend 
the filing of a formal petition. If a petition alleging delin-' 
quency is filed or if it appears likely that such a petition 
will be filed there should be clear guidelines relative to 
when and where a child can be detained. Detention should be 
recommended only 1) if it can be clearly demonstrated that the 
child would be better served, and 2) if it can be shown that 
the child would be a serious danger to the community if he were 
to remain at large. 

So that intake and detention decision can be made as soon as pos
sible after a child has been taken into custody and so that deten
tion populations can be controlled, trained, professional intake 
staff should be located at each detention center on a 24-hour-a 
-day basis. The intake staff should immediately conduct a pre
liminary inquiry including an interview with the parents. The 
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intake staff should be authorized to 
release the child to his parents, or to detain the child in 
an appropriate manner. 

The jailing of children should by statute be prohibited unless 
it can be shown that the child would be a menace to other chil
dren in a regular juvenile detention facility. Such children 
should only be jailed in quarters separate from adult inmates. 

Planning for new detention centers should be based upon analy
tical research statistics. Data relative to the current use 
of detention and local delinquency patterns should be collected 
and analysed on a regular basis, so that planning can be based 
on current information. 

If "Juvenile Probation", (CR2-l2) is approved so that the admini
stration of probation functions is transferred to the Division 
of Youth Services, intake functions should aJgo be transferred. 
Intake duties, however, should be l"erformed by specialized intake 
units and should not be simply one of many duties performed by 
courts services workers. 

Detention center. staffing patterns should be improved including 
the addition of youth development workers and the upgrading of 
salary levels based upon an analysis of skills and responsibi
lities required anti a comparison of salaries for comparable 
positions in other jurisdictions. The requirements for screen
ing and training line personnel should be included in the 
Standards and Guides for the Detention of Children and Youth 
,in the State of Georgia. Statutory provision for the enforce
ment of the standards should be made. 

Implementation 

As soon as possible but no later than July 1977, the Department 
of Human Resources Division of Youth Services Research unit or 
an independent research group should begin to cOllect'data rela
tive to law enforcement contacts with juveniles, juvenile court 
referrals! and the use of detention in Georgia. Every effort 
should be made to include data from these counties which are 
served by independent juvenile courts •. It will be necessary to 
gain the support and cooperation of juvenile court judges, proba
tion officers, court services workers, Youth Services administra
tors, detention personnel, police departments, and sheriff's 
offices. ~ 
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The Division of Youth Services computer capability should be 
expanded to include this information, and procedures should be 
established to allow the continued maintenance of an intake and 
detention data bank. Therefore, the Director of Youth Services 
Division should request thdt the necessary additional funds for 
the expanded use of computer facilities be included in the 
budget requests for July, 1976. As soon as sufficient data is 
available, a working cOinrnittee with advice from the Judicial 
Council, the State Crime Commission, the Georgia Sheriff's 
Association, the Georgia Chiefs of Police Association, and the 
Department of Human Resources should develop and establish spe
cific intake and detention criteria. Legislation should be 
enacted by the 1978 Georgia General Assembly to include the 
intake and detention criteria in the Juvenile Court Code. 

The Director of the Division of Youth Services should make an 
assessment of his personnel needs based upon the recommendation 
of this paper - including the provision of 24-hour intake services 
in each RYDC and the provision of additional line personnel at 
each center. Based on this assessment, the Director should request 
that the necessary additional funds be included in the budget to 
be submitted to the 1978 Georgia General Assembly . 

Legislation should be enacted by the 1976 General Assembly to 
prohibit the jailing of children unless it can be clearly shown 
that the child constitutes a physical menace to the other child
ren in the detention facility. Provision should be made for 
this act to become effective immediately. 

By April, 1976 the State Board of Human Resources, in consulta
tion with detention center directors from both RYDCs and county 
centers and juvenile court judge~, should establish standards 
for the recruitment, screening, and training of detention center 
line personnel. These standards should then be included in the 
Standards and Guides for the Detention of Children and Youth in 
the State of Georgia. The 1977 General Assembly should enact 
legislation to provide for the transfer to State control of any 
county detention center which does not meet the standards. 

Based upon the new requirements and screening procedures for 
detention line personnel, the director of Youth Services should 
request that additional funds be included in the budget to be 
submitted to the 1978 General Assembly to allow for an upgrade 
in salary to be commensurate with the education and training 
required, the amount of responsiblity held, and comparable 
positions within the state and in neighboring states • 
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1. 

Financial Impact 

Research study to collect 
data on juvenile court 
referrals and detention 
in Georgia.11 8 

2. Costs for expanded computer 
usage by the Research Unit, 
Division of youth Services 

3. An addition of 5 intake 
workers for each of 12 
detention centers. 
Beginning salary $8196 

4. An addition of 2 YDW posi
tions at each of 12 de ten

.tion centers. Beginning 
salary $5328. 

Estimated Total Cost of Implementation 

• 
In-House Outside , 

$40,000 $50,000 

$200,000 per year 

$491,760 per year 

$127,872 per year 

• $859,632 $869,632 

• 
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APPENDIX 

COUNTY OF RESIDE~!CE OF YOUTH DE'Ii.~J.:.NED IN RYDC I S IN 1974 

i STATUS 
DETAINED 

# NON 
STATUS 

DE'l'AINEII 

tF'FENSE 
% STATUS UN.KNm-rn 

TOTAL DETAINED i DETAI:mD 
DETAINED PER IN JAIL OVER 24 HRS. 

TOTAL ALL CQUNTI=E~S ______________ ~----___ 1~4~2~3~ ____ ~3~868 
.~ ______ =1~0~,~O~0~O ____ F~O~R~6~MONTHS 

26.9% 307 ---3"'5;::"';98 

1. Appling 

2. Atkinson 

3. Bacon 

4. Baker 

.?.:..- Baldwin 

6. Banks 

7" Barrow 

B. Bartow 

4765 1 5 17.0 o 6 13 9 

2290 a o o 000 

2883 1 10 9.0 o 11 38 

__________ ~1~4~8~3~ __________ ~O ________ ~1~ ______ ~O ______ ~0~ ________ =1 ____ ~ _______ 7~ ________________ _ 

9519 

2102 

4 

o 

38 10~.0~ ____ ~1~ ____ ,_~4~3~ _______ ~4~5 ________ ~4~ __ ___ 

3 0 0 3 14 

5438 7 29 19.0 1 37 68 5 

11081 11 20 36.0 3 34 31 4 

9. Ben Hi11: _____________ ~41~9~2~ __________ ~1~ ______ ~9~_~ __ ~1~0~.~0 ________ ~0~ ______ ~1~0~ ________ ~2~4~ _______ ~2~ __ ___ 

10. Berrien 3865 o 17 o 2 19 ~9 8 

11. B~i=b~b~ ____________ ~4~8~2~5~8~ _________ ~1~2~6~ ____ ~4~4~8~ ____ 2~2~.~0~ ____ ~31:_ ______ ~6~0~4 ________ ~1=2~5 ______ ~ __ ~1 ____ ~ 

12. B1eckley 3141 8 6 57.0 0 14 45 

13", Bl;ant1ey ?o13S 5 5 50.0 0 10 47 
".. . "14. Brooks , ______________ 4~8~9~6~ __________ ~1~ ____ ~1~5~ ___ ~6~.~0 ______ ~1 ________ ~1~7 __________ ~3~5: _______ ~2~ ____ _ 

15. Bryan 2506 0 0 -:-__ :9." 0 o 

16. Bulloch 10791 1 3 25.0 0 10 

17. Burke 7275 12 32 27.0 o 44 60 , 

,1.8. Butts 3649 o o o o o 3 

• • 
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• ' • • 
COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF YOUTH ?E'I.~\J.NED IN RYDC', S IN 1974 

i STATUS jf NON IF'F,ENS :: TOTAL DETAINED # DETAnED 
DETAINED STATUS %;. STATUS TJNKNOY1N DETAINED PER IN J~IL ("IER 24 ERS. 

DETAINED 10,000 FOR 6 MONTHS 

19. Calhoun 2587 0 1 0 2 3 12 3 

20. Camden 4498 9 11 45.0 0 20 44 

21- Candler 2151 0 1 0 0 1 5 

22. Carroll ... 14255 6 23 21. 0 0 29 20 24 

23. Catoosa 9903 9 11 45.0 1 21 21 1 

24. Charlton 2313 I 7 13.0 3 11 48 

25. Chatham 62982 2 0 ' 100.0 0 2 7 

26. Chattahoochee 4490 2 8 20.0 0 10 22 

27. Chattooga 6542 2 5 29.0 3 ),0 43 8 

28. Cherokee 10648 9 19 32.0 2 30 28 26 

29. Clarke 17021 (M&F) 8 10 44.0 0 18 10 

30. Clay 1308 0 3 0 0 3 23 1 

31- Clayton 37426 0 0 0 0 o . NA 2 

32. Clinch 2544 2 2 50.0 1 5 20 7 

33. Cobb 70684 266 717 27.0 52 1035 146 2 

34. Coffee 8058 12 26 32.0 4 42 52 -
35. Co19.uitt lli32 0 lj 0 2 16 14 29 

36. Columbia 8637 19 31 38.0 1 51 59 

" 
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COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF YOUTH i)E'I:\J.NED IN RYDC'S IN 1974 

# s'rATUS # NON % GFFENSi5 TOrrAL DETAh!ED ~ nETAnr~D 

DETAINED STATUS STATUS TJNKNOI'/N DETAINED PEP. ]~; .J!, G. .. OV"Efl, 24 HRS. 
DETAINED 10,0,00 OVER 6 MONTHS ~':. , 

37. Cook 4320 0 13 0 2 15 35 , 6 
r.f!~~ ! 
I' .'. ~. 

38. Coweta 11203 14 40 26.0 6 60 54 76 

39. Crawford 2304 0 3 0 0 3 13 ,-
, '.' 

40. ,Crisp 6622 11 16 41.0 6 33 50 13 j'~ ~~ 
"4'0;. 

41- Dade 3397 5 12 29.0 1 18 53 

42. Dawson 1161 0 1 0 0 1 9 

43. Decatur 8038 3 22 12.0 7 32 40 30 

.,. 44. DeKa1b 143197 6 12 33.0 1 19 NA 3 

45. Dodg:e 5331 12 3 80.0 0 15 28 

46. DoolY." 3836 1 1 50.0 0 2 5 5 

47. Doughert:i 33263 102 253 29.0 23 378 114 6 

48. Douglas 10453 7 20 26.0 1 28 27 13 

49. Ear1:i 4767 2 0 , .100.0 2 4 ' 8 

50. Echols 737 0 0 0 0 0 0 

51- Effingham 5243 0 0 0 Q 0 NA 

52. Elbert 5687 3 5 38.0 0 8 14 1, 

53. Emanuel .6329 11 18 38.0 9 38 60 3 

54. Ev'ans 2663 ' 0 ,0 0 1) 0 "NA' 
. 

I .. , 

- '. 

,-

1 

" 
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COUNTY OF RESIDENCE: OF YOUTH vE'I,\J.NED IN RYDC'S IN 1974 

if STATUS it NON lPFENSi!: TOTAL DETAINED # DETADED 
DETAINED STATUS % STATUS TJNKNOvlN DETAINED PER IN JAIL OVER 24 HRS. 

DETAINED 10,000 OVER 6 MONTHS 

55. Fannin 40,85 1 6 14.0 0 7 17 , 

., 't, 

56. Fayette 4110 0 7 0 0 7 

'5'1. Floyd 23563 27 48 36.0 3 78 33 78 

58. Forsyth ... S84S 3 14 18.0 0 17 29 6 

59. Fx:anklin 3931 5 9 36.0 1 15 38 1 

60. Fulton 186198 10 39 20.0 3 52 NA 3 

6l. Gilmer 2855 7 11 39.0 1 19 67 

62. Glascock 735 0 1 0 0 1 13 

63. Glynn 17632 18 58 24.0 2 78 44 57 

64. Gordon 7934 14 11 56.0 0 25 32 H 

65. Grady 6214 1 4 20.0 3 .8 13 5 

66. Greene 3571 0 3 0 0 3 8 

67. Gwinnett 26247 5 15 25.0 3 23 9 42 

~.8 • Habersham 6376 3 11 21.0 1 15 23 2' 

69. Ha~l 20121 15 132 10.0 2 149 74 

70. Hancock 3546 0 2 0 0 2 6 

5I35 
"".; 

71. Haralson 3 7 30.0 0 10 19 . 
72. Harris 3981 2 2 50.0 2 6 1'5 

\ 
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COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF YOUTH DE'I;~J.NED IN RYDC'SIN 1974 

i STATUS # NON tF"FENSC: TOTAL DETAINED # DETAI:mD 
DETAINED STATUS ,% STATUS TJliKNO\-1N DE'I'AINED PER IN JAIL OVER 24 HRS 

DETAINED 10,000 FOR 6 MO~THS 

73. Hart 5420 1 7 13.0 0 8 15 " 5 .. ~. ~, 

74. ' Heard 1784 0 0 "0 0 0 0 1 

75. Henry 8971 0 7 0 0 7 NA 11 

76. Houston ... 24069 11 23 32.0 5 39 16 58 

77. Irwin 2801 0 1 '0 0 1 4 ,1 

78. Jackson 6846 3 11 21.0 1 15 22 3 

79. JasEer 20ll 1 0 100.0' 1 2 ' 10 2 

80. Jeff Davis 3303 0 10 0 1 11 33 7' 

81. Jefferson 6503 5 12 29.0 1 18 28 3 

82. Jenkins 3041 5 14 ,26.0 1 20 66 ' 3 

83. Johnson 2698 2 6 25.0 0 8 30 

84. Jones 4581 ,0 1 0 0 1 2 

85. Lamar 3683 0 4 0 0 4 NA 5 

86. Lanier 1907 2 1 67.0 0 3 16 '3 

87. Laurens '11152 ?5 22 53.0 2 49 44 31 

88. Lee 2707 . 0 5 ;, 0 2 7 26 21 

89. Liberty 5866 0 1 0 0 1 NA 62 

90. Lincoln ,2131 1 1'4 "7.0 0 
, .. '" .IS" 

.. 70" 

" 
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COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF YOUTH 'JE'!.\JNED IN RYDC'S IN 1974 

i STATUS f NON IF'FENSZ TOTAL DET1,INED if DETArmD 
DETAINED STATUS % STATUS U~KNOV1N DETAINED PER IN JAIL OV3R 24 HRS. 

DETAINED 10,000 FOR 6 MONTHS 

91- LOng 13617 2 3 40.0 1 6 43 ;' 

92. Lowndes 19354 1 26 4.0 ;{ 31 16 52 

93. Lumpkin 6639 2 5 29.0 0 7 11 1 

94. Macon ... 5093 0 3 0 0 3 6 3 
.' 

95. Madison 4579 2 9 18.0 1 12 26 I 

96. Marion' 1964 1 2 33.0 0 3 15 r--
~'McDuffie 5566 16 39 29.0 0 55 99 2 

98. McIntosh 2964- 0 2 0 a 2 .7 Hi 

99. Meriwether 6969 2 13 13.0 3 18 26 4 

100. Miller 2261 0 0 0 D 0 0 

10l. M:ltche11 7261 1 7 13.0 1 ~ 12 8 

102. Monroe 3697 a a 0 0 0 NA ~ 

103. Montgomery~ 1964 3 1 75.0 0 4' , 20 

104. Morgan 3625 1 2 33.0 1 4 11 r-
105. Murray 4470 3 5 38.0 0-- 8 18 

106. Muscogee 57970 109 330 25.0 42 481 83 8 
1 

107. Newton 9356 0 1 0 Cl 1 NA Io 
108. Oconee 2500 1 i 33.0 0 3 I2 1 

! 

.. 
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COUNTY OF RESIDENCg OF YOUTH iJET;\J.NED IN RYDC'S IN 1974 

i STATUS # NON (;f'FENS~ TOTAL DETAINED # DET.l\I'mO 
DETAINED STATUS % STATUS UNKt-IONN DETAINED PER IN JAIL OVER 24 H:RS. 

DETAINED 10,000 FOR 6 MONTHS 

109. Oglethorpe 2659 3 11 21.0 2 16 60 ., . .'. ;, 

HO. . Paulding 6122 9 10 47.0 2 21 34 IS 
~. ~I 

111. Peach 560:1 1 5 17.0 0 6 II 

112. Pickens 3153 5 4 56.0 1 10 32 I 
.', 

113. . Pierce 3287 11 10 52.0 2 2.3 70 

114. Pike 2574 0 0 0 \.J 0 0 

US. Polk 9863 16 .2-r- 39.0 0 41 42 

116. Pulaski 2739 8 12 40.0 0 20 73 ._.-----
117. Putnam 3126 2 0 100.0 1 3 10, 4: 

118. Quitman 822 0 0 0 0 0 0 

119. Rabun 2533 0 3 0 C ~ 12 , 
120. Randolph 2922 5 6 46.0 1 12 41 2 

121. Richmond 50916 148 387 28.0 9 544 107 3 

122. Rockdale 6741 0 0 0 0 0 NA 6 

123. Schley 1149 0 0 0 0 0 0 

124. Screven 4406 4 8 33.0 0 12 27 5 
. I 

125. Seminole 2555 0 0 0 1 1 4 

126. Spalding Ij282 0 6 0 0 6 NA 75 

! 
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COUNTY OF RESIDENCr. OF YOUTH DETAINED IN RYDC'S IN 1974 !' .. 

f STATUS if NON OFFENSE TOTAL DETAINED ~ DET,hINED j 
DE'rAINED STATUS % STATUS UNKNONN DETAINED PER IN JAn OVER 24 HRS. 

COUNTY DETAINED 10,000 FOR 6, 'MONTHS ~ . 
127. Stephens 6335 3 16 16.0 0 19 30 1 

! 

128. Stewa,rt 2548 3 9 25.0 0 12 47 1 

129. Sumter 9215 0 11 0 1 12 13 28 
, 

130. Talbot 2544 1 1 50.0 0 2 8 1 I 
) , ( 
1 

131. TaliafE!rrQ 798 0 0 0 0 0 NA 

!32. Tattn~.U 4733 5 5 50.0 2 12 25 

133. Taylor 2890 0 8 0 0 8 28 

134. Telfair 4065 14 15 48.0 2 31 76 

135. Terrell 4312 2 5 29.0 1 8 19 2 

136. Th()mas 12375 5 47 10.0 6 58 47 26 

137. Tift 9644 '6 14 30.0 1 21 22 3 : 

138. Toombs 6907 16 30 35.0 3 49 71 

139. To'wns 1307 0 1 0 0 1 7 1 

140. Treutlen 1947 1 2 33.() 0 3 15 

141. Troup 14334; 2 14 13.0 2 16 11 18 

142. Turner 3119 0 2 0 0 2 6 1 

143. Twiggs 3330 1 4 20.0 0 5 15 

1U. Union 2156 0 2 0 0 2 9 
.. i , 

, -
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, , COUNTY OF RESIDE~CE OF YOUTH DETAINED IN RYDC'g IN 1974 

* STATUS # NON OFFENSE TOTAL DETAINED '* DETAINED 
DETAINED STATUS % STATUS UNKNOWN DETAINED PER IN JAIL OVER 24 HRS. 

COUNTY DETAINED 10,000 FOR' 6 MONTHS 

145. Upson' 7494 1 1 50.0 0 2 3 8 

146. Walker 16753 30 30 50.0 3 63 37 5 

147. Walton 8231 6 26 19.0 a 32 38 31 .. 
148. ~qare 11470 58 77 43,0 3 138 120 1 

149. WiiLrren 2528 0 0 0 0 0 0 

150. t'Jashington, 6441 12 32 27.0 2 46 71 

151- Wayne 6582 1 l'i 7.0 4 19 28 10 

152. Webster 882 0 0 0 0 0 0 

153. Wheeler 15:3 4 1 80.0 1 6 6 4 
"--, 

154. White 2387 1 7 13.0 0 B 33 

155. Whitfield 19197 20 60 . 25.0 1 81 42 

156. Wilcox 2350 0 4 () 0 4 17 4 

157. Wilkes 3297 1 12 8.0 0 J.3 .3942 

158. Wilkinson 3457 0 2 0 0 2 .0578 

159. Worth 5486 2 11 15.0 0 13 .2369 
452 

.. 
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