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ABSTRACT

The Center for the Study of Youth Policy at the University of Michigan recently
conducted a study of over 3,300 dolinquent youths who were urder comimitment
status to the State of Georgia's Division of Youth Services (DYS) on March 1, 1990,
The study was made passible by a gift from the Annie E. Casey Foundation and was
designed and conducted under the guidance of a lask force compesed of Georgia
izisiators, acmiristrators, law enforcement officials, judges, educalors, advocates,
and service p'oviders. The study anzlyzes computerized data about the youths,
including their criminal histories and 8 number of demographic charagteristics. The
daéa "Hr":'Ei'El carljpllad N such a way as to profect the individual identities of the youths
and their famiies,

Using factors that indicate the severity and chronicity of criminal behavior, the
commitec youths were ranked along a continuum which estimates the risk they
Eresenl to the public salety.  The risk scores meas_re the severity of the youths’

ehavior, not the totality of their freatment needs. Thus, the risk assessment
methodology showld not be seen as a placement 1001, Risk assessment, howaver,
focuses on the very element which is most central 10 the functioning of a criminal
justce agency -- the public risk presented by indivizual of'enders. Although
cormmiiment and placement dedisions involve several faciors in addition 1o public
safety, the degree to which these dedsions are consistent with the concern for publie
safety is a fundamental barometer of the effectivenzss and efficiency of a juveni‘;
justce syster,

Based upon the risk assessment analysis and discussions with key actors in
Georgia, the findings of the study inciude:

* An estimated 33 EEEﬂ:Bﬂt of the delingLent youths confined to Georgia training
schools, or Youth Development Centers (YDCs), had risk scores which suggest that
they cuui?a %ia I'{andled in other, less expensive pragrams provided such programs
were avallable,

* Juvenile programs other than the YDCs are currently handliing a range of offenders,
ncluding some with relatively high risk scores. The efflectveness of community-based
and/or non-regidential programe in troating these offenders should be monitored and

further supportec,

* The mplementaticn of *designated felony® statutes in the State of Georgia has
eroded the discretion over commitment and placement decisions which should rightly
be exe-cised by the courts and the Dwision of Youth Services. The Stale should
reconsider the impact this lagislation has on the cost-effectiveness of its juvenile justice
system.

* Alargs proporion {nearly four-fiiths) of the juveriles confined in Georgia's YDCs are
African American or Black. Some of this disparity is undoubtedly due to higher rates of
poveity, family disruption, and school failure among minority communiles.
Nevertheless, the State should mzke every attempt to raot out vestiges of differential
treatment of minority youths by the justice system. The future of Georgia's econamy
miay depend 1o a large exterit on the hea'th and productivity of al its youth.

I Thiz ie &n approcimats figum, S the diseursien la e Authom” Aoreod for mos discussion asout the rtk scores.

ii



INTRODUCTION

This repon is the result of a request from the State of Georgia that the Certter for
the Study of Youth Policy (CSYP) at the University of Michigan conduct a study of
delinquent youths being committed to the Georgia Depariment of Human Resources,
Division of Youth Services. The request for the study resulted from discussions
between CSYP and several parties, inchuding members of the Georgia legislature and
staff from the Division of Youth Services.

Each of the parties agreed that the growing number of delinquency
commitments to the Division of Youth Servicas (DYS) would be a fozus of debate in
coming years. In Georgia, as in many states across the country, elected cificals and
he public are becoming more attuned to juvenile crime issues. Many belisve that the
rate of serious delinguency is growing, particularly drug offenses. Somrs people wil
argue for addtional correctional institutions to deal with this problem. Others insist
that it is more cost-effective to handie juvenile affenders in the least resirictive seting
consistent with tre public safety, including a range of community-based programs and
other altemnatives.

The first step in understanding the juvenle justice system s to establish how the
system s curently used. Before officials can respond to demards for more juvenile
correctional institutions, they must be atie to say how the current capacity is being
utilized. Toward that end, the state asked CSYP to conduct this study, which was
made possibi by a gift from the Annie E. Casey Foundat on and required no funding
from the State of Georgia. The major facus of the study is a risk assessment
which uses data on committed youths to rank them according to the seriousness of
their delinguerit behavigr and the potential risk they prasent to the community.

THE STUDY

This risk assessment study should be seen as a too! Tor future planning. Il does
not provide ablugpnnt for how the state should deploy its juvenile justice resources, It
cffers a comprehensive examination of the cornmitted population being served by the
state of Georgia. A number of other states including New Hampshire, Arkansas,
Alabama, Nedraska, and Oklahoma, have recently conducted risk assassment
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studes. Using the same basic method, these slates have evaluated the legal and
cemographic profiles of delinquent youths placed in their juvenile carrections
systams.!

Analyzing an institutionalized population on a risk continuum can suggest how
the state is utiizing its institutional placemenis. Obv.ously, the public needs (o be
protected from viclent and serious delinguent offenders. In order to do so effectively
and efficlently, the juvenle justice systerm must attempt to distinguish the type of
Juvenile whe must be controlled in a secure or instituticnal setting from the typs who
could likely be superyised in a non-institutional environment. Risk assessmen: offers
an objective method which car begin to segment the offender population of a juvenile
correctional system into relatively low-risk, and relative y high-risk groups so that the
use of finite resources can be mors efficient,

There are several specific areas in which risk-based decision making can
ald juvenile corrections policy makers:

1. Identifying the most serious ofienders in order lo larget resdential and non-
residential program resources on appropriale groups.

2. Developing corsistent placement guidelines in order to insure that youths who
have hgh service neads but are low risks to the public safety da not consume
institutional resources neeced for more serious offenders.

3. Providing a consistant framawark within which a diversified juvenile justice system

can be deslﬁnad that both protects the public safety and addresses the varying
needs of delirquent youths.

Methodology

The Center for the Study of Youth Policy began this study when its Director,
Professor Ira Sctwartz, met with the various parties mentioned ebove, These
discussions led to the dscision to undertake an objective analysis of the ccmmitted
youth population in the state’s youth services system.

! Those shudies e tovhilabln fram the Carlar for the Study of Yeuth Policy [Cee Appendis .
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At the request of Ira Schwartz, the aLthors, one a member o tha CSYP
research staff {Butts), the cther a well-known cansultant in the field of juvenila justice
programs (DeMuro), examined the population of delinquent offenders uncer
commitment Lo the Division as of March 1, 1890. About 20 parcant of this population
was held i the state's Youth Develapment Canters (YOG). Theremaining youths
weare being supervisad n other, non-institutional programs such as intensive probation
and commurity treatment.

The authors toured several state facilities, met with staff, and collecied data
about the youths in the study sample. The study sample was defined as all committad
youths who were i some form of placement on the study date, This resultedin a
crcss-section, or "snapshot” of DYS commitments. There was no particular
significance 10 tre actual date of the study population, other than tre convenience of
being able toidentify a cross-section morg easily on the first day of a monh. There is
no reason tobeleve that the committed population on March 1, 1990 was
systematically different from any other day in recent months,

The authars worked with DYS staff to plan the data collection. This entailed
selecting a subset of variables which would be *downloaded” from the large,
accumulated database created by the Division's computerized commitment tracking
gystem. In the past, CSYP has had to rely on labor-intensive examinations of each
juvenile's case record to collect the information needed for a risk assessment, This
procedure was unnecessary in Georgia due to DYS's truly s'ate-of-the-art
management infarmation system.

Once the subset of variables had been determined by the authers through
discussions with the Division, staff from the Management information Unit carried out
the programming tasks required to assemble the dataset.2 The final dataset was semt
to CSYF on floppy disk. The data analysis was performed using a standard stalistical
software package at the Center for the Study of Youth Policy.

To organize the data and prepare the risk assessment itself, the authors refied
on the guidance of the task force mentioned above. The task force members incluced
legislators, judges, law enforcemant representatives, educalors, service providers,

2 The authors drd ol gritetul 1or the able sialsancs of Bnn watone of UYS,



youth advocales, and state administrators. (See Appendix |i for a list of Task Force
members.) The task forca met with the authors on four occasions: to plan the study,
ta score various portions of the risk assessment, and to review initial drafts of this
report.

Negotiations with the risk assessment task force regarding the design of the
study Felped to insure that the collection of informetion from each juvenile’s record, as
well as the overal direction of the study was responsive to tha values and practices of
the Georgia juvenile ustice system. The inferpralations and conclusions in this repor,
howaver, are thosa of the authors alone.

Risk Scorgs

The risk assessment is designed 1o incorporate threa kinds of information on
gach cammitied youth:

1, Demographic -- age, sex, ethnicty, committing county, etc.
2 Background Inforrmation - living situation, history of drug use, etc,

3. Formal records of juvenile court adjudications and commitmerts.

Although information on other factors {e.g., employment
experience, psychological evaluations) would be ofinterest to many peopla, tha
rick agsessment is restricted to the most salient risk facto’s in order to reduce
measurement error and keep missing data 1o a minmum. Ona of the more common
errors in classification and risk assessment studies is 1o incorporate data on such a
wide range of factors that eormpiing the information becomes highly complex. When
this happens, the quality of tha risk assessment I8 rot greatly improved, the
information that goes into the aralysis becomes more subjective, and the entire
process becomes less reliable.

Thare is ceneral agreemert among crirninclogists and researchers that the best
indicators of risk for future arrest and adjudication are the recency, severity and
chronicity of pricr offending, and also how early an individual became formally involvad
in the juvenile justice system (.e., age atonset), These factors should comprise the




core of a risk assessment analysis,® The rick scoree analyzed in this study, therelore,
are derived from a restricted set of factors associated with potential risk to the
community. Although the risk assessment includes other variables, the scores
thermselvas are based upon each youth's history of offenses and juvenile

court involvement -- adjudications and commitman:s.

COMMITTED YOUTHS INTHE YDCs

On March 1, 1890, there were approximately 3,300 delinguent youths under
commitrment o tre Georgia DYS and in some form of placerent. Cf these, 623 were
placed in one of the state’s Youth Development Centers. The others were either livirg
with their own families, were in some form of community supervision program, in othar
placement seltings such as group homes and drug treatment facilities, or on
*aftercare” status having been released from a placement,

Table 1 provides some oasfc information about the 623 YDC youths as cbtained
frorm the DYS data bage. It shows that most youths in the YDCs were male. Females
are traditionally served at the Macon YOC. On the study day, there were 35 femazles in
that program, The vast majority (79 percent) of YDC youths were non-Whie, primarily
Black or African-American. This is far higher than the national average for public
iuvenile training schools (about 556% in 1887).4 Some portion of this discrepancy could
ha due to the size of the minority population in high-crime areas, or the diflerential
involvement of minorities in the justice system, but the high preportion of African
Armericans in Georgia’s juvenile correctional facilities deserves serious and immediate
attention.*

53 BAAD. CLASSIFSATION CF JUIWEMILES: A& MODEL SYSTEMS APPROACH, 11984); Alto ges reviaws in GOTTFREDSON &
"ONRY, PAEDCTION AND CLASSIFICATION CRMWIMAL JUSTICE DECISION MAKIMNG [V887).

4 STEKETEE,'WALLIS & SCHWARTZ, JUVENILE JUSTICE TRENDS: 1G77-1947 at 4L (May, 1290).
B A h underslandng of the impant of roes Inoriminal Jushon proesssing would redquirs 8 much mans alaborats sty and ik

beyand the scopa of thia report. Whike the data on race gresenled hare are nat definitive, they at lesst suggesd thal furthar
etisdy is warranted,



TADLE 1
Characteristics of YDC Youths

n Fot
Gander
Male £8a a4 %
Female (Hacon YDC) 35 6%
Ethnicity
HWhite 128 21%
Hon-white 495 79%
hge
14 and Under g0 12%
15 12% 0%
16 221 5%
17 and Over 197 12%
Age at First Adjudicatien
12 and Under 1758 28%
13 12% 21%
14 111 18%
15 117 19%
16 and Over S0 14%
Family in Homa
Two Parent 171 28%
Single Parent 373 604
Cther % 12%
Alcohol & DIug
Ko Use of Subst 64 10%
Experimentation 174 28%
Monthly Use 161 26%
Weekly Use 207 33%
Daily /Dependence 17 3%
Total 623 100%

N S —— TR L

Nate: Taotals may not add to 623 due to missing data.

Tahle 1 also show the ages of the YOC youths as a whole. Most (87 percent)
were at least 15 years nld on the study day. Nearly a third were age 17, Not
surprisingly, mary of the youths currently hsld in YDCs had their first expasure to the



Juvenile justice system at an esrly age. Almost half (49 percent) were fi-st adjudicated
by a juvenile court before their fourteenth bithcay.

Also not surprising is the lact that eixty percent of the youths in YDC placement
had been fiving in single-parent homes prior to being committed. Table 1 provides the
proportions cf YOO youths who had been living with ong parent or twc, or in some
alternative situation. Twenty-eight percent of the youths lived with two parents (either
birth parents or birth-step parent comrbinations).

A mare surprsing finding to some would be that, based on DYS records, the
youths placed in the YCCs were not heavily involved in alcohol and drug use.
According totho Divisicn's classificat on profile, only 3 percent of thoss youths
incarcerated on the study day wore considered “dependent® on drugs or alechol, or
had been usiag these substances on a daily besis. Twonty cight percent had only
"exoermented" with drinkirg or drugs; another 10 percert had not ugsed trem at all. A
third, however, had used aicohol or drugs on at least a weekly basis before being
commtted. While this fevel of drug and aleoho! use could represent a problem, it does
not seem to differ greatly from the incidence of substance abuse in tho non-
incarcerated youth population,

The age of the YDC youths vaied as expected between facilitios. As shown in
Table 2, the oldest group of Juvenles was placed &l the Milledgoville YDC, which is
known as the "oughest” institution in the system. At Milledgevilie, 97 percont of the
youttis were aged 15 or older, The Augusta YDC also hed youths primarily over the

age of 15 (89 percent). In contrast, just 63 percent of the youths at the Atlanta YDC on
March 1 were at least 15.



TABLE 2
Age of YDC Youths by FPlacement

S S S S S S ——————————————————— TS B ST Ve e e et e 4

n Bct. 1 Pct n Pct

Aga on 3/1/90
14 and Under 36 17k 26 11% a 2%
1% er 1& E& E7% 160 ET% 104 44%
17 or Over & 6% B 22% 127 51%
Total ag 100% 228 100% 2189 1NaE

{continued}
TABLE 2

aAge of YDC Youths by Placement

LI S ——————————————————————————_ Y P 8 e e e e g et

current Placement Total
Macon YD Macon AaD I Pckt
n Pct. 3] Pct.
Age on 3/1/90
14 and Under 9 26% 1 2% g0 13%
15 or L& 16 46% 10 77T 3d 6 CEY
17 or Over 10 20% 2 15% 197 2%
Tatal 25 100% 17 100% €23 100%

The YDC faciities varied only slightly in the ethnic composition of their juvenile
populations. Table 3 shows that only the Macon YDC had 8 population which was less
than 75 percent minorities. Since this facility had only 35 youths in placement on the
study day, this percentage could easfly vary from month to month. Al the YDGs
appeared to contaln a predominantly non-White population.



TABLE 3
Ethnleity of ¥YDC Youths by Placement

Tl i el B e e el Pl oot T S o P e Ty P e e el T T T T e ]

e e e e e B T — ——— " - -

i e TRt e ks i e S, s ——— i ———r — S - — —— i — —— ——— ——

g ot . n Pct n rct
Ethnicity
White 22 22% 54 23% 40 17%
Hon-wWhits 76 7e% 124 7% 149 1%
Total 98 100% 238 100% 239 100%
fcentinued)
TABLE 3
Fthnicity of ¥DC Youths by Flacement
curreint Placem=ant Total
Macon YDC Macon A&D n Pct.,
n Pct n Pct
Ethniclt
White 10 29% 2 15% 128 21%
Hon~White 25 71% 11 85% 495 79%
Total 35 100% 13 100% 623 100%

s —— — i ——— — ——— — — o kvl L M S S —— e R S k! L NN NN S NN S W M M N R

Table 4 contains informat on on the YOC youths' counties of origin by ethnicity.
It demonstrates that a substartial proportion of nonWhite YDC youths come from
large, urban counties. Chatham, Dekalb, and Fulton counties, in fact, account for over
forty parcent of the minority youths In the YDC population. Adding Bibb, Dougherty,
Muscogee, Richmond, Spalding, and Troup counties, accounts for 340 non-White
YDC commitments, or 69 percent of the total. This information should net be seen as
proof of any willful action on the part of these counties, It merely identifies the areas
which account for most minarity commitments, regardiess of the reasons.



TABLE 4
¥DC Youths' Ccunty of Origin by Ethnicity

W W e W we vy e S B ey e P R S S e A S M S M TN SN M M N S G —

Ethnicity Total
White Hon-¥White by Pct.
n Fct. n Pck.
Populatisn of
Committing County
Over 200,000
Chathan 6 5% 31 6% i 6%
Cokl ¥, g 2 0% a 1%
Dekalk 11 2% 66 13% TF 12%
Fulton 3 5% 108 22% 114 18%
cwinnett [ 5% 3 1% 9 1%
50 ta 200,000
Eibkb 3 2% 16 1% 19 1%
Carxoll 1 1% 3 1% 4 1%
Cherokae 2 2% Q 0% 2 0%
clarke 2 2% 5 1% 7 1%
Clayton 7 5% 8 2% 15 2%
Columbla 1 1% i o% P 0%
Dougherty 2 2% 47 9% 49 8%
Douglas 3 2% 2 0% 4 1%
Floyd 3 2% 5 1% a8 1%
Glynn 1 1% 8 1% 6 1%
Hall 0 0% 4 1% 4 1%
Houston O 0% 2 o% 2 (v 1
Lownides 1 1% 5 1% [ 13
Muscogee il 2% 23 5% 26 4%
Richmond 2 2% a0 it 3z 5%
Spalding 5 4% 9 2% 14 2%
Troup 1 1% 10 2% 11 2%
Wnitfield 2 2% a o% 2 0%
Under 50,000
Appling 1 L% 0 0% 1, 0%
Atkinson i 1% 0 0% 1 01
Baldwin 2 2% 2 0% q 1%
Barrow 0 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Bartow 3 2% 0 0% 3 0%
Ben Hill Z 2% 4 0% 2 0%
Berrien 2 2% (3] 0% 2 0%
Bleckley 0 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Brooks L 1% 3 i% 4 1%
feontinued)
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TABLE 4
¥DC Youths' County of Origin Ly Ethnlcity

i G P W o - — ——

White Fon-wWhite Total

n Fet n Pct. n Mct.
Bulloch 2 2% 6 1% 8 1%
Durke 1 1% 7 1% 8 1%
Camden 0 0% 2 0% 2 (4 |
Candler 0 0% 1 0% 1 (0% }
Charlton 2 2% Q 0% 2 (4% )
Chattooga ] 0% : 3 0% 1 (33 ;
Clinch Pl 1% 0 0% 1 o1
Coffea 3 % 1 0% 4 1%
Colguitt 1 1% 5 1% 6 11
Cook i 1% 4 1% 5 13X
Coweta 1 1% 3 1% 4 1%
Crisp 1 1% 2 0% 3 0%
Decatuar )] L 8 ik B 13
Nodge 1 l% 2 0% 3 0%
Dooly 0 0% 2 0% 2 01
Early 0 0% 3 1% 3 ol
Effinghanm 1 1% 1 0% 2 0%
Elbert 1 1% 0 0% 1 0%
Emanumel ] 0% 4 1% 4 1%
Evans 0 0% 2 0% 2 0%
Gilmer : ¥ 1% 0 0% 1 0%
Goxdon 1 1% 1 0% 2 0%
Grady 2 2% 2 (o} 4 4 1%
Greene i} 0% s 0% : 0%
Hancock (s 0% 1 0% 1 D%
Hart o 0% 4 1% 4 1%
Henry o 0% 4 1% 4 1%
Irwin 0] D% 1 0% 2 0%
Jacksen L 1% 0 0% 1 0%
Jeff [avis 1 1% 0 0% 1 0%
Jeffereocn 0 0% 3 1% 3 0%
Jenkirs 0 0% 1 C% 1 0%
Lanier 0 0% ' (0F ; 1 03
Laurerns 1 1% 1 ck 2 0%
lee 1] 0% i ck 1 0%
Liberty 1 1% 2 % | 0%
Macon o 0% 1 0% b 1 0%
McDuffie 1 1% 0 (0] 1 0%
Mcintosh 2 2% U 0% 2 0%
Meriwvethar n (4 2 0k 2 0%
Mitchell L 1% 2 0% 3 0%
Monrod L I 1 C 0% 1 0%
Murray 1 1% C 0% 1 0%

(continued)
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TABLE 4
YDC Ycuths' County of Crigin by Ethnicity

L T L T I e R g T p——— g e S ——

Ethnicity Total
White Hon-White n Pct.
n Pct, n Pct.
Newtaon ¥ 0% 2 0% 2 0%
Oconee 1 1% c 0% 1l 0%
Paulding 2 2% 0 0% 2 0%
Peach a 0% 2 0% 2 0%
Polk 0 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Futnam v] 0% 1 0% i (v} ]
Fockdale L 1% o 0% : 0%
SCreven 0] 0% 2 0% 2 0%
sampter L 1% 1 0% 2 ok
Tattnall 8] 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Telrair 0 0% 1 (bF ; Ei 0%
Thomas p 0% 1 0% 1 o
Tift 1 1% 2 0% 3 0%
Toonbs 0 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Turner 0 0% 2 0% 2 0%
Upson Q 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Walton 3 2% ¥ o% 3 (NE §
Ware 1 1% [ 0% 1 0%
wayne 0 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Wilcox o] 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Wilkes 0 0% 1 0% 1 0%
Warth i 1% 0 0% 1 0%
Total 123 100% 95 100% 623 100%

Mote: 1986 population estimates from U.5. Census Bureau,
Current Population Reports, Series P-26, 86-5-5C.

Offense History

Table 5 presents the commitment offenses of the youths placed in the YDCs.
One of the mast ‘recuently cited characteristics of a correcticnal population is the
criminal charge or offense which resulted in each offender’s current incarceration.
Since all the offenders in this study were committed, the most recent ofense will be
referred to herein as the curmmitment offense.,
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TARRILE 5
Commitment Offenses of YJIC Youths

n pek,
Comnltment CEfonsos
Misada /Non-Violent
Trespasa 1 0%
Crim Damage 2 2 0%
Obstruct Justice 1 0%
Public Disturkbance 1 0%
Terroristis Threats 2 o4
VOP 2 0%
Carry Weap no Licns 1 0%
Drive w/a Licence 1 0%
Contrib Deling T 0%
Shoplift ~ F1¢0 1 c%
Escape ne Force 9 1%
Crug Offenses
Use of Schd I-II Drug 10 2%
Sale of Schd I-I1II Drug 97 16%
S2l1] Facsimile Drug n 0%
Trafficking in Cocalne 2 0%
Property
Burglary 71 114%
Auto Theft 51 B%
Theft Ovexr $500 27 4%
Crin Damage 1 1 0%
Forgery 2 0%
Thelft Under $500 3 0%
Poss Crine Tools 1 0%
Entering Auto 2 0%
Arson 3 i 0%
Burglary WRC 42 73
Shoplift 4th Ad3j 4 1%
Theft of Firearm i o3
violent
Arson 1+2 6 13
Tnvol Manslaught 1 0%
Child Molestaticn L9 3%
Agq Cchild Molest 13 2%
Robbery 20 3%
Bat-ery or Simp Batt 8 1%
EscCape W Force 3 0%
Concealed Weapon 1 0%
Agy Asslt Corroc Ofc [ 1%
Robbery MEC 14 2%

{centinued)
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TABLE 5
Ccommitment Cffenecs of YDC ¥Youths

n Pct
Carry Weapon Puk Gath 1 0%
Agg Assault NRC 28 1%
Major Viclent
Murdeor 12 2%
Vol Manslaught 12 2%
Kidnapping 5 1%
Rapcoc 8 1%
Armed Robhery 48 8%
Agg Assault 72 12%
Agg Socdomy 5 1%
Agg Battery 5 1%
Vehic Homicide 1 2 0%
Total 623 100%

P S T T S R e e e R e e S

The largest single offender group were those youths committed for the Sale of
Schedule | orlt Drugs. Ninaty-seven YDC youths had been committed for this ofiense.
Other frequent offenses were Burglary (11 percent), At Thelt (B percent), Armed
Aobbery (8 percent). and Aggravated Assault {12 percent).

The ofense groups introcuced in Table § (e.q., property, violent, drug offenses)
are used in Table 6 to look at differences between the youths according to the county
n which they were committed to DYS. The data in Table 6 show that only minor
differences exist in the commitment offenses of youths from smallar countiss and
large, urban counties, The major difference is the greater proportion of yvouths from
the large counties who were committed for drug offenses (26 percent versus 10 and
15 percent inthe smaller counties).

Table 7 considers the sams offense groups according to the youths' ethnicity.,
The most stri<ing feature of these data is the fact that all the youths committed to DYS
for drug ofternses as of March 1 were non-White. The proportion of White youths
committed for property offenses (42 percent) is, in furn, noticeably larger than among
non-Whites (31 percent).
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TABLE &
Commitmant Dffenses of YDC Youths by County

Populaticon of Committing Ceounty

e A ek v — —— —— — T S A S S ey e

——— e ——— e — T U —

n Ect . n Bct n Pot
Commitment Orfensa
Misd /Non=-Violent g i% 7 1% 6 1%
LCrug Cffenses 63 26% 22 10% 25 15%
Froperty 54 22% 53 44% 55 I6%
Violent 48 20% 32 15% 36 22%
Major Viclent 72 29% 59 2B% iB 23%
Total 246 100% 213  100% 164 100%

TABLE 7

Cermitment Offenses of YDC Ycuths by Ethnicity

R R R e ol e e il M ———————————————————————

Ethnicity Total
White Non-White n Pct.
n  5le A n Tct.

Commitment Offense
Hied /Non-Viclent 2 &% 14 2% 22 4%
Drug Cffenses 0 0% 110 22% 110 18%
Property 54 42% 152 31% 206 313%
Viclent 37 29% 79 16% 116 19%
Hajor Violent 29 23% 140  28% 169 27%
Tetal 128 100% 495 100% G2l 100%

L e o o S S e

Finally, Table 8 portrays the commitrrent offenses of the youths by YDC facility.
Dnce again, the Milledgeville YOC stands out as the most serious popu‘ation, with 80
percent of the youths placed there having been committed for violent offenses. The
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offender population at the Augusta YDC was somewhat less serious, athough over a
t1ird of those youths had also been cormmitted for a viclent offense. Table 8 also
¢hows that the Augusta YOC had proportionately more drug offenders than
Milledgeville (25 versus 13 percent).

TABLE B8
Cemmitment Cffensaeg of ¥DC Youths by Placement

S R TE EE W EE W W W T Er EEm N w— W W Ew —w W —w T mmr e R T S M S R R e R e S e R e

T ——— T W e  Er w E e R S e S e e S L S R L ey

e ——— s s s o T ——

n Pct. I Pt . n Pct.
Commitment Offense
Misd /Non-Violent 3 1% T 3% 8 3%
Crug Cffcnecs 9 9% 60 25% 312 13%
Froperty 48 45% 85 6% £6 23%
Vioclent 27 28% 46 19% 34 14%
Majoxr Violent 11 11% 40 17% 109 416%
Total 98 100% 238 100% 239 100%

(centinued)
TABLE A

Commitnent Offenses of ¥YDC Youths by Placement

R S W RS R R N R S S SN S R R S R M N R M G S R R S R S S AR o

Current Placement Tcztal
Macon YDC Macon A&D n Fct.
n Pct n Pct.
Comnitment Offensa
Misd /Non-Violent 4 11% 0 0% 22 1%
Druy Offenses 1 1% a 62% 110 18%
Property 13 A7% 4 31% 206 313%
?inlent. 9 26% 0 0% 116 19%
Major Vielent 8 23% 1 8% 169 27%
Total it 100% 13 100% 623 100%

—— " — S S S W ule e e e S e e e ek ol i ol e e e ek e R ———— s P S e
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The Atlanta and Macon YDCs, as shoawn in Table 8, were also serving
significant numbers of youths with vicient offenses, althaugh more than half of the
offenderg in trese facilities wera committad for misdermeanars and other non-viclent
offenses, property offenses, and drug charges (61 and 51 percent respectvely).

Of course, the most recent adjudication does nat complelely characterize the
seriotsness of a youth’s delingquent behavior. Ona must also consider such factors as
the seribusness cf previous offenses, the overal number of clfenses, and the youth's
age at first adjudication. Trese factors will be incorporated in the risk
assessment analysis presented later i7 this repart.

COMMITTED YOUTHS IN ALTERNATIVE PLACEMENTS

Only about 20 percent of Ihe rrore than 3,000 youtns under commitment siatus
on March 1 ware in the state’s Youth Development Centers, The rest (2,718) had
heen placed in other settings, including their own homas. Table @ presents basic
iformation aboul all the committed youths in placement on March 1 who were not in
one of Georgia's Youth Developmeant Centers 8

The columns in Table 8 provide the information according to whether the youths
had gver been placed in a YDC. The 1,005 youths in the right-hand columns had been
in aYDC prevously, but on March 1, 1990 were placed in some alternative setting.
Most of these youths (85 percent) were on after-cara status, naving beegn released
ram ¥DCs and other placements but still under the same commitment order. The
other 15 percent could be under new commitments, but the particular circumstances
of the case may have suggested that they did not reed to be placed ina YDC again.

A comparisor of the state's utiization of YDC beds and alternative placaments,
of course, shoulc focus primarily on the 1,7 14 youths who hed been commitied, but
not yet placed ina YDC, They are described in the lefti-hand columns of Table 9.
These juveniles could be descibed as being in the "frent end’ of the system, &s
opposed to exiting from the *back end” ang possibly n2aring the end of a commitment
perod.

G Mot ncloded in e 1000w ing labias aa [hesa youths who had >een Gomritted Bl stk Shill awabing plecemen] on March 1.
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TABLE 9
Characteristics of Non-¥DC Youths

S ——————————————m—————— R AR S 2P e it L R

e R R e R e e

No Yes
n Pct. n Pct.

Gender
Male 1384 BL% 913 9l1%
Famale 330 1% 92 S5%
Ethnicity
¥hite 7497 46% 263 26%
Hun-white 517 54% 742 74%
hge
14 and Under 377 22% 4 0%

1& 21 25% 131 12%

16 514  30% 286  2B%
17 and Over 402 23% 494 49%
Framily in Home
Tw Papent BEG 37% 38 23%
Single Parent 853 50% 557 55%
other 224 13% 120 12%
Alcohol & Brug
No Us=ze of Subst 325 19% 134 13%
Experimentat lun 561 3% 312 31%
Monthly Use 47 23% 274 27%
Weekly Use 323 19% 255 26%
Daily /Dependence 22 1% 24 2%
Current Placement
Nor-Fesident ial 8627 43% 109 11%
Residential 504 30% 40 4%
Aftercare 377 22% 856 85%
Total 1714 100% ACHEB 100%

L b e ] o ol AN — o ——

Note: Totals may not add due to missing data on some variables.
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On March 1, nearly Falf of the 1,714 "ront end® youths were in non-residential
settings. Thirty percent were in residantial placements, including foster homes, group
homes, mental health treatment eenters, and peychiatric hospitals. Just over a fifth ef
these youths were on afercare status from a pror placerrent other than a YDC.

In Tabia §, it is apparent that the proportinn of females is higher among the
committed juveniles wha were never placed in a YDC. The non-YDC population is also
mare Caucasian or White than that of the YDCs, The proporlion of Whites in the YDCs
on March 1 was just over 20 percent. Those committed youths with pravious YDC
exparience were 26 percent White. Among cormmitted youths never placed ina YBC,
however, 46 percent were While,

As would be expected, the youths placed in setlings other than the YDCs
tended to be vounger than :heir YDC counterparts. Wherzas only 13 percent of the
YDC youths were younger than age 15, more than 20 percent of the youths in
residertial and non-rasidential placements were as young. The Non-YDG youths with
previous YDC experience were slightly older then the youths placed in the YDC on the
study cay. Again, this is not surprising.

in addition to being more Caucasian and slightly younger, the committed
youths withou any YDC placements werg sormewhat mors likely to live in two-parent
lamilies (37 versus 28 percent.) Their usa of drugs and alcohol was also shightly less
serious. While 62 percent of the YDC youths in Table 1 used drugs or alcohol at a
level surpassing "experimentaton,” this was true of only 48 percent of cormmitted
youths who had not been placed in one of the state’s YDCs.

Table 10 considers tnhe ethnic compaosition ¢f the Non-YDC youths in varicus
placement settings. in Tabe 8, it was shown that 54 percent of the committed youths
without prior YDC placements were non-Wh'te, primarily African American, Thisis a
far smaller proportion than the YDC population on March 1 which was 78 percent non-
Whte.
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TARIE 10
Placement and Ethnicity of Non-YDC Youths

- e e e Bk S S S W N T e ek e o B B R S R Ml S S e wecEw ry AL S e emoem e e

Fricr YDC Admissiunss Toctal
Ne Yes n Pct.
n Pct. n Ect.
current Placement
Fon= Residential
White 28l 34 % al 28% Jiz 33%
Non-White 246 66% 78 72% 624 67%
Fosidential
White 301 60% 22 565% 323 59%
Non-White 2013 A0% 18 45% 223 41%
Aftercare
White 211 56% 210 25% 421 34%
Hen-White 166 44 % L4 G FTEY Al2 ehqi
Total 1708 100% 1005 LOCE 2713 1G0%

S S ——————————————— R E LR e el Bl et

Note: Totals may not add dus to missing data on some variables.

Further ethnic differences emerge within the placeiment groups as shown in
Table 10. Among the committed youths placed in non-residential settings on March 1,
66 percent were non-White. Those in residential placements, on the other hand, were
anly 40 percent non-White. This discrepancy adds credence 1o the argurrant that
residential placements are used as an alternative to the YDCs morg often for White
than non-White youths.
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TABLE 11
Flacanant. of Non=-YD Youths by County of Origin

S —— it LR Rl SR e ———— —— " i} o R i o

Yo Yoo
N Pt * n PCt .
Pecpulation of
Committing County
Over 200,000
Noa-Residential 241 26 40 9%
Feszldential 118 28t 19 4%
Aftercare 70 lek J6E 56
50 to 200,000
Hoa-Residential 318 19% 42 14%
Residential 203 31% 5 2%
Aftercareae 131 20% 253 B4%
Urder 50,000
Non-Ragsidential 268 13t 27 10%
Residential 183 29% 16 6%
kftercare 176 z8% 235 35%
Tetal 1708 100% 1005  100%

B Bl ik e B e e o e e o e i ——— —— i — —— — " " ] T o T — i — i rr -

Note: Totals may not add due to missing data on some variables.

The data in Table 11 provide the utilization of the different placerment settings for
non-YDC youths by the size of the county in which the youths were committed. It can
be szen that committed youths from smaller Georgia counies were slightly ‘ess likely
to be placed in non-residential settings than were youths from the largest counties (43
percent versus 56 percent). They wers somewhat more likely to be on gftercare status
(28 percent versus 18 percent), Tris could reflect a lack ol non-resident al services
and placemenis ir smaller ¢counties,
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TAEBLE 12

Commitment Offenses of Hon-YDC Youths
Without Previcus YDC Admissions by Type of Placement

Non- Residential Aftercare
Repidential

[ —— Y e [ —— T e e L L R

n Pet. n rect, n FCt.
Comnitmeat Offenssa
Misd /Non-Violent 117 41% 211 42% 178 47%
Drug Cffenses 76 9% 16 3% 16 4%
Property 274 3% 202 40% 141 37%
vialent 129 16% 73 14% 38 10%
Major Vislent 11 1 2 0% 4 1%
Total 827 100% S04 100% 377 100%

Nate: Tetals may neot add due to pissing data on some variables.

Table 12 presents the commitment offenses of the youths in alternative
placements 61 March 1. The catain Table 12 represent only the 1700 youths without
prior YOO adrissions. Clearly, most of these youths were committed for either
misdemeanors and other minor charges, or property cffenses.

Among those youths in nori-residential place ments (about hait of whom were
living with their own families), just under three-quarters were commiited for property
offenses cr rrinor charges. Among the youths in residential placements, 82 percent
had been commited for these offenses. Only 17 percent of the youths in non-
-esidential placements, and 15 percent of those in residential settings, had been
committed fo' offenses involving viclence. The commitment offenses of the youths an
aftercare status were comparable.

22



RISK SCORES

course, commitmant offenses provide only partial information abow: the
severity of an offender populaticn. If a youth with pricr viclent offensos were re-
committed for a misdemeanor, it wauld not bae fair to consider this youth simpily &
misdemeanant. Perhaps many of the Georgia youths committed for relatively minor
offenses had been adjudicated previously for sericus, viclent crimes such that any rnew
infraction was thought to presert substantial risk to the community, Bringng
information about prior offenses into the analysis, however, makes simple takles
increasingly lass ueeful. Tharefors, the study now turns to tho calculation of
risk scores.

Risk scores were calouated using a number of elements from each
youth's record and combining them into one weighted number.” Points were added
for the commitment offense and the most serlous prior offonse. The point values
assigned ‘or particular offenses were determined by survoying the memberg of the
tas« force and calculating the numaric averages of their responses® (The peint values
assigned ‘o each type of ofensc are listed in Appendix Il.)

For example, a youth would receive ten points if his or her commitmen: offense
wag a serious viclent charge such as rape, armed robbery, or murcer. If the same
youth's mostserious prior adjudication was alse for a serous viclent offense, another
ning points ware added to the score. If there were no prior offenses inthe youth's
record, only tie cammitment offanse contributed points to the risk score.

Points were elso agded for chronic offernders. In ather words, a1 offender with
many pvenilo count appearances resulting in delinquency adjudications was given
points in addition to the points assigned for the commtment and most sericus prior
offense. If anoffender had mgare than twg prior court appeararces that resulted in
adjudications for charges more serious than a status offense, two poinis were added

7 The scores are wrighted (n tha sansa that the various elements do ot contritute equally 1o tha final score, The commilment
oMersa and the mos! sericus prior adfudicatian wil' usyally acoount for about 60 percant ¢ the [2irs In aach youth's rigk
Lonne

B The otfynse scorts used in this study rellexl the average values of 19a task foice members and do 0o’ represent the views of
the authars. Sen the Authors’ Afervord™ at the conclusion of iz mport Yor sdaitianal disceayion of the ICCING Privndunuy,
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to the score, Ejva or mora priar court appearances resulted in yet another three
points, for a total of five points.

Foints were also added for an early "onset” of court invelvement -- an
adjudication befors the age of thirteen earned one paint. Finally, if the youth’s drug
and alcohoi profile in the DYS risk assessment systern indicated that drug use was a
serious problem @ was invalved in the inciden resulting in their most recent
commitment, anotyer point was added to the scora. (These wnuid be vaihs seoring
four or five peints on the DYS alcohol /drug profile )

The combination of all these factors produces a range of scares The Inwest
possible score would be zero. For example, if & youth with ro prior offenses (0 points)
was adjudicated for a status olffense (0 points), at age 16 (0 points), and was rot
known 1o use drugs at all (O poirts), his or her sccre would obvinusly be zers.

The highes' possible score, on the other hand, would be a 2. This wold
resLit from a youth whose commitment and most serinus prior offenses were hoth
violent felonies (10 and 9 points respectively), who had 5 prior cour: enzounters
resulting in adjudication [5 points} including ore before the age of 13 {1 point),
and who used drugs to the extent it was considered 2 s lous problem {1 point).

Interpretation of Risk Scores

The reader is cawtioned not 1o think of the rigk scores in this study
as precictions of future delinquency in a statistical sense, Predicting the probability of
future delirquency is |ust as predblematic as any other attampt to analy:ze
hurman behavior. Coneidarable "esearch, howsver, has shown that these factors can
generaly diztinguish repeat, chronic oflenders from other juvenies whe will most likely
desist from crime car'ier and engage in less serious erim nal behavior hefore they do.

In general, any youth with a score of ten or more on tha risk assessmant could
be considered for secure placement. Scores over ten will ba called "high” risk scores
in the following aralysis. Youths with adjudications for serious, viclent crimes (s,
those scored as 10 points) would bo automatically cansidered for secure care. Youths
with @ history of sorious offenses would also be considered for secure zare as
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the combination of their commitment anc prior offenses would easily surpass
ten points.

Youths who seora six points of !ess should amost always be served through
community-based pragrams. Scores of less than seven will be referrec to as low" risk
seares. While low-risk youths may require some form of placement in order to receive
services. there should almast never be a case whera incargesation in a secure facility is
chosen for youths scoring under 7 peints.

Youths in the middie of :he continuum, those scoring from seven to nine paints,
will be said to have "medium® risk scores. Such youths would undoubledly need
special sevices and supervision, These youths, however, shoud alsobe considered
for non-institutional, community-based placements, provided high-qualty programs
are avallable ranging from intensive probation to residantial treatment.

The Role of Fisk Scores in Dectsion-Making

The risk assessment scores are & guide. They can bring greater objectivity and
consistency 15 the commitment/placement process by ranking adjudicated juveniles
along a continuum of risk. It is essential to remember, however, that the risk scores
represent a gcontnuum. The three groups of risk scores — low, medium, and high --
are useful for policy discussion, but they should mot be thought of as rigid boundaries,

Tha risk scores are alse not exact placement recommendations. Some youths
scoring relatively low may need intensive services and close supervisicn due lo special
circumstances othe: than the severity of their cffenses. Other youths whose offenses
appear quite severe may te able to do well in community-based programs due to a
strong and supportive family, or 2 particularly gooc local program. Biscerning which
cases involve such special circumstances requires the "ciscretion” of jJudges, agency
professionals, and those who best know the youth,

Risk assessmert analyses, however, can be an imponant check on discretion,
The level of security recommended for an individual offender should be closely tied to
the risk he or she presents to the public safety. Other factars, such as thelr need for
treatment, shoud be considered when deciding which particular service provider to
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Lee, or whethar to focus senvices on vocational, ed.cational, or psychological goals,
Th ision wheth incarcerate shoul N risk to th hi

Figure 1: The Role of Risk Assessment Scores in Decision-Moking:
Flmeing the Burden of Proof Requiree to
Lustify Plocement Decisions

ngh I.,I'l
\ —FF’—-
.l"".
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Jacormandat ions \ o
_ far Jecure Plocerent -
Burden of -t
Proof
J"‘.r’
St Recommendatioie for
e Comenini by Plonement
Ll:ll' ""-_F!
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Risk Score

The results of discretion in the systoem can depart significantly from what would
be suggestec by an asseasment of risk. An effective policy structurs, therefore, would
incorporate routing monitoring of the eppropriate balance. As depicted in Figure 1,
discretionary nfluences in commitment and placement decisions should be subjected
0 increasing scrutiny as those decisions deviate further from a frarmework of public
-isk. In otherwords, the highest burden of proof shou'd be on recommendations that
run counter to a public risk perspective.
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YDC Risk Scores

Table 13 containg the frequency and percentage distributions of the risk scores
for all YDC youths.? The scores rangad from a low of 4 points to a high of 23 paints.
Tatle 13 shows that there were 30 youths placed in a YDC on March 1 wha scored
low" o1 the rsk assessment. An additional 176 youths scored as "medium” rsks.
This, 206 youths, or 33 percent of the tatal YDC population on Margh 1, 138C, scored
as low or mecium risks. Youths with these scores should almost always be
considered for allarnative placements.

Table 14 examines the distribution of rick scores within counties. it
demonstrates that youths from smaller countios (those with populations of fower than
50,000} had samewhat iower risk scores than yout~s from more urbanareas. Farty
parcent of these youths scorad as low or medium on the risk osseasment. Sucha
finding is congistent with studies in other states. Smaller, less prosperous counties
fypically contend that inadequate local services compel them to commit delinguent
offenders 0 the etate sooner than larger counties with more placement optiors.

In Table 16, the risk scores of the YDC youths can be seen to vary slightly by
sthnicity, Whereas €2 percent of the White youths scared high on the fisk
assesement, this was true of 83 percent of non-White youths. The reader is reminded,
however, thatmany ‘aclors play a part in how individual offenders are treated by the
colrts and the Juvenile justice system. The risk scores in this study me-ely reflect the
accumulation of all thess factors since they are based upon official charges and
dispostions.

9 Tho tables precenting informetion on sk scores may notadd 1o pievious lotals besause some cases nad missing data which
pravanted the ciloulibion of boonbe.
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TABLE 12
Risk Scores of YDC Youths

————— i 7y —— L S by e RS N R L R

n cE.
Risk Bcores
Low
4 2 0%
5 16 3%
6 12 2%
Madium
7 23 4%
3] 8B 14%
g 65 10%
High
14 an 14%
11 71 11%
12 59 9%
13 39 5%
14 d6 7%
15 39 6%
16 1B 3%
17 21 3%
148 i1 2%
1g 11 2%
20 6 1%
2l 3 0k
£ 2 2 0%
23 2 0%
Grouped Riak Bcoreas
Low Al 5%
Med ium 176 28%
High 416 67%
Total 622 N0

e i —— i A oy o e e —
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TABLE 14
Risk Scores of YDC Ycuths by County Size

I e e el

———— T ——— - = = b W 7 — Tm mw — —— —— — —— =& e

n Pct h Fct . n Fct.
Hisk Ecores
Low 10 4% 11 5% 9 6%
Medium &3 28% 53 25% EL 4%
High 168 62% 149 70% 99 51%
Total 246 103% 1% 100% 169 130%
TABLE 15

Risk Scores of YDC Youths by Ethnicity

Ethnicity Total
¥hite Non-White n Pt
n Pt n Fct.

Rkiak Bcorecs
Low 5 4% 25 5% 30 5%
Medium 43 34% 133 27% 176 2B%
High 79 &2% 137 &n% 416 67%
Total 127 100% 495 100% 622 1oD%

Table 16 provides the risk scores according to the YDCs n which the youths
wers placed Net surprisingly, the Milledgeville YEC had the greatast proportion of
high risk yauths (85 percent). The other YDCs varied in their risk profiles. In the
Auguista YDC, for exampie, 37 parcent of the offenders scored as ether low or
medium risks, suggesting that they could be considered for other, less restrictive
seflings. Hal (55 percent) of the Atlanta YDC population, and nearly two-thirds (66
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percent) of the Macon ¥YDC had low or medium risk scores. Thus, the majority of
females in Gecrgia Youth Development Centers (i.e., at the Macon YD) had low or
medium seoras. The high proportion of low and medium risk scores atthe Atlanta
¥DC is mast likely a function of tha relatively young offenders in that facility,

TABLE 146
Riek Scores of ¥YDC Youths by Placement

Risk Beores
Taow

Medium

High

- T

(eontinued)

- T e P g ke G B N R R WY BT W W e T g e owmd e o e e g e

Current Placement

—— e — i —————— — = - A — —— . — ——

n Pt . 7] plat ol n Pet.,
140 1o% 7 2% 1 0%
44 45% 80 34% i5 15%
4 4 15% 150 63% 2073 BE%
g8 100% 237 100% 239 100%

TRBIE 16

Risk Scoreg of ¥YDC Youths by Placenent

Eiak EBcores
Low

Medium

High

Current Placement Total
Macon YDOC Kacon ALD n Pct.
n Fct. n Trct.

10 e B pe 15% io E%
11 37% 4 11% 176 28%
12 34% s S4% 416 57%
35 10D% 13 100% 622 130%
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Non-YOC Risk Scores

Using the same sot ¢f factors and the same scoring procedwres, risk scores
were also calculated for the committed youths placad in settings other than the YDCs
as of March 1. Table 17 presents these scorgs according to whether the youths had
teen placed in a YDC at any point in the past. Once again, the primary focus are the
left-hand columns which represent the ccmmitied youths without previous YDG
admrissions.

The proportion of youths in the lower range cf scores is much graater, as would
be expected. Over 83 percent of these youths scored in the [ow and medium risk
categories. This would be expected since although they are committed, these youths
had never seen placed in a YDU and were currently placed in alternative settings, Still,
a substantial proportion (17 pe-cant) of Non-YDC juveniles scored ten or more points.
Thus, there are some committed delinquents being supervised in alterrative settirgs
whese “ecords are similar to youshs paced in the YDCs.

The 1,645 committed ycuths described in the left-hanc colurmns of Table 17
inchude all uveniles not placed in the YDCs. Obviously, some of these were placed ir
other residential settings, or on altercare stetus from a resicentia placement. Tatle 18
explores wheter the ris< scores of the Non-YDC ycuths varied by placement setting.
It would nat be surprising, after al, to find that some of the youths scoring high in the
risk assessment were placed in group homes, drug treatmen: cente s, and hospitals.
Of more interest would be the youths in ron-residential settings wha scored high on
the risk assessment.

The da:a in Table 18 portray only those youths who had never beenin a YDG
but were committed and placed on March 1, 1990.1° Of those youths, 29 percent wee
in aresidetial setting and 22 percent were being supervised on aftercare status.
Thus, about haff of the youths werg in non-residental placements. Table 18 shows
ihat 157 youths in non-residential placerrents scored over 8 points on the risk
assessment,

10 Pragarnen irilanr walivn was inissiing o sis yadls in Tallo 18, thue e betal of albvadunns & 1,630 Instead af 845,
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TABLE 17
Riek Scores of Non-YDC Youths

el i Ll ettt s T s T T s S SR S By SR —————————

Tk T T U —

Nao Yes
n Fet. n Pot
Riak Bcores
Low
0 B 0% 0 0%
1 46 1% (B 0%
P T1 4 % 2 0%
a 131 8% 7 1%
4 140 9% 10 1%
) 240 15% 45 5%
& 196 Y2% 43 4%
HMedium
7 160 10% 71 7%
8 215 13% 100 10%
=1 164 10% 135 14%
High
in e 9 &% 131 13%
11 65 % 114 11%
12 40 2% 84 g%
11 25 2% £2 (%3
14 31 2% 52 5%
15 9 1% L) 5%
16 3 0% .4 ) 1}
17 P 0% 18 23
18 7t (k3 18 2%
1% 0 0% 13 1%
20 1 0% & 13
23 0 0% 2 o
22 i 0% 3 0%
24 0 0% 2 D%
Grouped Risk Bcores
Low 832 51% 107 11%
Medium 539 3% AG6 J11%
High 274 17% 585 5O%
Total 1645 100% 298 LOO%

R L R Lk Lk il e B e de e b i MR PR cpk e e o L

Note: Tetals may not add due te missing data and/or rounding.
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TABLE 18

Risk Scores of Non-YDC Youths
Without Prieor YuC admissions, by Placement

T L S Lk e e R e e s ks i i o, A i e i " .

Current Placement

e e ek R R T T T e ——

Non- Residential Aftercare
Rezidential
n Fct. n Ect n 2ct
Risk 8Bcores
Low
aQ 5 I 1 2 0% 1 0%
1. 18 2% 15 R 15 4%
2 2% 4% 22 5k 20 %
3 52 6% S0 11% <8 2%
4 52 8% 43 0% 34 0%
5 112 14% &5 11% 61 17%
[ gz 12% 51 11% 50 14%
Mediam
: 7 BE 11% a2 9% 1 a%
38 114 14% 58 12% 45 12%
9 78 10% 52 11% 34 9%
High
10 g4 ? a0 6t 12 3%
1.1 38 5% 12 3t 14 1%
12 21 1% 14 3% 5 1%
13 14 2% 6 it 5 1%
14 1E 2% 10 2% & 2%
15 g8 1% T 0% (v} 0%
1& . 0% 1 O% (4] 0%
i P 0% 0 0% 0 0%
18 1 0% Q 0% D 0%
20 1 0% a ok 0 0%
22 1 0% 0 Lo} 1 0 0%
crouped Rizk Scoras
Low 371 4 6% 248 53% 209 5B%
Medium 278 34% 149 32% 110 10%
High 167 19% 75 16% 42 12%
Total 806 100% 472 100% 361 100%

e W R R S S e S B B o o e e o . o e o e o e o . 7 T T ——

Note: Totale may rot add due to missing data and/ox rounding.
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IMPLICATIONS

The risk scores of the committed youths placed in alternative settings were
notably lower than those of the YDC youlhs, as would be expectsd, Of the more than
“B00 yvouths under commitment status who had never before been placed in a YDC,
only 17 percent scored over 9 points on the risk assesament, and many of these were
placed in ather residential facilities. Even amaong youths in non-residential placements,
howewver, 157 hac scores of 10 or above. A small number (65) of thase youths scored
12 or more or the risk assessment. N would be particulary impartant to follow the
expariences cf these juveniles in order 1o determine whether such youths can be
supervised effectively in alternative programs.

Who are the 1577¢

In order to know more sbout the 157 Non-YDC youths who had high scores but
were placed in alternative ssttings. a computerized process was used 1o select at
random several cases from among the database. This process did not contral for any
case characteristics other than 1) the risk score had to be at least ten points, 2) the
youth had to he in a non-residential pacement, and 3) the youth had no previous YDC
admissions.

The folowing case studies are actual comm tted youths from the study sample.
Their names are fictiious. They are not chronic or violent offenders typically. More

often, they are property offenders who appeared to be suitable for community
treatment,

Tim i3 a 16-year-old Black male recontly committed to DYS for a charge of Burglary
stemming from an incident in which he and three frends broke into a concession
stand and stcle some candy. He had been charged with two prior counts of theft at
age 13, both nvelving the theft of motorcycles. He was put on probation for thess
charges. Tim was described as doing relatively well in schegl, gatting all B's end C's,
His teachers gave him high marks for his conduct in ¢lass. His mother reports no
problems at home, although he doesn’t always come home on tme. Tim's parents
separated when he was 7 years old. His mother receives AFDC,

34



Mark is a 17-year-old White male who was referred te a drug program as a result of
Fis recent commitment to DYS for Atternpted Burglary and a charge of Fleeing, Mark
and two other juveniles tried to gain entry to a business establishment by throwing a
steel ﬁipe through a window. Befcre they could do so, Mark and his friends were seen
end they ran away. Mark had two prior offenses, both auto thefts. In cne incidert, he
stale his father's truek; in the other, he stole his sisler's car. Mark had been skipping
classes at school, where he was described as capable, but unmotivated. Mark's
father asked the coun for & supenor court commitmment and for Mark to be
incarcerated in an adult faciity in order ta “straighten him up.

Ericis a 17-year old African American who was committed to DYS for possessing a
zsmall amount of marijuaia which was foLnd by undercover agents who stopped Eric
and searched him, Three years ago, Eric had one charge of shopliting and one
charge of passessln? a weapon fcr which ha was put on probation. He had also been
expelled fram school recenly. Eqde was placed with a Community Troaiment Ceonter as
a resutlt of this commidment. Hea lives with his mother who works two jobs to support
tne family. He hasn't had much contact with his father,

Stan is a also African Amercan, and only 13 years old. He was commited for stealing
a car wth several friends. Stan was referred to a Community Treatment Center. Priar
to the recent charge, Stan had been involvod infouwr other thelt incigents as well as

beirg charged for truancy and disorderly behavior. His coun appearances started
when Stanwas 11 years old. He lives wilh his mother who is single anc unemployed,

Tony is a “5-year-old Black male whe was committed for a charge of ﬂbstruclingna_‘n
officer. Tony led trom officers who weare seekirg to carry out a “pick-up order.” The
incident that prompted the pick-ug order involved an ellegation that Tony bad carried a
weapen into his scheol building. Tony has been on probation twice, for theft and
disarderly corduct. He has an 1Q of 68 and attends an alternative school, His
commilment resulted in a referrai 1o a Communty Treatment Center.

These randomly selected cases present a p'cture of deprivation anc/or famity
turmgil. in eaczh case, the nature of the youth's offenses placed him in the high-risk
category, but Ihe decision was made notto place himin the YDC. Although this
decision would seem to contradicl the risk framework preserted above, thereis
nothing inherently inappropriate about the special crcumstances of an apparently
high-risk case contributing to an alternative disposition. Accordingly, ascore dfBor S
should nol automatically dictate community placerment.

The fact that some objectively nigh-risk youths are referred to allernative
settings is also not unigus o Georgia, Many states have discovered that delingquent
youths wita significant court records can still be ha~dled in settirgs other than YDCs,
nrovided that the programs ertall close supervision ard a range of educational,
vocational, and family szrvices.
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A recent experiment canductad by the juvenie court in Betrait, Michigan found
that even for relatively sericus offenders (excluding only those with serious viclent
charges), alternatives such as intensive probation are just as effective as commitment
and incarceraion at curbing recidivism. Yet, thase programs usually cost about one-
third as much as commitment on a per-offender basis.!' Thus, with the amount of
public funds required to commit and incarcerate one juvenile, atout three can be
supervised or intensive probation with comparable results.

POLICY CONTEXT

Georgia's elected officials face much the same policy environment found
in other states, Debate and discussion about juvenile jusiice is often heavily influznced
by two popular balie’s: that juvenile crime is on the increase, and that the bes! way 1o
respord to jurenie crime of all kinds is through the use of correctional institutions.

Maost juvenile jusice professionals, Dowever, argue that secure, institutional
confinement shoald be reserved for the most severe cases in which a youth's behavior
has shown him or her to be an actual danger to the commurity. In the State of
Georgia, for example, a Departmant of Human Resources/DYS task force repont
released in 19587 advocated that a continuum of juvenile services be maintained by
"minimizing" entry into t1e juvenie justice sysie, and emphasizing "community-based
pregrams rather than irstitutions for status offenders and for deinquert offenders whao
do not pose a significant risk to the public.*? This approach to the juvenile crime
problem offers the greatest patential for maximizing the cost-effectiveress of the
juvenile justice system.

11 Barton & Buits, Viable Dptons. infanshve Suenision Prigrams for e Leimguents, 3 GRUME & DEUNG. &1 L 1WA),

12 Sams of this dissussion is adspted directly from pravioue risk assazsments putlished by the Ceandes for tha Study of Youth
Policy. SiN08 Many Is5ues related o fiek ASENSSMAanis are the same Inevary slate, b oduciory and wxplanatory materal
-azambrles earlar stedies condudied In othar urisdictions. Al coasiusions and meammendaticns, hawawer, ara based

solely upen tha infoimadion and dats gathersd In Seorgia, [Ses Appandix | for a list of previous GEYP sk assessmem
gludisg.}

13 DHAYDYS Taz Fores, TASK FORCE ON A COINTIMULM OF SERVICES FOR JLVENLE COFFENDERS at * and Appendix A
ar 1 |May 1950
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This approach is also the one advocated by more than two decades of federal
policy. The federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act', for examp'e,
encourages states to deinstitutionalize status offenders (i.e., runaways, schoo! truants,
youths in confict with their parents, etc.},'s eliminata the jailing ol juvenles n adult
facilties,'® and develop community-based allernatives for non-violent and non-chronic
definquent youths.'” The U.S. Congress has repeatedly assented that although
t-aining schocls are an essential component of the continuum of services in youth
corrections, irstitutional confinement should be used prinrarily for violent and chronic
juvenite law violators. '

Juvenilz justice standards developed by the Institute for Judicial Administration/
American Bar Association also recommend that "[in choosing among statutorily
permissible options, the court should emplay tha least restriciive category anc
duration of disposition that is appropriate to the sernousness of the offense, as
modified by the degree of colpability indicated by the circumstances of the particular
case, and by the age and prior record of the juvenile."? The |[JA/ABA standards state
clearly shat juvenile courts should maintain a juvenile at home whenever possible:
"Removal from heme is 1he most severe disposition authotized for adjudicated
juveniles. As such, it should be reserved for the most serious or repetitive offenses,
and rarely, if ever, used for younger juveniles.

Few palicy mekers or professionals would disagree that costly institutional
placements should be reserved for violent or setious juvenile offenders, and that less
expansive, community-based programs shoJld be rzlied upon for 1ess serious
offenders. It s basic, fiscal conservatism. Limited public resources shculd be focused

W PL 93415 42 1.5.C. 55601 or seq. as amanded {15804 1588),
15 42086 §saaia)aa)

18 & 5ssaniara

17 K 8 583300)(12:8).

1B Fearirgs Beforathe Subcormm to Irvesligais hee, Qaling. of the Senate Comm. on the Juclciary, 04h Cong., ' s1 Besx_ 4
{1a7s}

19 Institwe for Judiclal Adminigiration /Anaricas Bar Association, Standama Rewting to Depositons at 34 [1580).

20 & oat K2
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on the areas where thay are most needad, and should be spread as much as possitle
a0 that each zspact of 3 problem recebves just tha level of budgeatary atenfion it
reciilires - N Mora, no less. Gnnd, practica’ palicy would No soaner lock up each and
every juvenile offender for 18 months than it would perform opan-heart surgery on
every Medicad recipient with chest pains.

The established consensus arourd this concept, of course, is el isive in
practice. Who is to decide what constitutes a "serious offender” or when a youth
poses a "significent risk’ to the community? To what degree should this decision be
shared by the jucicial, legisiative and executive bra~ches? Some would argue that
the juvenile justice system shoudld intervena when & youth appears to ke "at risk” jor
serious delinguency, even if he or she has not yet been adjudicated for a serious
crime. Others would maintain that the decision to Incarcerate should ke based on a
youth's proven ofenses and tha: it is an abuse of the state’s power to incarcerate a
young persor merely because the professional community thinks he or she [s "likely*
o commit a saricus crime.

Even il the system respords only to adjudicated {i.2., legally substantiated)
offenses, which offenses are sarous encugh to demand incarceration? Obviously,
yoLths who have commritted serious and viclen: crimes (such as murder, rape, and
armed robbery) require a strong, perhaps even punitive response from the justice
system. What about less sericus, non-violent offerses? When does a patterr of
repeat property offenses become a "danger” 1o the community? Haw do we
disting.ish between the actual harm done by an individual act and the larger social
problem represented by that act - e.9., the sale of cocaine? Obwiously, the proper
use of juvenils institutions becomes more ambiguous once we Qo beyond conceptual
frameworks.

How Many Beds?

The ambiguities in juvenile corrections will nct be resolved by bigger ard better
classification systems, The exten of instiiutional placements in the uvenile justice
system, and the locus of decision-making over those placements, are inherently
poltical issues. Advocates of incarceration argue that the public demands protection
from violent youths and that young criminals need & "taste” of incarceration to set them
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straight. Publc opinon polls, on the other hand, revoal widespread suppert for
emphasizing rehabilitation in juvenilo cor-actions, 2

Furthecrmore, the best aveailable resesrch svidence indicates that aithough
secare confinement 5 always more expengive, tis nol more gffective in terms of
rehalyilitation whon comparned 10 elternatives such as intensive probation, in-home
supervision, and tracking programs.? And rohabilitation -- the reduction or elimination
of recidivism - is stillthe goal of the juvenile justice syster. If rehabilitation of juvaniles
were abandoned in favor of simple punishmeant and incapacitation, there would be no
more need to distinguish juverile offenders from adults, In fact, there would ke no
need for a juvenilz court at all.

Despite the proven cost-efiectiveness of alternative programs, and the yeneral
consensus that secure confinement should be reserved for violent and serous
offenders, policy makers frequently confront pressures for more juvenile corrections
beds, The question commonly asked at such times is, "how many institutional beds
do we need?" Tre answer to this question gught to be derivable from: 1) deteiled
population projections and crime rate analyses that predict the number and lypsa uf
future jovenile offancers in the state, and 2) a classification and placerment system that
determines the particular services needed for every type of delinquent offender likely to
appear in the court system. Yet, projections of correclional capacity needs are aways
confounded by political as wel as technical factors, and ara inevitably prone to error,

Even if population projections anc classilicaon matrices were technically
feasible and statislically reliable, pulilic Juvenile justce systerns would rarely be able 10
predict the demand for correctional beds. This is becauss the use of ircarceration 15
not simply & function of demographic changes, nor is it a direct and pruportionate

21 STHWARTZ & ABBEY, 1960 MIZHICAN JUVENILE CRIME SLRVEY: SUMMARY REPCRT # 1 (1990 Steinhart, Calfornia
Cpinien Poll: Publio Aiticos o Youth Crime, JG00 FOSUS ot g, 7 {(1200); Gabvin & Folk, fuvenfie Jstiom T for Mew
Direction?, 20 CRIME & DELING. at p. 230 {183]).

32 Yok & Scanlon, The Effectivencas of iratthdional ans’ Comeun fy-Cased Mrograms forJuvenik Offerden, JUY. AMD FAM.
COUFRT JOURNAL a1 11 {August, 1981); EMPEY & LUBECK, THE SILVERLAKE EXPEFIMENT {1972}, Gandreay & Ross,
Favivitication of Rehabllitation. Evidence From the 1880, 4 JUST. QUART. s 348 (1987}, MeCardby, HTERMEDIATE
PUMISHMEMNTES: INTEMSIE SUPERVSION, HOME GONFIHEMENT AhD ELECTASHIC SURDE LLAMSE {1367, Mu1 Gaaun.
cn Crime and Dating , UN_OCKING JUVENLE CORBEGCTIONS (1589); Austin, Joe, Krisbarg, & Steae, The impact of
Fnwrnie Court Sanctions: & Count that Works, NGOD FOGUS (March, 1530); Barian & Butis, Viable Ogfions, intenshe
Suparision Propram for Jovenife Colinguonrs, 38 GRIME & DELING, &l 238 [1990).
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rosponse to the rate of eriminal benavior. Governments maka choices about how
many correctional beds they wil Jse.

The criminologist Nile Christie recantly pointed otat that the Lnited States ranks
seconc in theworld in the propartion of its population incarcerated in Jails and
prisons.23 We usad to rank third, jist behind the Saviet Union and South Africa,

During the 1930s, however, we surpassed the USER and are now second only to
SoLth Africa. Such high rates cannot be explained by the incdence of crime in the
.S, There have been some ircreases in the proportion of arrests associated with
drug offenses, but the overall crime rate 'n the U.S. rose anly 2 percent in the 1880s.
Yet the rate of incarceration doubled during that time 24 In Georgia, the per-capia rate
of juvenile commitments increased 31 percent between FY 1988 and the midcle of FY
1890 aone.2s

The increasing use of incarceraticn in Georgia and the 1.5. as a whole is most
ikely the result of several forces, including 1) the growing attractiveness of the drug
sconomy to chronically poor youths, and our lack of inventiveness in dealing with this
problem, 2) cur relatively easy access to weapons compared 1o other developed
natons, and 3) the recent popularity of ceterminate sentencing policies which
mandste lang periods of inzarceration for more and rrore offenders and inevitably
drive up the incarcerated population. Trese sccial and political forces behind the use
of incarceration make it nearly impossible to say with any certainty how many juvenile
correctioral beds will be "needed” in the coming years. Cur ‘need” for incarceraton
appea’s to be limited only by ou’ appetite for i,

A more answerable question, however, can be asked: "Do currently available
institutional resources seemed to be used eppropriately?” In other words, given
current knowledge about juvenils offenders and corrections, do the youths in
Georgia's juvenile institutions seem like the type who usually end up in secure
confinament? Ifit seems that many do not, the clear implcation is that the system
needs to examine its configuration of services and place more emphasis on non-

24 Prisan Rate Seen Beflecting US. Soclety, THE ATLANTA JOURNAL AND CONSTITUTION o1 D-5 (July 10, 1984,
- BT B

25 From 20210 512 per 1,000 popotation, according bo DY Y stalt.
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institutional, alternative programs, This is the question addressed by risk assessment
studies.

The lon-scoring youths placed in the YDCs, and the high-scoring youths placed
In non-residential setlings, are the resuks cf discretion in the commtment and
placement process. As imentioned sarlier, discretion s a necessary and appropriate
component of any juvenile justice system, In Geo-gia, discretion is exercised when the
luvenile court decides upon adjudications and when the Division of Youth Services

makes decisions about approprate treatmant plans.

The designated fe ony legislgtion implemerted in Gecrgia in recent years
appears 1o have eroded much of the discretion which is needed to runthe juvanile
Justice system effectively. Muoch ¢f the dramatic increase in commitments to DYS has
been promrpted by the designaled felony law. Currently, about 40 percent of juvenile
commitments placed in the YDCs are designaied lelons, and nearly B0 peicent of
these are Black.=®

Georgia palicy makers should consider very carefully whether the state can
afford 10 use such a blunt instru'nent as the designated felony law to solve its crime
preblems. There are many aspects of conections about which we kncw very little.
One thing we do know is that Incarceration is not an efective deterrent, nor does it
renabiltate. Locking up offenders accomplishes unly oie thing, It keeps them oul o
circuiation and off the street.

Criminglogists call this “Incapachation”, and it is an essential parn of any good
correclional policy. Incapacitation, however, is the most expensive correctional
strategy we have. As such, it should be used only when necessary, primarily in the
case of viclen: and ¢chronic offenders. To Jse it for a large propaortion of non-violent
offenders, including many 2-time property offenders, Is not only ineffective crime
control But fiscally irresponsibie as well,

5 mmng o LTS records,
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The risk assessiment study found that 33 percent of tha youths placed in
Georgia's Youth Development Centers had low and medium risk scores suggesting
that they could be supenvised in community-based progrems, provided good
programs werz available. A nurnber of reports have examined this issue inthe recent
pasl. A 1887 commission chaired by former Chief Justice Thomas O. Marshal, for
examplz, estimated that closer to half of the youths in Georgia's YDCs couid be
handled in otfer, less expensive setlings,

This report does not attempt tc replicate any previous analyses or to verify the
fndings of any previous studies. Thus, there is no 2asis for direct comparisons
hetween this report and any prior reports. Whethet the proportion of YGC youths
considered eligible for a'ternative settings is 33 percent, ¢r 50 percent, or somethng in
between, however, it should be clear thal there are a ssbstantial number of Georgia
you'hs currenily beirg placed n expensive, security-oriented institutions who could
possibly be supervised more cost-eflectively.

The risk assessmeni study also identifled a substantial number of youths in
placements cher than a YDC whe had risk scores of 10 points or more (i.e., the range
of scores normally considered eligible tor placement in a YDC). Halt ofthese youths,
of course, we'e either on aftercae from a previous placement or currently placedin a
residertial program such as a group home or a psychiatric hospital, Stil, there were
157 youths urder commitrrent on the study day who: 1) had never been placed in a
YOO before, 2) were cuirently oeing supervised in non-residential settings such &s
community treatment or intensive supervision, and 3) had scores of 10 or above on
1he risk assessment.

There will undoubtedly be some readers of this report who think that since there
were 206 YDC youths with scores of less than 10 points, and 157 non-YDG youths with
scores over 10, that the risk assessment identifies 49 gxgess secure beds. This
interpretationis not supported by the logic cf this analfysis. As slated earlier, the risk
scores are nct intended to serve as rigid placement criteria. |t is deliberately
misteading tosuggest that all youths with scores of 10 should be incarcerated while all
youths with scores of 9 should be an prebation or n a community setting.
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Moreover, the explicit intent of two decades of juvenils justice policy, as well &s
the mardates f fiscal responsibiity. suggest that Juvenile offenders stould be handled
in the least restrictive setting corsistent with the pubic safety. The biggest challenge
ir criminal justce policy is to resist the seductive appeal of incarceraticn as an all-
purpose solution for every type of ofender. Accordingly, there should be much more
scrutiny brought to bear on instances of "over-placement” than “under-placement.”
There is very litle chance that public safety concerns can justify the high social and
fiscal costs of incarcerating “ow-risk™ misdemeanants and minor prope-ty offenders,
Conversely, however, there are great social benefits to be gained by maximizing the
use of cost-effective, community-based programs for the broadest rarge of cfenders -
- gven “high-risk" glbeit non-violent offenders. Evaluation reseach has established that
this benefit can be obtained without great risk to the public safety (see footnote 22).

This report should be taken as & starting poirt for productive discussions about
the future of the state's youth services system, and as a challenge to thase who will
lead those discussiors. As the next decade unfoids, the Division of Youth Services
will be developing new programs in order lo meel its dual responsiilities of providing
eHective services 1o troubled yo.ths while at the same time protecting the safety of the
public. The Division should be encouraged to maximize the assoriment of programs i
offers to aciudicated delinquents. Stata policy makers, in fact, already have a good
start at designing an effactive continuum cf services for juvenile offenders. The
existing continuum, however, should be alowed 1o function. Both practical good
sense and the avallable research evidence argues that the juvenile justice system
should rely on a full range of sanctions for juvenile clienders and not invest all its
resources in incarceration,
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AUTHORS" AFTERWORD

This study is offered as a source of Information and a guide for future planning,
It is not a comprehensive juverilo justice policy framework. It was nave intended as
such. The future direction of the juvenile justice syster lies in the hancs of Georgia's
professiorals and degis on ma<ers. The recent history of youth services in the stata,
however, has often been charscterized by political sorflict and at times a lack of trus:
arnung the judicial, legislative, and executive branches of goverrment. It can be
difficull in such a climate to develop the consensus required 10 improve pragrams and
policies lor disadvantaged and troubled young secple.

The lask force encountered such difficulty when it attempted to reach
cursensus on specifiic applications of the risk assessment, its mearing, and
oresentation. Other, more general policy recommendaticns were agreed upon.
These included:

. The juvenile jus;jce syster must balance concerns for the public safety with the
needs ana rights of uveniles,

i

. trearceration and secure corfinement should be reserved for serious and violent
offendzrs. Non-viclent, less serious offenders should be managed n alternative

settings to the extent possible.

- The jivenile justice system in Georgia needs more, high-quality aliernative
programs.

- The impaczjt and effectiveness of Georga's designated felory statute should be
reviewedd,

Moving beyond these general principles and reaching consensus on partizular
aspects of the risk sssessment was more difficut. We have been involved in risk
assessment studies in a number of other states, and have worked with & broad range
of poltical ard adm nistrative decision makers, Tre levelof disagreement among the
members of the Georgia task force was more thar we've encounteredin other states.
This is not surprising, sinca the compaosition of the task force was civerse. The fact
that afew members contirued to disagree even after a icng process ¢f compromise,
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howover, should bs taken ag a caution for Georgia derision makers seeking to
improve the state's youth services system.

In seeking to obtain consensus on all aspects of the study, we believe the risk
assessment may have become cverly restrictive. The instrument used to compile and
analyze the data on cormmitted ralinquents departed significantly from what we would
consider standard practice. In addition, our inlerpretetions and conclusions may have
hacorme ton cantinus. Yet, we encountered considerable disagreement from a few
rernbers when prase~ting the final report to the tasx force. Although we Fad made
evary atternpt to accommodate the views and opinions of the task force members, it
was clear thal some merrbers were not entirely satisfied with the results of the study.

we believe the findings would be sudstantially different if we wer2 to start over
and conduct tre study ourselves, To test tis, we re-ana’yzed the data using a scoring
systam mo-e similar to studies we have conducted in other states. The primary
difference between this system and the system developed by the task force is that in
this scoring system the youths® offenses are rated according 1o a more stringent public
safety perspective. Scores for violent offerses are rated high ard remain virtually the
same as in the task force scoring system. Drug offenses, hewever, are scored more
similar to serioJs property offenses. Minor property offenses, misdemeanors, and rule
violations (2.g., contempt of court) are rated somewhat lower than the nstrument
developed by the 'ask force. Finally, the scores for prior offenses are edjusted slightly
o a~count for the fact that the task ‘orce rated prior offenses much higaer relative to
commitment offenses than has been done in other states.

As expected, when we reanslyzed the data using a more standard scoring
system the results were diffierent. Authors' Table 13 presents the same inforrraticn as
Table 13 in the main body of the report, but uses the more standard scores. 1 shows
‘hat 48 percent of the youths placed in YDCs were 11 the low and medium fisk range.
Thus, the risk assessment deveoped by the task force may uncer-estimate the
proportion of youths in the YDCs who could be handled in other seftings. Authors’
Takle 18 is a cuplcate of Table 18 from the repor, once again using the alternate
scoring system. It shows that athough there are stil some youths in non-residenial
placerrents with scorss in the high range, the total number of such youths is 81,
compared to 157 in Table 18.
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AUTHORS' TABLE 13
2uthors' Risk Scorcs of ¥YDOO2 Youthe

iy S ———————————— A el R

n Pct.
Authors’ hkisk Scores
Tow
2 1 0%
3 Z Ok
4 13 2%
S 14 2%
& 58 9%
Medium
7 &4 10%
A 69 11%
9 6 12%
High
10 81 13%
12 58 9%
12 49 8%
affa ! 36 6%
14 34 L%
15 20 1%
16 1B 3%
17 11 2%
13 7 1%
19 7 1%
a0 2 0%
21 1 0%
22 1 0%
Grouped sScores
Low g8 14%
Medinm 209 34%
High 125 52%
Total 622 100%
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AUTHORS' TAPLE 13
duthors' Risk Scores of Non-YDC Youths
Withcut Prior ¥DC Admissicnz, by Placersant

- R R R T T N M R S S R AR Gk ok S L e

Kon-— Reoidertial Aftercare
Residential
n Peot . n Pct n Pot
Authors' Risk Bcores
Low
(5} 1z 1% 4 1% 5 1%
1 24 3% 24 L% 4 18 %
2 6z 8% 39 8% e 2%
3 7z 9% &2 i3% 4& 13%
4 10€ 13% 51 11% 53 15%
5 110 14% 61 13% 63 17%
[+ 11 14% T2 15% 40 11%
Medium
7 110 14% 44 1 38 11%
8 &0 9% 50 11% 312 9%
9 46 6% 23 5% 10 3%
High
10 23 3% 18 4% 15 4%
11 19 2% i3 2% 4 1%
12 24 3% 4 1% 4 1%
13 5 1% 6 1% 4 1%
14 T 1% 1 O% 0 0%
15 1 0% 3] (b} ; Q 0%
16 3 0% 0 0% ) 0%
17 1 0% Q 0% 0 0%
19 1 0% Q 0% D D%
Grouped SBrores
Low S00 62% 313 66% 254 70%
Mediun 225 24% 117 2ok 80 22%
Eigh = Jil 10% 42 ok 27 7%
TeLAal B06 1L00% 472 100% 3l 100%
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Georgia decision makars should ba responsible for setting the siandards for
Georgia's juvenile justice system. It is appropriate that the responsibility for guiding
this study was shared by a group of Georgia nfficials. Any decision-making processin
juvenile corrections is inherently fied to community standards and local preferences.
There is no such thing as ane scientifically corract response 10 juvenile enme, just as
there is no one correct appraash to analyzing juvenile crime data. From our
perspective, howaver, the risk assessment instrument developed by the task force
caste a wider net than instruments used n other states 27

The assumptions and values built into rick assessments should be clear and
carefully thought out Thera is atendancy for elected officials and puble
administrators to err on the sice of more Incarcaration when planning eorrectinnzl
programs and pelicy. Thistendercy has cost us dearly. One national stidy recently
sstimated tha: prison construction costs increased 73 percent hatween 1987-88 and
1989-90.28 (in this siudy, Georgia had the 6th highast casts in the cauntry for adift
prison construction.) Siate governments throughcut tha country are discovering that
their current corractional policies are hugely expensive, and cannot be proven eflective
by evausation research,

The approach taken in *his risk assessment is not the final word on juvenile
corractions programming in Georgia. Additional efforts will have to be made in order
to increase the cost-effectiveness of decisions 1o commit and place juvanile offenders.
These efforts should begin with an acute awarenass of (1) the diversity of opinions
held by Georgia officials aboul how the state should address its juvenile crime
preblem, anc (2) the fiscal and social implications of those opinions.

sl

27 The nst melaptor is used in eiminclegy to Indlcats the means by which difsrent proportions of the population nre “caught’
and prodassedthrough tha slages 31 the gamina jLstica Sysem, just & e number of flah one caiches dupends un the
wldth, lsnoth, snd mesh of ons'y fishing nel

28 Davis, Prison Construciion Boorms In LLE. - Jp 73 Percent, Correstions Compandium viol 14(7) at 10 (Sepiember-Cotoba
1549),
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DeMu-o, . & Butts, J.A. (1988). Report to the juveniie justice task force: Rhade Island's
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Ann Arbor, MI: Center for the Study of Youth Policy.
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Report 1or fhe Divisicn for Children and Youth Services, State of New Hampshire.
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Department of Youth Services, State of Alabamea. Funded by the Edna McCennell
Clark Foundatian,
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Consultant Report for the Deparment of Youth Services, and Offices of the
Gaovernor and Attorney General, State of Mississppi. Ann Arbor, Mi: Center for the
Study of Yauth Folicy.

Van Vieet, R.K & Butts, JA. (1980). Aisk assessment of commifled delinquents:
MNetrwaska youth development certers, Consultant Bepon for the Division of Juvenile
Servicas, Department of Correctional Services, State of Nebraska. Ann Arbor, ML
Center lor the Study of Youth Policy.

Van Vieet, R.K. & Steketee, MW. (1€80). Affernatives for Arkansas juvenile justice:
Report and risk assessmamnt, committed definguents and youhful affenders,
Arkansss Youth Services Centers and Tuzker Unit, Department of Correction,
Consultant Report far tha State of Arkansas. Ann Arbar, MI: Center for the Study of
Yauth Policy.



APPENDIX Il:

Members of the Georgla Risk Assessment Task Force'

Ms. Marjarle Young, Director
Divizion of Youth Sevices

876 Peachtree St., NE., foom 817
Atlanta, GA 0309

Senalor Ld Garkar

Stale Senator, District 18
P.0. Box 5036

Warner Roblng, GA J1099

The Late Rep. Lorenco Eenn
Slate Represenlative, Distric: 38
579 Fielging Lane S.wW.

Atlanta. GA 30311

Eheriff John Bittick

Morroe County Sherifl's Dept.
F.LBoxdrs

Forsyth, GA 31029

Ms. Annatte Bowling, Dirscter
Aszzocialion of Retarded Chizens
601 Plne Avenue

Atbany, GA 31701

Chiet Justics Harold C. Sarke
State Supreme Coun

s07 Judiclal Bufding

Allarnta, GA 30334

WMr. J.C. Cole, Chairman

Juwanile Justice Coordinating Counci
1803 Cuaniberra Drive

Sione Mountaln, GA 30088

Rep Terry L. Colarran

Stale Representalive, District 118
F.Q. Bex 1457

Eastman, GA 31023

Rep. Tom Croshy

Sta'e Raprasertathve, District 150
700 Wacona Drive

Waycross, GA 31501

Glendia Curtis, Exec. V.P.
Georgia Alliance for Chidren
24 Peachtree 51, Satte 2180
Allanta, GA 30303

Senator J. Hatkan Deal
Stale Senator, District 49
F.C. Box 2622
Gainesville, GA 30503

Mr. Cedrg Ellls, Dircetor
Craallve Action

447 Wabash Avenue, #4
Atlarta, G& 303142

Ma. Pat Gardner, Directar

Georgia Psychological Assoclation
1170 14th Place, N E.

Atlanta, GA 30303

<udge Thomae E. Greer
Carroll County Juverile Court
P.O. Box 2069

Carroliton, GA 30117

Judge Madafine Sriffin
DeKallb County Juvenila Cout
3631 Camp Ciucle

Decatur, GA 30032

Mr. cohn Jeffreys, Presidant Elec:
Assceiation of County Cammissloners
325 E. Washington Street

Athens, GA 31601

Mr. 0., Kalier
1150 Peachtree Bartie Avenue
Alanta, GA 203287

Judge Wiliam W. Lavigna
Rockdala County Juvenie Court
1445 McDonough Road
Conyers, GA 00207

M, Hick McDevil, Fresident
Geogia Alliance for Children
34 Peachitree 5t., Suite 21580
Atlanta, GA DO3C3

M5, camiia Mocre, Direcigr
Bliernata Life Paths

P.C. Box 3164

Allanta, SN 20202

Tep. Mary Margaret Olfvar
State Representative, District 53
150 E. Ponce de Leon Avenue
Docatur, (3A 80030

The Late Judge fomae T. Fowell
Fuilon County Juvenlle Court
445 Capited Avenue, S.W,
Atianta, GA 30312



Judge Ronald Rent:
Jirvenile Conide
P.C. Box 266
Colguitt, GA 31737

Senator Terrell Starr
State Senator, Distrot 44
4766 Tanglowood Lana
Furest Park GA 30050

Ms, Ratva Stevens, Director
Waslay Community Certer
1601 Drayton Streat
Savannah, GA 31401

Judge Robert B. Stuble

guperior Court, Mountain Judicikl Circult
PO Box 758

Toctoa, GA 0T

Beg. Charles Thomas

Gtate Nepresentatess, District 69
P.O. Bex BS6

Temple, GA 30179

Rap, Charles Walker

State Nepresentative, District 65
1402 Twelith St eat

Auguesta, GA 30001

senator Eugena P, Walkar
State Senator, District 43
2231 Chavy Chase Lane
Decatur, SA 0022

Larry Webb, Executive Director
Juvenile Jusiice Cocrdinating Council
10 Park Place South, Syita 410
Allanta, 3A 30303

Judge Herbert Wells

Houster County Juvenile Court
813 Canoll Street

Ferry, GA 31069

Dr. Peylon Williarms, Assoc. State Supt.
Dffice ol Instructlons! Programe, Dept. of Ed.
1966 Twin Towe:s East

Alama, GA 30324

Reverend MoKinley Young
Cig Dethel AME, Church
220 AubLin Avenue, N.E,
Allanta, GA 0303

Aep. Mary Young-Cumrrings, President
Ga. Assn of Black E ected COHiclals

07 Whithey Avenue

Albany, 3A 31701

John Zoiler

SeKalb Caunly Juvenile Court
363 Camp Circle

Decatur, GA 30032

* Membership on the task force docs not corstitutc ar endorsemont of every
conclusion ard interpretation in this report.
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APPENDIX HlI
Scores for Offenses: Commitment and Most Serlous Prior

As As Most
Commitnt. Serious
Jorense Offense. Erior
Murder 10 9
Kidnapping 10 g
Hape 10 9
Yol Mandaughil 10 o
Arned Fobbary 10 2]
Viehic Humnichle 13 Deg. g i
Aggravated Assault =] 7
Agoravated Sodamy 9 7
Aggravatled Battery 9 ?
Child Molestatlon 8 G
At Muder RC 8 6
Att Kidnap RC 8 6
At Murder NRC 8 6
Agg Kdnap NRC 8 &
tnvol Marslaught B 6
Agg Child Molest 8 6
Fobbtery 7 6
Sscapa w Force 7 6
Agg Assih Corrg Dl g G
Robbery MRC 7 6
Agg Assault HRC 7 &
Arson 1+ 2 B ]
Auter Thaft 5 4
Burtfary 5 4
Theft Over 3500 5 4
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Ofense

Fargary

Thafi of Flrearm
Battery ar Slmp Batt
Concealed Yeagon

Corceal Weaap 2nd
Extortion

Trafficxing in Cocaine
Sale cf Schd 111 Drug
Sals of 3chd 11y Drug

Poss 1000 Marij
Mari-Poss Cver 10Z
Use of Schd HI Drug
Pass Drugfor Use
Marij-Poss Under 10z

Inhal Subst

Poss Cther Narg
Apbandon Dargr Crug
Sel Facsimlle Crug
Thef Uncer $500

Arson d

Forgery 2

Pass Crime Tools
Crim Damage 1
Crim Darnaga 2

Commitnt,
Offensa

&3 N B om0 G hoono oW =l -] =l g M o th th i A

o Sn La s €A

As Most
Serous
PHor

R W W W kK By L G B i L I e o B W2
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As As Most

Commitit. Serlous
Ot'ense Offense Prior

Entering Auto 4 3
Shoplift Undar $100 3 2
Burglary NRC 5 3
At Elude/Flea 4 2
Sodomy 4 3
Serious In| Yehicla 5 4
Incest 4 2
Enticinga Child G 4
Cruglty 1 Children q a
Statutoy Rape 5 3
Vehle Momicida 2 g [
Acsault Correctn Mer € 4
Foss Weap Curing Crime 6 b
Carry Weapon FPub Gath & 4
Credit Card Fraud 4 3
Pointing Gun & Person 6 4
Tresspass 3 F
Per|ury 3 2
Obstrud Justice 3 2
Give Faise Name 2 |
Public Drunkenness 2 1
FPublic Disturbance 2 1
Reckless Endanger a 2
Public Indeconcy a ?
Qirmpla f Assanl i 3
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As As Most
Coramitnt, Serlous

_Offense Dffense Pror.
Pandering 3 1
Obscene Cals 2 1
Terranstc Threals 4 3
Soiiciting 2 1
Frostitution 3 2
Alcohol bntox 2 1
Cisordery Conduct 2 1
Registing Arrest q 2
Reckless Drive 2 2
Loitering 1 0
False Fubdic Alarm 2 1
Speeding Oih Traffic 1 0
False Fire Alarm 3 2
Affray-Fighting 2 1
Discharge Firearm Hghwy 4 2
Cigchrg Firgamm on Property 4 2
Carry Weap no Licns 3 2
Carry Sawed Shotgun 4 3
oL 3 2
Dwive w/o Ucenss 2 1
Dlet Obscena Mat | a
Beatiality 1 0
Arson 2 | 2
Conlrib Dellng | 0
Gambling 1 0
Crire Use Altered 1D 1 0
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As As Most

Commitnt, Serlous

OHense OHense Frior
Sheplift 4th Ad|ud 3 2
Contempt ot Court o
Alding an Escape 1 0
Shoplift ~ $100 1 0
Escapes noForee 2 1
Harassing Calls 1 1]
VOP 2 1
VOAP 2 1
VOAC 2 1
Runaway ] 0
Urnruly 0 0
Tuangy 0 o
Curfew 0 0
Runzway Ou State 0 0
Min Poss Alcohol 0 0
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