




pilot project with the Board of Pardons and Paroles acting 
as a third party to contracts between offenders and DC OR. 

A new category of intensive probation supervision should 
be introduced. This new category should be known as strict 
control probation. Each probationer who is placed under 
this supervision category must report to his supervisor, or 
the supervisor's designee, as frequently as daily or as 
infrequently as weekly, The probationer must give an 
account of his daily activities since his last report. Pro­
bationers assigned to strict control would be offenders who 
would be sent to prison if this program was not available. 

By January, 1979, a recidivism rate based on the National 
Advisory Commission's Corrections standard (15.5), should 
be calculated for the entire PERM model. Following that a 
three-year evaluation should be undertaken and in 1982, if 
that evaluation demonstrates PERM to be effective, it 
should gradually be phased into the statewide systems as 
resources are available. The Board of Pardons and Paroles 
should cooperate in this endeavor. With regard to pro­
bationers, the performance contracts should be between the 
probationer and DC OR in light of the requirements set 
forth by the sentencing judge. 

ADULT INSTITUTIONAL FACILITIES 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

The Department of Corrections and Offender Rehabili­
tation (DC OR) has established standards for new con­
struction and standards for continued operation of existing 
facilities. While these are objective standards that provide a 
reasonable definition for overcrowding, there is no method 
of enforcement. This lack of enforcement has resulted in 
one-half of the correctional institutions housing inmates in 
dormitories that provide less tIlan the minimum DC OR 
standard of forty square feet per person. 

The number of inmates in state correctional institutions at 
any given time is a direct result of many factors - the 
commitment rate by the courts, length of sentence, 
available alternatives to institutional commitment, cor­
rections policies of DeOR, and parole policy. The con­
dition of overcrowding can be solved by construction of 
more facilities or by policy change in sentencing practices. 

In spite of DCOR, or other recognized standards for inmate 
personal living space, there is nothing stronger than a 
guideline to prevent overcrowding. A court ruling could 
immediately change this situation, however. There are 
many precedents; under three separate court rulings, 
Florida, Louisiana and Alabama have been ordered to 
relieve overcrowded conditions. 
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While many states actually reduced the number of inmates 
in correctional institutions from 1971 to 1974, Georgia's 
inmate population continued to increase. Existing facilities 
are clearly overcrowded. As of August 20,1975, there were 
8,095 inmates in 16 state correctional institutions. DCOR 
Facilities Standards established an "acceptable capacity" as 
one inmate per cell; or a minimum of 56 square feet per 
inmate in dormitory areas. According to this standard, the 
maximum capacity of existing facilities is 6,149 inmates. 

Current and proposed new construction for Georgia's 
correctional institutions through 1980 will not alter the 
condition of overcrowding. If population projections are 
accurate, the new construction will just provide over­
crowded conditions for more inmates - generally by 
placing two inmates in private cells or rooms. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 

Adult correctional institutions should be designed and 
constructed according to DCOR Facilities Standards. Com­
pliance should be achieved by December, 1979. 

The Georgia General Assembly should enact legislation to 
define standards for inmate assignment capacity for adult 
correctional institutions and provide for enforcement of 
these standards. Each institution should have a Standard 
Capacity and an Emergency Capacity. The definition for 
Standard Capacity is one inmate per room or cell, or for 
dormitory space, a minimum of 56 square feet net living 
,area per inmate. The definition for Emergency Capacity is 
one inmate per room Or cell, or for dormitory space, a 
minimum of 40 square feet net living area per inmate. 

The legislation should provide that the condition of 
Emergency Capacity should not occur more than twertty 
percent of the time 011 a six-month basis (i.e., 37 days in 
every six month review period). At all other times, the 
Standard Capacity should be maintained as tile maximum 
inmate popUlation for each institution. 

INSTITUTIONAL TREATMENT PROGRAMS 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

That Georgia's correctional institutions are faced with a 
crisis of unprecedented proportions is undisputed. Georgia 
has the highest per capita ratio of incarcerated offenders of . 
any state: over 200 offenders per 100,000 popUlation. 
These prisoners,·· numbering approximately 12,000 .are 
crowded into 16 state and 38 County Correctional Iristi­
tutions (CCls) which were designed to house only 9,137 
incarcerants. If present trends continue, the Department of 
Corrections and Offender Rehabilitation (DCOR) projects 



that by rrtid-1978, 16,442 persons will be committed to 
state and county prisons, each of whom presently costs the 
state approximately $3,700 per year. 

In addition, institutional efforts to prevent these prisoners 
from returning to lives of crime so far have failed to 
demonstrate effectiveness. Georgia has a recidivism rate of 
~,3 percent, l}1eaning that 53 out of every 100 prisoners 
released from Georgia institutions will be re-arrested and 
later convicted, or have their paroles revoked, within three 
years of their release date. 

Institutional programs designed to rehabilitate prisoners are 
numerous and varied, although plagued by serious staffing 
and facility limitations. These programs include sophisti­
cated diagnosis and classification capability, counseling, 
educational and vocational services, recreational programs, 
alcohol and drug treatment facilities, religious services, 
correctional industries, and others. These services are 
extremely limited in scope. For example, only one part-· 
time psychiatrist is expected to serve approximately 12,000 
offenders. If the 72 counselors currently employed were to 
counsel each offender the maximum time, the offender 
would receive less than 30 minutes of counseling.Rehabili­
tation programs are simply inaccessible to large numbers of 
offenders, and the research which tested the effectiveness 
of such programs nationwide consistently fails to show they 
have any Significant effect in reducing recidivism rates. 

A'new philosophy recently adopted within DCOR includes 
a program to make the offender responsible for earning, 
tlll'ough appropriate behavior, his release from institutions. 
Offenders would progress through several stages of a 
Performance Earned Release Model (PERM) in which they 
consistently must meet established performance criteria for 
work, vocational trainingandjor education. Movement 
through the stages is based on individual plans drawn up by 
offenders and their counselors to meet particular needs. At 
each successive stage, offenders earn additional time off 
from their sentences in institutions. The model follows 
tlll'ough Witll intensive community supervision after 
offenders are released from prison. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 

DC OR should establish the institutional component of the 
PERM as a pilot project in at least two locations. The Board 
of Pardons and Paroles should act as a third party to the 
treatment-release contracts. between DCOR and offenders 
and the Board should retain its position as the final release 
authority. The pilot project should be conducted for six 
years, which would allow for a period of three years to 
Initially test operations and for an additional three years of 
follow-up on persons released under the program. This 
model should be tested on inmates sentenced under the 
Youthful Offender Act and the Adult Offender Act of 
1975. 
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DCOR should seek financial support through the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration discretionary grant 
program. In addition, DCOR should insure that all rehabili­
tation programs necessary to test effiCiency of the PERM 
model are in place, and fully staffed, before pilot projects 
begin at the institutions chosen for testing the model. 

INSTITUTIONAL TREATMENT PROGRAMS 
FOR WOMEN 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

Presently there are approximately 300 women incarcerated 
at Georgia Rehabilitation Center for Women in Milledge­
ville. The building is old, overcrowded, in a serious state of 
disrepair and a fire hazard. Consequently, the present 
facility poses a severe threat to the well-being of the 
inmates incarcerated there. Although a new women's prison 
is under construction, it will be inadequate to handle the 
present inmate popUlation. Also, the Department of Cor­
rections/Offender Rehabilitation is subject to legal action 
which could result in a court order to release the inmates or 
transfer tllem to a facility which meets acceptable 
standards. 

The women's prison is severely understaffed in all areas. 
Only 42 correctional officers and three counselors are 
assigned there by the Department of Corrections/Offender 
Rehabilitation, although three additional counselors are 
provided through federal grants. TIllS results in a staff­
inmate ratio of 1:7, about half tllat recommended by the 
V.S. Bureau of Prisons. In addition, there is only one 
recreation director and. two teachers. Medical services are 
provided through Central State Hospital; however, there are 
no full-time doctors or ,nurses assigned to the women's 
priSbn. Treatment and rehabilitative services must neces­
sarily be held to a minimum. 

Several deficiencies have been identified in· Georgia's 
institutional treatment program for women: 

• Of the present population at the womeri's prison, it is 
estimated that approximately 75 percent could be 
released from incarceration and placed under community 
treatment. 

• The present facility is not conducive to rehabilitation 
due to the inadequacies of the building, the overcrowd­
ing, the isoiated location and the lack of adequate 
community resources. 

• The lack of a diagnostic and classification process for 
women seriously impedes rehabilitative efforts as indi­
vidual programmatic needs are not identified. 

• The new prison for women presently under construction 
will also be inadequate. DeSigned for a capacity of 150, it 



will likewise be overcrowded. Moreover;, being located in 
Milledgeville, the women will remain isolated from their 
families and adequate community resources. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The Commission recommends that state funds be appropri­
ated to temporarily make the new prison in Milledgeville a 
Women's Diagnostic and Classification Center as well as a 
prison for serious women offenders. In addition, monies 
should be made available to open seven community 
treatment centers with qualified staff and varied rehabili­
tative programs in the six major urban areas, with two 
centers to be located in Atlanta. Finally, plans should be 
established by the Department of Corrections/Offender 
Rehabilitation to build a new prison for women in Atlanta, 
to eventually take over the functions of the Milledgev.ille 
institution. 

OFFENDER RIGHTS 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

In Georgia there is no comprehensive policy or legislation 
endorsing all rights available to prisoners in state insti­
tutions. Furthermore, where some of these rights are 
officially advocated, there is no mechanism, other than the 
courts, to guarantee their enforcement. 

As a result of the courts' more active role in the area of 
prison administration, many prison officials have been 
under pressure to ensure that an inmate's basic consti· 
tutional rights are not infringed upon. These rights include, 
but are not limited to: 

• The right of access to the courts, which includes the right 
of access to legal services and materials; 

• The right to be protected from personal abuse which 
would constitute cruel and unusual punishment; 

• The right to be protected against unreasonable prison 
searches and seizures; 

• The right to be free from racial and religious discrimi­
nation; 

• The right to due process in the enforcement of conduct 
rules at disciplinary proceedings; 

• The right to free expression and association; and 

• The right to seek remedies for the violation of an 
inmate's rights. 

. Georgia's Department of Corrections and Offender Re­
habilitation (DCOR) operates a Prisoner Legal Assistance 

\; >\ 

Project in conjunction with the University of Georgia Law 
SchooL However, it is felt the current available staff is not 
sufficient to meet demand for such services. . 
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One of the major obstacles to adequate inmate access to 
legal services in Georgia is the lack of a useful1aw library to 
any institution. 

Personal abuse of inmates is contrary to DeaR policy 
which forbids willful or negligent acts that impair the 
health of inmates. Such abuse is also contrary to the 
Georgia Constitution which prohibits the abuse of any 
person while arrested or in prison. The Department admits 
that there is some abuse of inmates in Georgia prisons, but 
it claims that because of annual correctional staff 
evaluation such abuse is not widespread. 

There is no specific provision in Georgia law or in the 
DCOR rules and regulations which proscribes racial or 
religious discrimination. However general departmental 
policy is that there be no such discrimination. 

Georgia currently has not set guidelines for prison searches 
and no protection for the inmate exists in tIus regard .. 

There seems to be no major abridgement of an inmate's 
First Amendment rights to free speech. There is little 
censorship of printed matter which enters institutions. 
Incoming mail is opened and checked for contraband, but is 
not read. 

Georgia is currently using two grievance methods. At 
Georgia State Prisons there is an investigation of grievances 
and a four-step administrative review process. The other 
state institutions are planning on adopting this procedure, 
but they currently can express grievances by writing a letter 
to the warden, commissioner, or other state official. Once a 
grievance is heard in DCOR through the fo.rmalized 
procedures, the inmate receiving an adverse response can 
bring an action in court in the nature of mandamus, or 
injunction against the Director of DCOR if the rules are 
violated. 

The Department of Corrections and Offender Rehabili­
tation has rule-making authority under the Administrative 
Procedure Act. By virtue of tIus authority the depQ'tment 
has established a conduct code, a copy of which is 
distributed to inmates. The Department has recently revised 
disciplinary procediire. 

If an inmate's rights are violated by Georgia prison 
authorities, he can obtain relief in federal court WitJlOut 
exhaustion of remedj~s in state court if cruel and unusual 
punishment is alleged. An inmate can also bring a tort 
action against prison officials under Georgia law in federal 
court. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 

The State Crime Commission should evaluate tM Prisoner's 
Legal Assistance Project and determine if the level of 



service being provided is adequate, and if not, what level of 
service is required. The Department of Corrections and 
Offender Rehabilitati,on should develop specific published 
guidelines for conducting searches and seizures taking into 
consideration both the rights and safety of inmates and the 
security and safety of the institutions and their staff. 
Finally, DCOR should adopt more stringent selection and 
evaluation criteria for hiring neW employees. 

INMATE TRANSITIONAL PROGRAMS 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

Presently, there are few programs in operation in Georgia's 
prisons which assist inmates in making a successful tran­
sition from a prison environment to community life. This 
successful transition is one of the most important factors in 
reducing the present high recidivism rate in Georgia. 

VirtuaUy all of the national authorities on corrections agree 
that a prison environment has an adverse effect on an 
inmate's ability to successfully re-enter society upon 
release. Consequently, these authorities recommend that 
transitional programs be developed to assist the inmate in 
acquiring the job and social skills needed to support himself 
in a lawful manner. Although prerelease programs can be 
given in a prison, it is generally recommended that such 
programs be operated in transitional centers located in the 
community to which the inmate will return. In this way, 
the inmate could be helped to deal with actual, rather than 
simulated, problems in adjusting to community life. 

Presently, t~.!!!e are no comprehensive statewide transitional 
programs in Georgia. However, there are several individual 
programs in operation at different correctional institutions 
which are described as follQWs: 

• Work Release and Educational Release - The only 
present programs that offer the inmate the opportunity 
to function in the community are the work release and 
educational release programs. These programs are located 
in twelve institutions and in five community-based 
centers. Under these programs the inmate is allowed to 
leave the prison or community center in the morning, go 
to work or school in the community, and then return to 
confinement at night. In order for an inmate to be 
considered for these programs, he must be within two 
years of release, have a minimum security classification 
and not be serving a sentence for a crime of violence or 
sex offense. 

As of A~gust, 1974, only 499 male and 46 female 
inmates out of a total of 10,000 were participating in 
Work release or educational release programs in seventeen 
different locations in Georgia. 
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Those inmates who are accepted into the worK: release 
program are required to pay $4.00 per day for their own 
subsistence. This money is then deposited in the State 
Treasury. Inmates on work release are able to send 
money to their dependents' and establish savings accounts 
for use upon theIr release. Since they also pay state and. 
federal income taxes, this program has been financially 
successful. 

A severe handicap to successful employment of inmates 
on work release as well as ex-offenders has been the state 
licensing restrictions. Currently Georgia has licensing 
restrictions on 53 occupations that prevent ex-offenders 
from engaging in many of the vocations for which they 
were trained while in prison, such as barbering and 
cosmetology. 

• Prerelease Orientation Program - A prerelease orien­
tation program was previously developed by the Depart­
ment of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation and imple­
mented at Georgia Industrial Institute at Alto to teach 
the inmates to deal with living situations they had not 
encountered while in prison. However, due to severe 
overcrowding in the state prison system, the Pardons and 
Parole Board implemented early release policies and all 
the inmates in the prerelease program were released. 
Since that time there have not been enough eligible 
inmates to begin a new program, so it was temporarily 
discontinued. However, the I?~paI~~nt of Corrections/ 
Offender Rehabilitation dds plan to~ implement this 
program again. 

• Volunteers in Corrections Program - Another tran­
sitional program currently in operation is the Volunteers 
in Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation. In this program a 
volunteer is assigned to an inmate ninety days prior to 
release. During this time tile volunteer continues the 
weekly contacts for ninety days to assist the individual 
with job placement, societal changes and money manage­
ment. This pilot program was begun at Stone Mountain 
Correctional Institution and has resulted in the return of 
only four inmates out of the 104 WI:lO have been released 
in the past fourteen months. One reason for the 
effectiveness of tllis particular program is that most of 
the inmates at Stone MountaiIl are residents of Atlanta 
and the same volunteer can provide follow-up services 
after release, whereas in other institutions the inmate 
usually returns to a different city .after release. 

• Inmate Jaycee Chapters - Inmate Jaycee Chapters also 
provide transitional programs by following the man 
tluough release and providing a Jaycee contact in his 
home town to provide him with a positive contact to 
support and help him. Presently, there are five inmate 
Jaycee Chapters in state correctional institutions with 
membership of over 300 inmates. This particular pro­
gram has been developed to extend across state lines. 



• Labor Department Ex-Offender Program - The Georgia 
Department of Labor currently has job counselors 
located in six state institutions to assist the inmate in 
finding employment both while in prison and after 
release. A prerelease interview is held with each inmate 
before discharge and the information is sent to a job 
counselor who handles the Labor Department's Ex­
Offender Employment Program in the inmate's home 
town. These counselors, in turn, work not only with the 
parolee but also with the parole officer and the Division 
of Vocational Rehabilitation in meeting the needs of the 
ex-offender. 

In addition, the Department of Labor also receives a 
ninety-day advance printout of releases monthly from 
the State Board of Corrections. Copies of this list are 
sent to offices all over the state so the office in the 
inmate's home town is notified in advance of his release. 
A letter is then sent to the inmate explaining the 
Ex-Offender Employment Program, together with an 
attached directory of contact persons in each city of the 
state. 

During Fiscal Year 1974 the Department of Offender 
Rehabilitation and State Board of Corrections released 
an average of 463 inmates per month from correctional 
institutions. Most of these inmates were released without 
any type of prerelease orientation training. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The Commission recommends that selected inmates who 
can function in a community setting be assigned to a 
prerelease center in or near their home community three 
months prior to release. Based on the present rate of 
release, it is recommended that state funds be appropriated 
for twenty-four community-based prerelease centers in 
thirteen major population centers. . 

It is further recommended that a deSignated number of 
spaces in these centers be held for parolees. The Pardons 
and Paroles Board can then use these centers in lieu of 
incarceration for individuals who have violated their parole. 

In addition, during Phase II of this project, a study should 
be made of the licensing criteria of ex-offenders. Special 
focus should be directed toward removing licensing re­
strictions except for those occupations related to the crime 
the offender has committed. 

Finally, legislation should be introduced in the General 
Assembly to channel the Departmental revenues from work 
release back into the Department of Corrections/Offender 
Rehabilitation for appropriate redistribution among the 
community centers. 
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SELECTION OF PARDONS AND PAROLES 
BOARD MEMBERS 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

The decision to release an offender on parole cart have as 
great an impact on the offender and on society as the 
sentence imposed by the judge. Despite the quasi-;iudicial 
role of the Pardons and Paroles Board, no systematic 
method exists for insuring the continued high quality of the 
board members. . 

The State Board of Pardons and Paroles was created in 
1943 by an amendment to the Georgia Constitution and 
subsequent statutes define the composition of the board 
and its responsibilities as follows: 

• The board shall consist of five members, appointed by 
the Governor but subject to confirmation by the Senate, 
to serve for terms of seven years. 

• The board has the power to grant reprieves, pardons, and 
paroles and to remit any part of a sentence except in 
cases of treason, impeacrunent and those involving the 
death penalty when the Governor refuses to suspend 
execution to enable further board review. 

• The board may adopt and promulgate rules and regu­
lations, including the practices and procedures to be 
utilized in matters pertaining to paroles, pardons and the 
remission of fines and forfeitures. 

• The members shall devote full time to board duties and 
will be paid $30,000 per year plus expenses. 

The Pardons and Paroles Board is attached administratively 
to the Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation 
and receives record-keeping and other administrative 
support from tF"e department. The board functions as an 
independent body in making parole release and revocation 
decisions and the department is responsible for the field 
supervision of parolees. 

The present organizational structure of the Pardons and 
Paroles Board meets or exceeds most of the criteria set 
forth by national parole and correctional authorities. 
However, there is no formal mechanism to insure the 
continued high quality of Pardons and Paroles Board 
members. There are no minimum qualifications for board 
l11embers and the Governor may not be aware of qualified 
candidates to fill vacancies on the board. In addition, it is 
desirable for Pardons and Paroles Board members to 
represent viewpoints from a variety of disciplines rather 
than a single background of experience. Present selection 
methods do not assure this variety, however. 



RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The Commission recommends that a nominating committee 
be created by executive order to seek out potential 
candidates for Pardons and Paroles Board membership. The 
cominittee should be composed of persons broadly repre­
sentative of the criininal justice field as well as the private 
sector. The Commission further recommends that minimum 
qualifications for Pardon~ and Paroles Board membership 
be established. Except for a requirement that board 
members possess a bachelors degree from an accredited 
college 01' university, these qualifications should be broad in 
nature and should emphasize the importance of experience 

. in decision making rather than specific academic achieve­
ment. In order for the board to have the advantage of 
vieWpoints from a variety of disciplines, the nominating 
committee should seek to maintain the following member­
ship composition: 

• One person experienced in corrections. 

• A lawyer or a person with legal training. 

• A sociologist, a behavioral scientist or an educator. 

• Two private citizens. 

A Pardons and Paroles Board Nominating Committee 
should be established by executive order and given the 
responsibility of recommending Board member candidates 
according to the provisions contained in the recom­
mendation. 

DUE PROCESS DURING PAROLE 
PROCEEDINGS 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

Although the Pardons and Paroles Board allows offenders 
the right to have counsel at parole revocation hearings, 
there is no means by which indigent offenders are provided 
legal representation. In this regard, Georgia's parole 
practices do not provide adequate due process as defined by 
federal court rulillgs. 

In general, "due process" refers toa set of legal procedures 
which have been established for the enforcement and 
protection of individual rights. Regarding "due process' for 
offenders during the parole process, court decisions have 
indicated tttat the following elements should be considered: 

• Whether an offender may be represented by legal 
counsel. 

• Whether the offender has advance notice of hearings or 
actions that may affect his status. 

• Whether the offender may explain his conduct to an 
impartial hearing officer. 

• Whether the offender may have witnesses present at 
parole hearings. 

76 

• Whether the offender may confront his accusers, as long 
as no threat to the accJser's safety exists. 

• Whether preliminary revocation hearings are held at or 
near the site of the alleged violation. 

In 1973, the U.S. Fifth District Court of Appeals ruled that 
"due process" rights do not apply to parole board 
proceedings dealing with granting or denial of parole to an 
offender. An earlier decision by the U.S. Supreme Court, 
however, provided that the right to due process must be 
available to offenders being considered for parole revo­
cation. 

Georgia l~'-'I and the rules and regulations of the State 
Board of Pardons and Paroles go beyond many of these 
elements of due process during both parole granting and 
revocation proceedings. Federal court decisions have been 
particularly concerned with the provisions of due process 
during parole revocation hearings. Although an offender is 
permitted to have legal counsel present at rev0s.I~tion 

hearings, no provision is l11ade to provide counsel to 
indigent offenders. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The Commission recommends that the State provide legal 
counsel to all indigent offenders during the parole revo­
cation process. This will provide offenders· adequate due 
process during parole proceedings. 

CIVIL RIGHTS AND EMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS 
OF EX-OFFENDERS 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

While Georgia inmates suffer fewer deprivations of their 
civil rights than do offenders in other states, some steps 
should be taken to minimize the detrimental effects of a 
criminal conviction and help assure the re-integration of the 
ex-offender into working society. 

Many factors help account for the high level of unemploy­
ment among ex-offenders, including poor previous work 
experiences, little formal education, little or no adequate 
marketable skill training, and the general state of the 
economy. These problems are especially acute in Georgia, 
where a DCOR Georgia offender profile indicates that 
almost half of Georgia's offenders are under 26; over 62 
percent are black; over 75 percent had previously worked at 
blue collar jobs only, with over 50 percent reporting as 
truck drivers or laborers. Even though an offender may 
work diligently to improve his employability,-while within 
the corrections system, he will Inevitably find upon release 
that he is barred from many jobs, occupations and 



professions by laws, regulations, and practices which limit 
the job opportunities of ex-ofrendem to the most menial or 
temporary. 

In Georgia, some forty professional and trade licenses are 
issued from official state examining boards authorized by 
law to examine applicants to the various professions. 
Although these boards consider applications on a case by 
case basis, the statutes set qualifications for each 
profession. A common phrase found among the licensing 
qualifications statutes declares that a particular license is to 
be denied those convicted of "a felony," "a crime involving 
moral turpitude," or simply those lacking "good moral 
character. " 

A number of procedures are available for the restoration of 
the ex-offender's rights which have been withheld, includ­
ing the First Offender Pardon, regular Pardon, Ten-year 
Pardon, and the petition for restoration of Civil and 
Political Rights. Of these procedures only regular Pardon is 
authorized by statute, while the others are the offspring of 
the board's power to adopt rules and regulations. As such, 
they are subject to the Georgia Administrative Procedure 
Act and court review of all decisions js available by law, jf , 
the particular I:'~,;-offender is willing to persevere to that 
point. 

In the area of employment barriers, Georgia has been active 
with regard to instituting programs designed to aid the 
ex-offender. Funding for continuing bonding assistance to 
ex-offenders continues through the federally supported 
concentrated employment program under which the city of 
Atlanta qualifies as a prime sponsor. The Correctional 
Manpower Program of the Georgia Department of Labor 
also provides fidelity bonding to released prisoners, as a 
part of its ex-offender program. 

Present policy of DC OR concerning the hiring of ex­
offenders appears to be limited to the rule that one who has 
been convicted of a crime involving moral turpitude may 
not be employed in any position dealing with the super­
vision of inmates or inmate records. Currently, DeOR 
employs approximately 150 ex-offenders, mainly those 
convicted of misdemeanors. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The present structure of disability laws and statutory 
employment barriers should remain. The State Pardons and 
Paroles Board, acting under its lawful power to adopt rules 
and procedures, should formulate rules to place pro­
bationers on an equal footing with parolees and "max-outs" 
in terms of the automatic administrative procedure for 
restoration of rights not directly related to the offense 
committed. 
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CORRECTIONS ORGANIZATION AND 
MANAGEMENT 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 
/1 

Like American Corrections in general, the Georgia Depart­
ment of Corrections and Offender Rehabilitation (DCOR) 
is a diffused and variegated agency. In the past overall 
objectives have not been clearly defined nor mutually 
agreed upon by agency staff. DeOR employees have had 
limited input into problem identification and problem 
solving, goal-setting and employee role definition processes. 
DCOR has been in a continual state of reorganization for 
several years. There has been little time for establishment of 
formal management training programs or a formal manage­
ment-employee-offender relations programs. Employee, 
recognition is non-standardized and a formal career de­
velopment program does not exist. Because of reorgani­
zations and more immediate, pressing problems or "crisis 
sHuations", DC OR has not initiated formal programs of 
organizational development or management relations. 

RECOMMENDEDST.~DARDS 

The Departmf:nt of Corrections and Offender Rehabili­
tation should develop a formal management training pro­
gram incorporating the concepts of management-by­
objectives and participatory management to train Ii 

mininmrn of 50 managers by FY 1979. 

Also, a management-employee-offender relations program 
should be developed by FY 1977 to reduce interpersonal 
friction and alienation and to rr:dress employee and 
offender grievances so that professional and line-staff 
resignations decrease by 50 percent in FY 1977,1978 and 
1979, and so tllat 90 percen t fewer disturbances occur in 
correctional institutions during those years. 

DCOR sho~ld also develop organizational features which 
wiII increase Departmental effectiveness by indicating a 10 
percent savings in operations in FY 1978, 1979, and 1980 
under performance-based budgeting and which wiII provide 
better relations between management and employees by 
red~cing the number of professional resignations in FY 
1977, 1978, 1979, and 1980 by 50 percent and the number 
of employee grievances in FY 1977, 1978, 1979 and 1980 
by 50 percent. 
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GOAL: PROVIDE THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM WITH COMPLETE, TIMELY, AND ACCURATE 
DATA NEEDED FOR EFFECTIVE OPERAT!ONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION·MAKING 
IN APPREHENDING CRIMINAL OFFENDERS AND DELIVERING CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMM~NDATIONS 
I", 

e To institute accountability for federal and state fund expenditures, the Georgia Crime Information Center 
'should be authorized to select, direct and supervise all personnel invo;ved in criminal justice information 
system development and operation. System availability should not be lesil than 95 percent. PHASE II 

• The Administrative Office of the Courts should conduct an analysis to determine the processing 
requirements necessary for a statewide judicial information system. The court administrator's information 
system, if automated, should process data for civil and criminal cases and forward data required for the 
criminal history and case disposition reporting systems to the Georgia Crime Information Center in a timely 
manner. PHASE II 

• The Department of Corrections and Offender Rehabilitation should continue development and improve­
ment of their information system as outlined in the departmental Master Plan. The YQuth Services 
Division of the Department of Human Resources should prepare a plan for the development, 
implementation and operation of an information system. Both agencies should be authorized to select, 
direct and supervise ail jiersonnel involved with their systems. PHASE II 

• Local c:riminal justice information systems, either automated or manual, should be capable of providing 
operational and management data. Model records-keepiHg systems should be developed and/or imple­
mented. Information systems involving two or more agencies should be designed and operated with approval 
of a committee composed of heads of all involved ag\mcies. PHASE II 

• The compositio~ of the Georgia Crime Information Center Advisory Committee should be charged to 
include balanced representation from the general public and the criminal justice community to assure 
protection of personal privacy without unduly limiting the effectiveness of criminal justice agencies. 
PHASE I 

~ All agencieJ requesting federal funding for systemssho1.lld be assessed by the Staff' Crime Commission (SCC) 
and the need for automation should~e certified. :tv. mitoring should be conducted by the Area Planning and 
Development Commissions, and evaluatioJlS of all operational systems should be conducted annually by the 
SCC. PHASE II 

eThe Department of Administrative Services should be authvrized to provide, at no charge, radio system 
design and engineering services to local law enforcement agencies, and to coordinate all public safety radio 
frequency applications for stlj.te and local government agencies. The Dep:dment should prepare a standard 
radio operating procedures manual for use by all law enforcement agenciq ami which also can be used by 
the Peace Offi0ers Standards and Training Council to develop a training program. Development of 911 
emergency telephone systems should be in accordance with standards to be promulgated by the Department 
of Administrative Services. PHA.'':E I, II 
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STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

Due to the complexity and large workload of criminal 
justice agencies, vast amounts of data are being generated 
concerning offenders, crimes and the system's performance. 
A law enforcement information system is being developed 
to collect, store and ";etrieve this data, but it is expensive 
and does not operate at levels sufficient to inspire 
confidence. 

In 1972, Georgia criminal justice officials recognized 111at 
many agencies from all segments of the criminal justice 
system required vast amounts of information that only a 
com puter could maintain in usable form. Some information 
collected and used at the local level for operational 
purposes was deemed essential for state planning and 
operations. TIlis information transfer would require com­
patible computer systems. A State Criminal Justice Infor­
mation System Master Plan was prepared that addressed 
both statewide and local information systems to insure that 
development of costly computerized syst.ems would not be 
duplicated and that the systems would be compatible for 
data exchange. 

The Georgia Crime Information Center (GCIC) is responsi­
ble by law for providing several information systems 
described in the Master Plan. Only the Law Enforcement 
Data System is available to date. This system, operational 
since June, 1974, processes over 900,000 inquiries and 
responses per month of wanted person, stolen item and 
vehicle registration data to assist Georgia peace officers in 
performing their functions. System development and oper­
ational costs totaled nearly a half million dollars over the 
last three years. Yet, trouble-free operation of the system 
over a twenty-six week period averaged only between 72 
and 84 percent. 

Two additional systems under development by GCIC will 
serve the entire criminal justice system. The Computerized 
Criminal History System will contain information concern­
ing offenders' arrest and conviction records. This infor­
mation is required in summary forms by law enforcement 
agencies for investigations. District attorneys need the data 
for prosecuting effectively and for plea bargaining. Judges 
require the information for sentence determination and 
correctbns agencies need the data for development and 
execution of rehabilitation programs and for determining 
parole eligibility. 

The criminal histories require data from all criminal justice 
agencies to be complete. The data collection is the function 
of the third state Master Plan program: the Case Disposition 
Reporting System. This system would colleCt data on major 
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transactions involving a defendant from arrest to release 
from authority, and would build a criminal history once a 
final disposition was received. Agencies with terminal access" 
to the system could determine a defendant's current status 
in the criminal justice system or his past record. Statistics 
would be available to determine the courses offenders 
follow in the criminal justice systrrirt and the time it takes 

'( 

to pass from one segment to anotli~r. Backlogs, delays, and 
bottlenecks could be determined. While considerable 
resources have been expended in developing these two 
systems, GCIC is approximately eighteen months behind a 
revised implementation schedule. 

Although responsible for providing these systems, GCIC 
personnel operate only that portion of the computer 
equipment involved with criminal histories. The Depart­
ment of Administrative Services by law performs all state 
computer processing and services designated by the 
Governor, and retains management control of all systems 
personnel, including analysts, programmers and operators. 
Use of consultants in these systems is at the discretion of 
DOAS with little GCIC input. However, GCIC must pay for 
all system expenses, and is held accountable by the criminal 
justice community when the systems are not fUllctioning 
properly. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The Georgia Law Enforcement Data System should be 
capable of responding to inquiries on wanted persons and 
stolen items within thirty seconds, and to inquiries on 
drivers' licenses and motor vehicle registration within one 
minute. Inquiries should be processed in p'"lority order so 
that non-critical messages would not increase response time 
for wanted persons, stolen items, or motor vehicle regis­
tration inquiries. Inquiries of current defendant status 
witllin the criminal justice system, or a summary of past 
records, should be answered within one minute with full 
c:iminal histories available off-line with a maximum 
response time of twenty-four hours between receipt and 
mailing. 

The availability of all GCIC systems shOUld not be le.~:; than 
95 percent. Response time should be monitored and 
records retained to insure maintenance of operational 
standards. 

To institute accountability for expenditures of f('deral and 
state funds, the Georgia Crime Infonnation Center should 
be given authority to select, di~ect and, SUpervise all 
personnel .involved in development and operation of 
systems for which they are responsible. 
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The Computerized Criminal History and Case Disposition 
Reporting Systems should be developed and maintained on 
single agency computer systems. Case disposition data 
should be capable of providing statistics for judicial circuits 
and counties, and should be the vehicle for data input to 
the criminal history file. 

STATE JUDICIAL INFORMATION 
SYSTE.MS 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

The judicial system in Georgia is large llnd complex~ with 
over 750 courts whose jUrisdictions include criminal cases. 
Manual and automated information systems to provide 
needed data for trial court operations and statewide 
planning are being developed. Some functions of these 
systems are complementary to other statewide criminal 
justice information systems. The relationships between 
these systems, however, is not clearly developed. Also 
unknown is the amount of computer processing required 
for the automated judicial information system. 

When the Information System Master Plan was developed; 
Georgia did not have a state court administrator to plan for 
the needs of or to supply information to the judiciary. 
Several systems were envisioned, however, that would assist 
the courts in operating and /planning. The Computerized ' 
Criminal History and Case Disposition Reporting Systems 
are two systems being designed by the Georgia Crime 
Infonuation Center. These systems will provide data' on 
offenders' arrest and conviction records, and data on 
offender flow through the criminal justice system. 

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), created in 
1973, was authorized to collect and compile s.tatistical and 
financial data regarding the courts. Several data gathering 
projects are being conducted by the AOC, including 
participation in the development of the System for 
Electronic Analysis and Retrieval of Criminal Histories 
(SEARCH) Group State Court Information System model. 
Manuals and automated pilot projects are being developed 
in conjunction with the SEARCH model that will supply 
data for", the Computerized Criminal History and Case 
Disposition Reporting Systems. However, the relationships 
between the AOC and GCIC systems regarding methods of 
data transfer are undetermined. Since the AOC is currently 
involved in pilot projects, the amol.!Ilt and type of data 
processing for the entire statewide court administration 
system is not known. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 

The model records-keeping system being developed by the 
AOC should be implemented in 1976 in all Georgia courts 
with jurisdictions.jncIuding felonies or state misdemeanor 
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offenses. This system should use the SEA1<.CH standardized 
case counting procedures and provide data in the following 
priority categories: data necessary for the Case Disposition 
Reporting and Computerized Criminal J-listory Systems; 
data concerning judicial functions, including case inventory 
and flow, time intervals between major transactions, work­
load on a weighted basis and dispositions; personnel and 
facility data; and financial data. 

To be operational as soon as possible, data in Priority 1 
should be provided directly to the Georgia Crime Infor­
mation Center. The remaining data should be provided to 
the AOC. Concurrent with development of the pilot project 
and no later than the end of 1976, a requirements analysiS 
should be conducted by the AOC to determine if a 
computer system will be required to perform statewide the 
cited functions, and if so, what the processing requirements 
will be. The court administrator's information system, if 
automated, should perfolm processing for both civil and 
criminal cases and forward criminal data required for the 
criminal history and case disposition reporting systems to 
GCIC in a timely manner. 

This requirements analysis should consider the size and 
functions of Georgia's trial courts and individual court 
plans for automated infonnation systems. The feasibility of 
the state court administrator's information system perform­
ing functions of trial court information systems should be 
detennined circuit-by-circuit. Purchase or lease-purchase of 
computer equipment should not begin for the statewide 
system until tlle requirements analysis is complete. 

STATE CORRECTIONAL INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

While the Department of Corrections and Offender Re­
habilitation and the Youth Services Division of the Depart­
ment of Human Resources are operating, expanding or 
developing computerized correctional information systems, 
the detailed responsibilities for the identification, collection 
and exchange of needed information among these agencies 
and other elements of the criminal justice system are not 
clearly defined. 

The Department of Corrections and Offender Rehabili­
tation (DeOR) is expanding a computerized information 
system that has been operational since 1971. Development 
efforts are proceeding in accordance with a departmental 
Infonnation System Master Plan and with a national 
information system project. The proposed system functions 
include departmental and other criminal justice agency data 
needs. 



The Youth Services Division in the Department of Human 
Resources is currently developing an information system to 
satisfy the most basic research requirements. Initially, this 
system includes only juveniles in detention, although the 
goal is to develop a comprehensive system that will provide 
research, administrative and management data on all of the 
division programs and juveniles under its custody. Imple­
mentation plans for future computer functions are not 
developed. 

All computer operations for DCOR are performed on the 
state's centralized computer system which is operated by 
the Department of Administrative Services (DO AS}. As the 
Youth Services Division's system increases in complexity, it 
is anticipated that it also will be operated by DOAS 
personnel. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The Department of Corrections and Offender Rehabili­
tation should continue development of their information 
system as outlined in the Corrections Information System 
Master Plan and the national project. Functions to be 
performed by 1978 should include: offender location and 
tracking; evaluations of specific program objectives and 
agency goals; decision-making for line personnel and 
;1panagement based on the evaluations; research; .statistical 
reports; personnel administration; and response to ad hoc 
questions. Corrections input to the Georgia Crime Infor­
mation Center criminal history program should be made via 
the computer system used by DCOR in 1976. Complete 
criminal histories should be maintained only by GCIC. 

The Youth Services Division in 1976 should document: the 
purpose of all programs under its administration; the 
number of juveniles in the programs for an average 
point-in-time and the total for a year; tlu~ rate of transfers 

, among programs by juveniles; information presently collect­
ed; collection procedures; use of data; and laws relating to 
juvenile delinquent data collection and retention. Staff 
should also document by field visits and interviews the 
information required for administration and research. This 
information should include, but not be limited to, program 
evaluation, institutional workloads and personnel strength, 
juvenile location and post offonse data, and response to ad 
hoc questions. 

A plan for development, implementation and operation of a 
complete information system for the Youth Services 
Division should be prepared in 1976 based on this 
documentation. Functions requiring the use of automated 
equipment should be determined. Development of specific 
functions should be on a priority basis, with evaluations of 
different types of treatment programs having the highest 
priority. 
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An information system for juvenile offenders may be 
operated on the same computer as that for adults, but no 
information should be exchanged automatically between 
the two systems. Personnel with clearance to one system 
should not necessarily be authorized for access to the other. 

To institute accountability for the expenditure of federal 
and state funds for information system, DeOR and the 
YOUtll Services Divisi011 should immediately be given tlle 
authority to select, direct, and supervise all personnel 
involved in development and operation of the system. 

LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

The enormous workloads confronting local criminal justice 
agencies place heavy demands on their records-keeping and 
information systems. Police administrators need infor­
mation to properly deploy officers, and police officers need 
information to apprehend criminals and to iiwestigate' 
crimes. Prosecuting attorneys need information to support 
formal charges and to prosecute effectively. Judges and 
court administrators need information to manage court 
personnel and functions. Jail administrators need infor­
mation to detain offenders in accordance with the law. 

As of May, 1975, over 43 percent of Georgia's local law 
enforcement agencies had not implemented a record-keep­
ing system designed to record the number and type of 
crimes occurring in their jurisdiction. Some district 
attorneys are known to have no filing system at aU. This 
forGes prosecutors to rely on court clerks. to maintain 
criminal indictments, and makes the storage and retrieval of 
individual case files almost impossible, No formal filing 
system exists in some Georgia courts. In one judicial circuit 
in 1972, thirty different forms, most of which dealt with 
criminal cases, were identified. A 1973 study reported that 
many case files have minimal information recorded, that 
dockets at times show cases still pending which case files 
show closed, and that court records at times show cases 
completed before they were opened. One circuit had no 
formal criminal trial calendar. 

To correct thes~ problems large metropolitan areas have 
developed information system master plans to gUide de­
velopment of automated systems. Eleven jurisdictions of a 
city, county, or city/county combination ar!:) involved. Five 
systems provide support to local law enforcem!:)ut agencies, 
and two systems support judicial and prosecutorial 
functions. 



Model manual systems are being developed or installed to 
assist agencies that do not II~quire the use of a computer. 
The Georgia Crime Information Center is offering a field 
reporting and records management package for law enforce­
ment agencies, and the Ad~ninistrative Office of the Courts 
is developing a model court records system. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 

Law enforcement agencies should use the GCIC records 
management system, or a similar system, and should adopt 
standard operating procedures on report writing and review. 

Information systems should be capable of indicating the 
census tract, zone or district of occurrence and average 
response and on-the-scene time required of a patrolman for 
each type of crime or call for service. 

To assist agencies in resource allocation and crime analysis 
functions, the GCIC in 1976 sJlOuld obtain stock computer 
programs for determining manpower allocation and operate 
the programs for criminal justice agencies on a cost 
reimbursable b!l~is for the computer time used. To assist 
agencies in pla!..\;i~g crime incidence by census tract, zone or 
district, the Uniform Crime Reporting System of GCIC 
should be expanded by 1976 to tabulate crimes by specific 
area of occurrence for agencies using the system. Local 
agencies should develop coding schemes of zones or 
districts and record the code on each offense report. 

The Prosecuting Attoml~(';\ Council should develop a model 
records-keeping system f6r Georgia's district attorneys by 
the end of 1976. This system should include at a minimum 
the. recommended functions of the National Distric.t 
Attorney's Association and the follOWing items: 

• data required for operation of statewide computerized 
Criminal History and Case Disposition Reporting 
Systems; 

• tim(:l periods between major steps in adjudication of type 
of case; 

• age of cases in pretrial or awaiting trial to identify those 
in dang,::! of exceeding established time limits; 

• case schedule index listing witnesses, defense counsel and 
type of hearing; 

• record of continuances by case, number and party 
requesting; 

• criteria for rating adequacy of investigation and legatity 
of procedure by each police unit; 

• case files for aU cases until the defendant is 'released from 
the criminal justice system. 

The records-keeping sysfem currently being developed by 
the Administrative Office of the Courts flhould be tested 
and implemented in Georgia's courts in 1976 and should be 
capable of; 
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• providing data required for operation of statewide 
Computerized Criminal History and Case Disposition 
Reporting Systems; 

• allowing judges or court administrators to schedule trials 
and hearings based on knowledge of courtroom, judge, 
police witness and attorney schedules, status of defend­
ants (Le., injall or free on bond), and case age; 

• identifying those cases in danger of surpassing an 
established time maximum; 

• allowing periodic tabulations of case filings and dis­
position backlogs, status of cases, time periods between 
major actions, jury and courtroom utilization; 

• re.cording data for internal and statewide use simultane­
ously. 

Individual courts Witll more than four judges should 
perform a cost-benefit analysis of an automated system 
with staff assistance from the AOe and the SCC. 

In addition to legislative requirements, jail and detention 
center records systems should contain: 

• alphabetical files of prisoners; 

• locator files by bunk or cell number; 

• a chronological listing of defendants' pending court 
appearances; 

• prisoner property records; 

• medical appointments of prisoners; 

• known health problems of prisoners; 

• other information that may be recommended by DC OR 
as a result of pending legislation. 

All local Master Plans for automated information systems, 
and any changes to the plans, should be endorsed by the 
highest elected official(s) in the jurisdiction and by heads of 
all agencies involved. Systems involving two or more 
agencies should be operated with approval of a committee 
composed of the agency heads. 

Localities desiriI1g subject-in-process or offender based 
transaction syste'ins should compare and analyze the 
expected resu1ts and costs of local systems with those of 
the proposed statewide system; recipients and uses of data 
and statistics should be determined prior to system design. 

AU computer systems within a local criminal justice system 
should be compatible for information exchange. Computer 
interfaces could be electronic or procedural, depending 
upon the nature of information to be exchanged. 

Agencies within a local criminal justice system should 
designate a single agency to request and receive defendant 
criminal historiea from GCIC. 
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Localities should ··institute records systems capable of 
determining police and witness waiting times for court 
testimony and the extent of trial continuances or dismissals 
due to failure of police or witnesses to appear. 

The availability of local automated information systems 
should not be less than 95 percent. 

Local information systems, regardless of funding source, 
should be capable of forwarding to state collection agencies 
all required data in .the appropriate format. 

SECURITY AND PRIVACY OF 
OFFENDER DATA 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

Georgia needs to protect individual rights to privacy while 
providing the criminal justice system with data necessary 
for its effective operation. 

Criminal activity is not limited by geographical boundaries, 
making the sharing of criminal justice information neces­
sary statewide. Access to criminal justice information in a 
timely and reliable fashion not only improves criminal 
justice agencies' effectiveness but also increases the safety 
factor of law enforcement officers and citizens alike. The 
need for interstate and intrastate communication of vital 
information relating to crime events, criminal offenders and 
criminal activity has led to deveioprnent of Georgia's 
computer-based Criminal Justice Information System with 
a capacity for permanent storage, rapid retrieval and 
national coverage. Increased use of sophisticated tech­
nology. has, in turn, led to public concern about the 
increased vulnerability of an individual's right to privacy, 
Certainly, privacy can become seriously threatened wheu 

. the information contained in a statewide or national system 
is inaccurate and/or incomplete, improperly disseminated 
and used, and unprotected against accidental or intentional 
dalllage or alteration. 

Congressional and public concern with the potential hazard 
to personal privacy has resulted in several proposals to 
legislate national rules on the quality, use and dissemination 
of criminal justice information. However, Georgia has 
already taken steps to minimize the potential hazard to 
personal privacy and to maximize the security of criminal 
justice information through systems design and legislative 
provisions. The Georgia Crime Information Center Act of 
1973 created the Georgia Crime Information Center. to 
develop and maintain Georgia's Criminal Justice Infor­
mation System. This Act also limits use and dissemination 
of criminal justice iriformation to criminal justice agencies, 

\ allows an individual to challenge the accuracy of infor­
\~mation collected about him, and creates an Advisory 
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Council to advise the Georgia Crime Information Center in 
the operation and control of the information system. 

The AdviSOry Council is resp,nnsible for advising and 
assisting the Center in the establislunent of policies which: 

•. Provide for the efficient and effective use of the Criminal 
Justice Information System; 

• Ensure that the scope of the system 'is limited to 
information needed; 

• Establish that adequate security and privacy safeguards 
are incorporated in the Center's operations; and 

• Institute appropriate disciplinary measures to be taken 
by the Center in the event of violations by participating 
agencies. 

The AdviSOry Council membership is primarily repre­
sentative of users of the Criminal Justice Information 
System and as such is weighted towards criminal justice 
interests. The potential for developing inform(ltion regu­
lations favorable to criminal justice agencies at the expense 
of personal privacy appears to exist since only two of 
fourteen members represent general public interest. 

Due to the inactivity of the Advisory Council, the Center 
has made decisions in the absence of policy guidance. For 
example, no security and privacy regulations have been 
promulgated by the AdviSOry Council. Since the Advisory 
Council is not required to report to the Governor nor to the 
public, neither the Governor nor the public is made aware 
of security and privacy measures established by the Center. 
Without assurances to the public, concern about Jhe 
protection of personal privacy will continue to increase. 

The Georgia Crime Information Center Act of 1973 is 
generally consistent with existing and proposed federal 
legislation and provides a basis of authorization for the 
protection of personal privacy without unduly limiting the 
effectiveness of criminal justice agencies. However, security 
and privacy regulations need to be established to guide the 
Center and participating agencies' activity and to. assure 
enforcement of the Act. A system for certifying that user 
agencies are in compliance with established rules and 
regulat~ons needs to be developed. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The Georgia Crime Information Center Act of 1973 should 
be amended to change the Advisory Council composition to 
include greater representation from the general public and 
to recognize its importance by naming the Governor as its 
Chairman. Memb~rship should be balanced W!th seven 
persons representing criminal justice agencies and seven 
persons representing the general pubHc. Also, the Advisory 
Council'srale should be expanded to authorize the Council 
to report annually to the public on the types and uses of 



data collected, and the safeguards adopted to protect 
individual privacy. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION 
SYSTEM EVALUATION I 

PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

While considerable resources have been expended in the 
development of automated information systems in criminal 
ju!!tice agencies, no formal evaluation to determine the 
worth of the systems has been conducted. 

The State Crime Commission (SCC) has emphasized the 
design, development and operation of automated criminal 
justice information systems. From 1969 to 1973, the SCC 
allocated $8.7 million for state and local information 
systems - an average of over 18.3 percent of each year's 
budget. Estimates for fiscal years 1977 and 1978 for the 
continued support of information systems total $4.5 
million. 

Applicants for information system funding are frequently 
unaware of the types of data needed for evaluation both 
before and after implementation and fail to include this 
information in grant applications. For those systems 
maintaining the necessary data, no evaluations have been 
attempted. Only one information system has been monitor­
ed in detail by the SCC and that was not an evaluation. 

Recently the SCC staff began developing an evaluation 
capability. Three program evaluation positions were created 
in the Audit/Evaluation Division. This new unit is responsi­
ble for identifying projects successful in achieving 
designated objectives. Evaluative teclmiques and data re­
qUirements have not been developed for criminal justice 
informati:on systems. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 

The State Crime Commission should be responsible for 
evaluating all criminal justice information systems funded in 
whole or in part by the SCC. The Audit/Evaluation Division 
should certify the need for automation for aU agencies 
requesting systems funding. Certification should be. con­
tingent upon investigations of manual or semi-automated 
systems. Applicants not obtaining need certification should 
not be considered for SCC funding. 

MonitorIng efforts should be conducted by Area Planning 
and Development Commission planners for all systems 
'under development to insure that items necessary for 
technology transfer are available. 

All operational information system functions should be 
evaluated in 1976. and annually thereafter as long as sec 
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funds are granted to the system. Efforts should be made to 
measure results and to determine their relative merit based 
on system costs. Copies of all evaluation reports should be 
provided to heads of agencies whose systems have been 
evaluated as well as to elected officials to whom these 
agency heads report. 

POLICECOMMUN ICA TlONS 
PHASE I, II 

FINDINGS 

Citizens attempting to contact a police department in an 
emergency frequently waste valuable time due to a lack of 
knowledge of the proper telephone number or even the 
proper department to call. Once the police dispatcher is 
aware of an emergency, messages must be directed to field 
units capable of responding. Again, valuable time is often 
wasted when a dispatcher must decide what to do with a 
call and whether or not there is an available radio channel 
to transmit the message to a field unit. 

Many law enforcement agencies do not use radio frequen­
cies efficiently. This inefficiency is caused by the lack of 
standardized and efficient radio operating procedures, and 
by improperly designed radio communications systems tllat 
do not fulml tlle agency's requirements. 

The use of a three digit 911 emergency telephone system 
greatly simplifies the procedure of contacting a police 
department in an emergency. Yet, of the fifty largest law 
enforcement agencies in the state, only those in Macon, 
Albany, Thomasville and Milledgeville operate 911 systems. 
Emergency, communications are furtller hampered in 
twenty-six of these agencies, since both emergency and 
administrative messages are received on the same line. 

Since numerous telephone companies operate in the state, 
phone lines of more than one company often are found in a 
jurisdiction. Piecemeal implementation of 911 systems 
could therefore result in an emergency call from one 
county being routed to a police department in a neighbor­
ing county. 

Some efforts have been directed toward improving com" 
munications between agency and field units. The state has 
established three statewide police radio frequencies. These 
frequencies are adequate to support Georgia's state and 
local interagency coordination requirements if used in 
accordance with their intended purposes. However, this is 
not being done. Local law enforcement agencies are 
required by their license from the Federal Communications 
Commission to operate on specific local frequencies for 
conducting daily routine activities, and on the statewide 
frequencies only for interag:ency coordination purposes. 
While almost all municipal flolice departments are using 
their local frequencies, many sheriffs departments have 



equipment which is capable of using only the statewide 
frequencies. 

The Telecommunications Consolidation Act of 1973 
authorized the Department of Administrative Services to 
formulate and implement a plan for a statewide tele­
communications system to serve state government. This law 
assigns to the Department of Administrative Services the 
responsibility for the design, procurement, installation and 
maintenance of all radio communications systems operated 
by agencies of the state government, including state law 
enforcement agencies. 

However, there is no statutory authority for the state. to 
provide comprehensive radio communications system 
engineering assistance to local governme~Hs. The Depart­
ment attempts to assist local agencies upon request when­
ever possiblE;. Due to limitations of time, manpower, 
financial resources, and the priority of state-level activities, 
such assistance is generally of a review and advisory nature 
rather than actual engineering assistance. 

The Federal Communications Commission requires that 
evidence of frequency coordination be submitted with all 
radio license applications. Frequency coordination is the 
process of selecting and recommending a suitable frequency 
for use by the license applicant which will cause the least 
amount of interferenc~ to other systems. The Public Safety 
Radio Services Act of 1975 directs DOAS to develop and 
implement a statewide system of radio channel allocation 
and to promote joint use of public safety radio resources. 
DOAS presently maintains a manual record system contain­
ing more than 12,000 files listing aU radio frequencies, user 
agencies, location and technical specifications of all current 
systems, call letters, license expiration dates and other 
information needed for a comprehensive frequency manage­
ment program. 

The lack of-efficient radio operating procedures is another 
significant!'cause of inefficient freguency utilization. The 
State Crime Commission's Police Radio Communications 
Plan provides for the shared use of local frequencies in 
order to conserve limited frequency resources and to 
promote adjacent agency cooperation. In order for all users 
to have equal and ready access to the frequencies, it is 
necessary that each user agency employ efficient and rapid 
operating procedures, an,d that such procedures be standard­
ized among all agencies sharing a particular frequency. 
However, it has been learned that such procedures are not 
in general use by most agencies, and that there is wide­
~pread use of many local law enforcement radio systems for 
conducting personal and other non-law enforcement related 
activities. This causes a severe r0duction in the amount of 
air time available to an agency in conducting official law 
enforcement activities. No evidence has been found which 
would indicate the intentional non-use of efficient oper­
ating procedures by any law enfor91'Jllent agency. Instead, it 

{/ 
" (! 87 

was found that formal, training in correct rf:\dio operating 
procedures is unavailable to the enforcement officers. New 
officers usually learn from others, thereby perpetuating the 
existing practices and presenting no opportunity for 
improvement. 

Training for communications personnel is limited to the 
curriculum of the Peace Officers Standards and Training 
Council, which includes two hours of coverage of tele­
phone, police radio and national crime information systems. 
Atlanta is the only jurisdiction known to have a specific 
training course for communications personnel. The first 
class of eighteen grgduated in September, 1975. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
Legislation should be enacted to authorize tlle Department 
of Administrative Services to provide, at no charge, radio 
system design and engineering services to local law enforce­
ment agencies to ensure that all systems are technically 
capable of fulfilling both local and interagency communi­
cations requirements. 

The DOAS Information and Computer Services Division by 
1977 should develop a computerized frequency manage­
ment program to be utilized by the Telecommunications 
Division in fulfilling its responsibilities under the Public 
Safety Radio Services Act of 1975. The computerized 
system should eliminate the manual records keeping system. 

The Telecommunications Division of DOAS and the State 
Crime Commission should jointly define the major areas of 
radio communications for which engineering assistance will 
be available from DOAS and the priority order in which 
requests for such assistance will be met. Priorities should be 
on centralized or consolidated dispatch centers, sateUite 
repeater systems, digital communications systems, 
computer aided dispatch, tape logging recorders, and any 
other technology which can contribute to a reduction in 
police communications response time or frequency con­
gestion. 

The Georgia State ~atrol should seek authorization from 
tlle Board of PubHiSafety to insure that pr~oer procedures 
are complied with by all agencies when usinf the intrastate 
coordination frequencies by monitoring these frequencies. 

Legislation should be enacted in 1976 to regulate the 
planning and implementation of 911 emergency telephone 
systems to ensure orderly and compatible growth of 911 
service in adjacent jurisdictions. Th:e .Telecommunications 
Division of the Department of Administrative Services 
should be required to develop operational 'and technical 
standards for 911 systems, review the plans. of local 
jurisdictions developing 911 sy~tems, and prohibit instal­
lation of any system not meeting the. standards. 
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The Deparfm~ent of Administrative Services, in conjunction 
with the State Crime Commission, should prepare a 
standard operating procedures manual for use by all law 
enforcement agem::ies. 

By the end of 1976, the Georgia Police Academy should 
develop and admiilister a communications training course 
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approximately 80 hours in length to familiarize radio 
dispatch and complaint officers in all state and local law 
enforcement agencies with standard hardware and operating 
procedures. 



GOAL: 

o 

INSURE THAT COMPREHENSIVE LONG AND SHORT-RANGE PLANNING IS BEING ACCOM­
PLISHED FROM THE LOCAL TO TIlE STATE LEVEL IN ALL THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 
COMPONENT AGENCIES. 

Q 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The emphasis of the State Crime Commission should be shifted from distributing federal funds to criminal 
Justice planning and evaluation. Also, the Commission's planning process should be scheduled to conform to 
the state's budget and planning cycle soihat resulting plans can achieve maximum impact. PHASE I 

• Cities, counties, or city/county combinations with 30,000 or more people should establish local criminal 
justice coordinating councils. PHASE 11 

• Law enforcement agencies with 75 sworn personnel should have a full-time planning unit to develop plans. 
Also, the State Crime Commission should develop and disseminate a comprehensive planning manual for all 
law enforcement agencies. PHASE II 

• The present organizational structure of the corrections system should be maintained, but each agency 
providing services to the offender should establish and maintain a full-time planning unit. PHASE 11 

• The Judicial Council should assign responsibility for drafting a local pre-trial process plan to the court 
administrator in each administrative district. These local plans should be reviewed by the Judicial Council 
and integrated into the comprehensive statewide pre-trial process plan which should be drafted by the 
Administrative Office of the Courts by 1979. PHASE II . 

• A judicial emergency plan should be prepared to facilitate the immediate expansion of the system during 
time of crisis. PHASE II 

• Legislation should be enacted which creates a statewide mutual aid plan to be used for controlling unusual 
occurrences at the local level. PHASE I 

• The state should strengthen the role of existing regional criminal justice advisory councils and concentrate 
its efforts on expediting cases through the system, providing better services to the community and 
reintegrating the offender into the community. PHASE I 

• The State Crime Commission should distribute a draft set of standards defining minimum levels of service to 
all criminal justice agencies. After review and comment, the Commission should adopt a set of minimum 
standards for criminal justice services. PHASE 11 
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STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

Statewide comprehensive criminal justice planning is 
e~sential to assure that manpower and financial resources 
are used most effectively. However, planning presently is 
performed by many state and local agencies in a largely 
uncoordinated fashion. 

Georgia's criminal justice system includes segments of the 
, J 

executive and the judicial branches at both the state and 
local level. While many of these agencies engage in criminal 
justice planning, there is a wide variance in the nature and 
quality of planning and in the degree to which plans are 
used in the budgetary process. Prior to the creation of the 
State Crime Commission, no agency was authorized to 
coordinate plans and implement and evaluate programs 
deSigned to achieve common goals. The State Crime 
Commission was created to satisfy a requirement of federal 
crime control legislation and is authorized to: 

• Coordinate and develop annual comprehensive criminal 
justice plans for the reduction of crime; 

• Allocate federal crime control funds to criminal justice 
agencies based on annual plans; 

• Provide or secure technical assistance to state and local 
criminal justice agencies; and 

• Analyze and publish statewide crime statistics. 

Organizationally, the Commission is attached to the State 
Department of Community Development for administrative 
purposes. Since the Commission waS created in compliance 
with federal regulations, the possibility exists tllat Com­
mission functions will cease upon termination of federal 
funding. Without systemwide coordination of plans, un­
biased evaluation, objective crime analysis ane! technical 
expertise, Georgia's approach to dealing with the crime 
problem likely would be fragmented and ineffective. 

Even with systemwide planning authority, previous compre­
hen'sive criminal justice plans developed by tlle Commission 
have not been totally effective. Three reasons for tllese 
failures are a preoccupation with distributing federal funds; 
a lack of coordination between budgeting for t{~~; expendi­
ture of federal funds and the expenditure of other funds; 
and a, lack of data to adequately identify prQblems, 
establish quantifiable goals and determine successes and 
failures. 

Although the federal crime control legislation of 1969 and 
1973 emphasizes statewide criminal justice planning, federal 
directives have emphasized the flow of fe,deral funds. As a 
result,Jhe Commission has ,been preoccupied with the 
allocation and administr~tion of federal' funds at the 
expense of other functions such as planning, coordination, 
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technical assistance and evaluation. This has led directly to 
state, regional and local criminal justice plans and programs 
being developed primarily for the purpose of receiving 
federal fUnds., When the availability of federal funds is 
eliminated, many of these plans and programs will be 
discontinued. 

Criminal justice planning done by the State Crinle Com· 
mission is not fully utilized in the budget p,tocesses of state 

,I 

and local agencies. Currently, federal funds allocated by the 
Commission represent less than six percent of alI expendi· 
tures for crimirtal justice pro(~rams in the state. The 
planning required for this small p'Slrtion of expenditures has 
no appreciable impact on the todJ criminal justice system. 
Also, the effect of the programs flinded has no appreciable 
impact on the reduction of crime. 

The Georgia Criminal Justice Information System, being 
developed by the Georgia Crime Information Center, wilI 
supply the Commission with most of the data needed for 
effective planning. However, the Commission's data analysiS 
function will not reach its full potential until the com­
puterized Criminal Justice Information System is fully 
implemented. Development of this system .is on schedUle, 
but implementation costs are much higher than originally 
proposed. To remain on schedule, increased state funding 
will be required. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The State Crime Commission should continue to perform 
its current role and responsibilities as a unit of state 
government attached to the Department of Community 
Development. However, emphasis should immediately be 
shifted from distributing federal funds to comprehensive 
criminal justice planning and evaluation. As a part of this 
shift, the Commission's 'criminal justice planning process 
should be scheduled to conform to the state's budget cycle. 
The Comprehensive Criminal Justice Plan can then be 
utilized more effectively by the Office of Plannlrtg and 
Budget in the development of programs and policies. Also, 
evaluation techniques should be built into the planning 
process in order to measure the success" of individual 
projects and programs. '= 

In addition, it is recommended that the state crimimu 
justice planning be continued beyond the duration of the 
current federal crime program as should the state's responsi­
bilities for providing crime statistics analysis and technlcal 
assistance. Finally, the state should provide increased funds 
to the Georgia Crime Information Center to facilitate 
cQmpletion of the Criminal Justice Information System as 
scheduled~ 



o 



-~.-.. ~~ ....•. 

~. 



(J LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 
Though a comprehensive planning.~process is vital to the 
efficient operation of a criminal justice system, only two 
local units of government, Atlanta and Cobb County 
currently conduct planning efforts that attempt to analyze 
problems from a syst~m perspective. 

The Atlanta Crime Analysis Team (CAT) and its governing 
bpdy, the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC), 
are respi~nsible for local criminal justice planning, program­
ming and crime analysis for the City of Atlanta, Fulton and 
DeKalb Counties. There are twenty-three CJCC mel1?~ers 
appointed by the Mayor. of Atlanta and a CAT staff of 
approximately, fifteen. It is their responsibility to prepare a 
local criminafjustice plan for crime reduction utilizing all 
community resources, not just those of the criminal justice 
system, with innovative approaches and methodologies that 
cut across the entire community. 

The Cobb County Police Department's local police/criminal 
justice planner prepares federal grant applications for other 
Cobb County crill1inal justice agencies as well as those 
limited to the police function. In addition, this planner 
coordinates and integrates the police, courts, and cor­
rections components to achieVe crimiIial justice improve­
ments. 

In the remall1l11g areas, system-wide planning is the re· 
sponsibility of the eighteen Area Planning and Development 
Commission planners. These planners, however, are re­
sponsible for several cities and counties and are engaged 

. primarily in solving region-wide problems and grant 
management. None is able to devote an appreciable amount 
of time to data collection, problem analysis and planning 
for individual units of government or agencies. 

Little training in planning is available in the State for local 
criminal justice managers or officials. Numerous police 
planning courses are available at the University of Georgia's 
Institute of Government, but there are no system planning 
courses. Georgia State University_ is the only state 1nsti­
ttition with a system planning course, but it was offered 
• 11 

dhlyonce in 1974.c 
r"~} 

)( 
Rti~OMMENDEDSTANDARDS 

To improve local criminal justice planning effectiveness, 
cities, counties, or city/county combinations with 30,000 
or more people, should establish local criIninal justice 

.,coordinating cOUliliils. CJCC's should be complementary to 
the Area Planning and Development Cdinmissions by 
increasing the govenunents' capacity to identify; analyze, 
and solve~Fime and criminal justice problems and provide 
meaningful infonnation to the APDC's for inclusion in the 
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regional plannh:6 cprocess. Costs for the establislunent of 
the CJCC's should be borne by local governments. 

To assist in the development of this comprehensive plan­
ning process, the State Crime Commission should develop a 
criminal justice planning manual for use by the CJCC's and 
their staff. A one week planning conference based on the 
manual should be. conducted by the sec for local govern­
ment officials, criminal justice managers, and citizen repre­
sentatives. 

The University System of Georgia institutions offering 
planning courses in'law enforcement, courts and corrections 
should develop by 1977 a course in criminal justice 
planning with elements of all three components contained 
in the course content. 

POLICE PLANNING 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

Planning within Georgia's local law enforcement agencies, 
while demonstrating many of the same weaknesses which 
plague police planning units throughout the country, faces 
the larger problem of not even being recognized in most law 
enforcement agencies. 

A survey conducted in March, 1975 revealed that emphasis 
on planning is a phenomenon primarily confined to larger 
law enforcement agencies. Of the large agencies surveyed 
(100 or more officers), seventy-five percent employed at 
least one full-time planner. All of the large agencies 
participated at least occassionally in planning with com­
munity and government entities within their jurisdiction. 
Seventy-five percent of the large departments rated 
planning as a "high" agency priority. These figures declined 
noticably for the medium (14-100 officers) and small (1-14 
officers) agencies. Likewise, the amount of intra·juris­
dictional planning and the priority of the planning function 
decreased dramatically as the sizes of the agencies declined . 

Among local law enforcement agencies - even in many of 
the large metropolitan areas - the planning process has not 
reached its potential. There is a tendency to rely ahnost 
exclUSively on reactive rather than long-range planning, and 
most planning units are burdened by a lack of direct 
communication with the chief executive officer. There is a 
failure to coordinate with other local governmental agencies 
during the planning process, and a tendency to use planning 
positions as promotional rewards for sworn officers who 



may not be adequately skilled or otherwise capable of being 
an effective planner. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
Local law enforcement agencies should (where applicable) 
adopt the following recommendations and guidelines: 

• Agencies with 75 sworn personnel should have a full-time 
planning unit. . 

• Planning pOSitions should be open to both civilian and 
sworn personnel, but should contain minimum require­
ments for entry. 

• Written planning policy should be adopted to define and 
clarify agency goals and objectives. 

• Agencies should coordinate planning efforts with 
neighboring police and government agencies, and con-
cerned citizens groups. 1 

The following recommendations should be implemented at 
the state level: 

• The State Crime Commission should develop and dis­
seminate a comprehensive planning manual for all law 
enforcement agencies; 

• The Peace Officer Standards and Training Council should 
develop in-service training programs for all law enforce­
ment, State Crime Commission, and area planning and 
development commission criminal justice planners; 

• The University System of Georgia should include 
planning courses in every institution with a criminal 
justice curriculum; and 

c:. Increased research capability should be proVided to the 
State Crime Commission. 

CORRECTIONAL PLANNING 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

The corrections component of the Criminal Justice System 
in Georgia is a massive network of state, county and 
municipal agencies, Some of tbeagencies plan for their 
operations in a formal manner; others do not. No single phlll 
exists relating the programs of all agencies to the needs of 
the offender. 

The Department of Corrections and Offender Rehabili­
tation (DCOR) has established a Research and Development 
Division with over twenty professional personnel to assist in 
planning for programs for approximately 12,000 adult 
inmates, approximately 28,000 adult probationers and 
3,000 parolees. The Youth Services Division of the Depart­
ment of Human Resources (DHR) administers programs to 
an estimated 20,000 delinquent children, although the 
Division has only one planner. 
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Supportive services and programs are provided by many 
agencies. The Division of Vocational Rehabilitation in DHR 
ptovides job counseling and employment services to pro­
bationers and parolees, but has no full-time planning 
capabilities for public offynder programs. The Mental 
Health Section and the Drilz 'Abuse Services Section in the 
DHR Division of Mental Health each has one full-time 
planner to assist in planning for 34 drug treatment 
programs, 34 mental health service centers, and in pr~paripg I 
long-range plans for offender services. The Instituti01\'3!:) 
Sanitation Unit of the Division of Physical Health in DHR 
is responsible for inspecting all jails and detention centers 
for compliance with minimum jail standards. 

The Division of Manpower Services in the Department of 
Labor provides vocational training, counseling and job 
placement services to incarcerants, probationers and 
parolees without the benefit of full-time· planning 
assistance. The Department of Education operates edu­
c~tion programs in at least two prisons, although coordi­
nated planning efforts with the Department have been 
minimal. The State Fire Marshal is responsible for establish-·. 
ing and enforcing fire safety standards for all j ails and penal 
institntions, although no coordination exists with the 
inspectional units in DHR. 

At the local level there are thirty-eight county correctional 
institutions, 154 county jails, seven adult and seventeen 
county juvenile probation offices and 225 municipal jail 
o:,erations. There is Virtually no formal correctional 
planning at the local level. 

Comprehensive planning for corrections is attempted by 
two agencies. The State Crime Commission (SCC) is 
responsible fot planning for and administering Law En­
forcement Assistance Administration funds and is develop­
ing capabilities for coordinating system-wide planning and 
evaluation. Planning efforts at the SCC are currently 
limited, since LEAA funds represent only five percent of all 
criminal justice expenditures in the State. 

The Office of Planning and Budget (OPB) d(\velops policy 
for all state departments through the budgeting process and 
by review of pre-grant application forms for monies from 
the U.S. Departments of Justice; Health, Education and 
Welfare; Labor and Education that are used in corrections. 
These reviews are conducted by various OPB personnel 
according to the state department involved, rather than by 
the function for which the funds are intended. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The present organizational structure of the corrections 
system should be maintained, but each agency providing 
services to the public. offender should establish and 
maintain a full-time planning unit. This will require 
additional personnel in the Divisions of Vocational Re-



habilitation I Mental Health and Youth Services in the 
Department of Human Resources, and the Division of 
Manpower Services in the Department of Labor. 

The State Crime Commission (SCC) should establish those 
data elements necessary for the accurate descriptioh and 
evaluation of the corrections system so that the data can be 
collected. The SCC, through the Crime Statistics Data 
Center, should be responsible for developing procedures to 
analyze criminal histories for the purpose of determining 
the rates of recidivism, or the return to criminal behavior of 
persons released from the various rehabilitative programs of 
the correctional agencies. 

To insure that duplication of services does not exist and to 
insure that all necessary services are being provided, the 
SCC should review all correctional agency plans. Based on 
this review and the results of evaluations, the SCC should 
recommen"d to the Office of Planning and Budget programs 
and levels of funding for correctional agencies. Due to the 
diversity of programs and the}1Umber of different state 
departments involved, the Offi:"e of Planning and Budget 
should have one policy planner for corrections. 

As agency planning capabilities become more effective, the 
Office of Planning and Budget should begin to require 
proce~s plans in the areas of education, job training or other 
prOcesses involving more than one agency. Process plans 
should be developed by agency planners under the coordi­
nation of the State Crime Commission. 

Correctional planners should consider the actions of the 
judicial system. Changes in court procedures, increased use 
of diversion programs, or changes in the average length of 
sentences can have significant effects upon correctional 
planning in such areas as number of probation officers 
required or the number of prison cells required to house 
incarcerants. To obtain this information, correctional 
agencies should establish and maintain liaison with the 
Administrative Office of the Courts. 

Tq assist municipal and county governments in the planning 
of detention l!enters, jails, and correctional institutions, the 
State Crinle Commission should develop a correctional 
pla~ning manual. The manual should include examples 
from local situations and should be distributed to the 
administrators of all local operations. 

Based on the process described in the manual, each local 
administrator should develop an operations plan which 
identifies problems including a component for a mass 
disorder plan where appropriate. Local jail and detention 
center administrators ~hould maintain contact with the 
local judiciary to insure that the various components of the 
mass disorder plan are complementary. 
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Problem sol\fing or plan development assistance is currently 
available to local administrators. To promote the use of this 
resource, the correctional planning manual should include 
an index of reference or resources which can provide 
technical assistance. 

PRE-TRIAL PROCESS PLANNING 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

There are three problem areas in pre-trial processing where 
substantial planning is not being conducted throughout the 
state but where planning could assist in making significant 
improvements. These areas are (1) bail and pre-trial release, 
(2) trial delay, and (3) the need for diversion and special 
treatment programs. 

Through bail many pre-trial detainees can secure release. 
However, some defendants cannot afford bail and are 
detained prior to trial. Statistics gathered in Ohio indicate 
that the jailed defendant is twice as likely to be sentenced 
to the penitentiary as the bailed defendant who is better 
able to resist pressures to plead guilty. 

Problems of trial delays, common in Federal and other state 
courts throughout the country, affect Georgia courts. The 
Fulton County Criminal Court, which handles most misde­
meanors, had a backlog of 5,000 cases in June, 1975. A 
defendant who pleads guilty may have to wait six to eight 
weeks after arrest before the court will accept his plea. If 
the case is set for trial, it may be five to seven months 
before the trial is held. The pending cases in the Superior 
Court of Fulton County actually decreased in 1974, a 
decrease attributed to the planning and control exercised 
by the Court Administrator. Another facet of the pre-trial 
process in which planning is needed is diversion. A diversion 
program is one which intervenes in a case prior to trial and 
attempts to treat the individual's problems which may have 
caused his criminal behavior. If tlle accused offender 
responds successfully b treatment, the pending charges 
may be dropped. Diversion represents one method to 
reduce voluminous court caseloads; in fact, it may become 
absolutely necessary to use diversion if caseloads continue 
to increase. 

Diversion is a new concept, however, and even the 
supporters of the concept have stated that a prerequisite to 
any long-range, full scale diversion program would be to 
obtain more statistics and to conduct mOl~e research, 
evaluation, and planning prior to funding and implementing 
the programs. Therefore, better planning would provide 
courts with information about pre-trial programs and make 
judges more receptive to new alternatives. 



The Judicial Council has as an objective the development of 
a five and ten year plan for the state's judicial system. 
These plans have not been developed, but the Council is 
beginning to identify goals and objectives. These efforts, 
however, do not include pre-trial process planning. 

There are Superior Court administrators in the Atlanta, 
Cobb and Clayton judicial circuits involved in different 
aspects of judicial planning. The Cobb County Court 
Administrator supervises a pre-trial release program and 
coordinates the court calendar so that needless trial delays 
can be avoided. The Fulton County Court Administrator 
does little if any long-range planning, and there are no 
planners on his staff. The administrator spends most of his 
time working on calendar management and the develop­
ment 01 a judicial information system. The state's only 
otller Court Administrator, located in Clayton judicial 
circuit, also plays no role in long-range planning. He is 
involved in calendar man'agement but has not undertaken 
pre-trial process planning. 

Thus, in Georgia, there is no real significant planning 
performed in the pre-trial processing area. Most of the work 
done in this area involves management and administration 
rather than long-range planning. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The Judicial Council should assign responsibility for draft­
ing a local pretrial proqess plan to the court administrator 
in each administrative district. This lndividual should make 
quarterly progress reports to the Judicial Council and 
should develop by 1978 a long-range plan dealing specifi­
cally with the pre-trial processing problems. 

In developing local plans, tlle court administrator should 
seek the advice of resource personnel in other areas of the 
local criminal justice system. Basic elements of the local 
plan should include: 

• An identification of local problems encountered with 
bail and pre-trial release, tdal delays, diversion, and 
special offender treatment programs. 

• An identification of facilities available or needed for 
treatment of diverted persons within a circuit. 

• An identification of services available or needed by 
persons in pre-trial status. 

• An evaluation of commulAity attitudes toward diversion 
and pre-trial release. 

• A cost estimate of new pre-trial programs. 

• An estimate of judicial time that could be saved by 
pre-trial release diversion and programs to expedite trials. 

• A list of goals and objectives for a five to ten year period 
which would improve local pre-trial processing. 

• An annual evaluation of the effectiveness of pre-trial 
processing. 
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These local plans should be reviewed by the Judicial 
Council and integrated into the comprehensive stateWide 
pre-trial process plan which should be drafted by the 
Administrative Office of the Courts by 1979. This planning 
process should utilize the data collected by the Adminis­
trative Office to identify alternative solutions to major 
problems in the pre-trial area and the cost of each 
alternative. Further, implementation schedules should be 
developed, and evaluations performed. 

MASS DISORDER PLANNING 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

Though large scale disturbances in cities across the country 
demonstrated the need for procedures to protect the fights 
of individuals and expedite the administration of justice 
during emergency conditions, Georgia has not developed a 
plan to cope with a mass disorder. Nor has legislation to 
deal specifically with the problem of judicial emergencies 
been enacted. 

Should Georgia's judicial system be innudated Witll large 
numbers of defendants as a result of a mass disorder, 
existing code provisions would provide only partial relief. 
Under existing law, additional district attorneys, judges, 
clerks and defense attorneys may be appointed. However, 
the mechanics of their appointment and the time needed to 
react and organize to handle large numbers of people in the 
absence of a plan of action could cause delay and a 
miscarriage of justice. 

The many problems involved were illustrated in Detroit, 
Michigan when the recorder's court handled a month's 
quota of misdemeanor cases and a six month's quota of 
felony cases in one week. Failure to maintain a centralized 
system of arrest records resulted in defense attorneys and 
families being unable to locate persons confined in widely 
scattered emergency detention facilities. 

Judicial proceedings became oriented to mass rather than 
individualized justice during a riot in Newark, New Jersey. 
Mass indictments naming 100 or lllore defendants were 
handed down in all day sessions after average deliberation 
of less than two minutes per case. The shortage of skilled 
defense attorneys was acute and individual counsel was 
rarely available. Defendants normally ineligible for assigned 
counsel were unrepresented. Sentencing during the riots 
tended to be more harsh than those cases disposed of after 
the disorder. Some judges imposed maximum penalties 
across the board as deterrents. The burden of this policy 
fell mostly on the indigent defendant. Those unable to raise 
bail agreed to an immediate trial. Those able to raise bail 
and delay trial received more lenient sentences. 
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RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
To insure the effectiveness and fairness of the criminal 
justice system, a judicial emergency plan should be 
prepared to facilitate the immediate expansion of the 
system during time of crisis, 

The Judicial Council should be responsible for developing 
guidelines for emergency plans including a policy statement 
and strategy for transferring resources among jurisdictions. 
In developing these guidelines, the Judicial Council should 
seek the advice of resource personnel from other agencies 
·of the criminal justice system. The Crinlinal Justice 
Council, the Prosecutor's Council and such affected organi­
zations should be involved In the formulation of the 
statewide strategy and guidelines. 

Based upon these guidelines, the court administrator in 
each administrative district should develop a localized plan 
for judicial emergency situations. The subject matter of 
these local plans should include both policy matters and 
management considerations requir~d to implement the 
plan. 

The Judicial Council should identify needed legislative 
authority. The desirability of additional statutory or court 
rule provisions is most apparent jn the area of transfers of 
judicial and court support personnel between districts in 
different counties. The statewide strategy should include a 
provision for fair and equitable allocation of the costs of 
implementation between the state and local government. 

CONTROL OF UNUSUAL OCCURRENCES 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

During the past three years, the Gf,orgia State Patrol has 
devoted over twelve thousand man-hours to duties related 
to the control of unusual occurrences, at an estimated 
mininlal cost to the state of $40,000. Much more costIy is 
the expense incurred in calling out the National Guard. 
Between April 8 and 11, 1968, the state spent $84,350 to 
send the Guard to Atlanta on a riot readiness alert. The 
Guard was not placM into action in this situation. The 
largest recent expense for guard duty in Georgia was 
incurred between May 11 and 18, 1970, when the Guard 
was called upon for riot duty in Augusta and Athens. Some 
2,612 National Guard personnel were called to those 
scenes;'costing tIle state $211,500. 

The use of the State Patrol as the first line of defense in 
controlling unusual occurrences presents several problems 
other than the high cost. First, the State Patrol's two-hour 
average response time compares unfavorably with the 45 
minute average response time experienced by two regions 
of the state which participate in mutual aid agreements. 
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Second, most communities do not have comprehensive 
written plans for the control of unusual occurrences since 
they can depend on the Stahl Patrol. Third, upon entering 
the emergency area, the State Patrol places into effect its 
own comprehensive plan for controlling the disorder. The 
State Patrol's plan, however, may not t~e into consider­
ation the specific needs of the local community and may 
lead to a reduced level of confidence in the local law 
enforcement units. Fourth, even the State Patrol and the 
National Gl,lard working together may not be able to cope 
wi;th unusual occurrences if they are severe and take place 
simultaneously in separate communities within the state. 
Finally, any disturbance which requires the commitment of 
a large number of state troopers would weaken the ability 
of the State Patrol to perform its normal duties. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
Legislation should be enacted which requires the establish­
ment of a statewide mutual aid plan for the control of 
unusual occurrences at the local level. The statewide plan 
should require mutual aid agreements among local govern­
ments and should detail the method by which such 
agreements can be placed into effect. Under the term of 
each mutual aid agreement, the first call for outside aid 
should be directed to a pre-determined law enforcement 
officer who, in turn, could call upon the region-wide 
coordinator. The state's Adjutant General should act as the 
statewide coordinator for tIle regional programs and 
provide liaison with the Governor's Office where necessary. 

To insure the effectiveness of all the mutual aid programs in 
the state, the state should provide the following: 

• A specialized regional training progFam for local law 
enforcement officials and municipal and county leaders 
in developing comprehensive plans of action for the 
control of unusual occurrences. 

• Increased unusual occurrence training in police acade­
mies. 

• An ongoing technical assistance program directed toward 
familiarizing local law enforcement agencies with new 
unusual occurrence methods and material, encouraging 
these agencies to conduct in-house training exercises, and 
developing and encouraging interagency and intercom­
munity agreements relating to the joint provision of 
services and personnel. 

INTERAGENCY COOPERATION AND 
COORDINATION 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

Present efforts to promote cooperation and coordination 
among criminal justice agencies through regional councils 
have been largely ineffective. 
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The State Crime Commission operates on a statewide basis 
performing a planning and coordinating function in the 
administration of Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration (LEAA) funds to cities and co,-!nties. The state is 
divided into 18 area planning and development com­
missions which administer funds and make grant appli­
cations on a regional1eve1. The person responsible for these 
regional applications is the law enforcement planner on the 
staff of each area: planning and development commission. 
Each area planning and development commission has 
established a regional criminal justice advisory council 
responsible for setting priorities for funding within the area. 
These councils, however, are ineffective and do not 
function in an active manner. Similarly, the Georgia Bureau 
of Investigation established a "council of twenty" in each 
of its nine regions to allow for citizen input. These councils, 
however, are no longer active. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The state, through the State Crime Commission should 
strengthen the role of existing regional criminal justice 
advisory councils by consolidating them with the Georgia 
Bureau of Investigation councils of twenty. These newly 
defined crirninaljustice coordinating councils located in the 
eighteen area planning and development commissions 
should be representative of an components of the criminal 
justice system. In addition to their former roles, they 
should concentrate on improving the processing of cases 
through the system, providing better service to the com­
munity and reintegration of the offender into the com­
munity. Specifically, these councils should: 

• Provide direction in setting goals and objectives in 
criminal justice for each area planning and development 
commission; 

• Establish goals and priorities at the area planning and 
development commission level; 

• Make recommendations on local grant applications as to 
their consistency with the state plan; 

• Request funds for special projects or experiments affect­
ing the total area planning and development com­
mission's region; 

• Provide liaison and coordination among the elements of 
the criminal justice system; and 

• Monitor the effectiveness of programs funded through 
LEAA. 

MINIMUM LEVELS OF CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE SERVICES 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

Considerable effort has been exerted to develop compre· 
hensive goals for criminal justice agencies and standards to 
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measure progress in achieving those goals. Basic stimdards 
which represent the minimum acceptable service levels t1:at 
all citizens are entitled to receive from their criminal justice 
agencies have not been defmed. Incentives for local 
governments to adopt many of the minimum standards 
have not been developed. 

The Georgia Criminal Justice Standards and Goals Study 
utilized recommendations of criminal justice associations 
and commissions, such as the American Bar Asso.~'iation, 
the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals, as well as the experiences of criminal 
justice agencies in Georgia and throughout the county to 
develop applicable standards and goals. 

The process for implementing standards will involve three 
strategies. First, the State Crime Commission will determine 
that some standards require legislation and recommend 
those to the General Assembly for action. Secondly, some 
standards will be implemented by adjustments to the state 
budget or by pDlicy changes in state and IDcal agencies and 
units of governments. Finally, some standards will affect 
state or local criminal justice agency progranls and will be 
the object of a public awareness campaign to gain 
acceptance and implementation. Since many standards that 
might define minimum levels Df criminal justice service 
cDuld best be implemented by policy changes at the state 
and local level, the public awareness canlpaign is a key 
strategy. Yet, the success of this public awareness campaign 
depends to some extent on the willingness and capability of 
the criminal justice agencies to internally implement the 
standards. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
At the cDnclusion of the Georgia Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals Study, the State Crime Commission (SCC) 
should distribute a draft set of standards which define 
minimum levels of service to. all criminal justice agencies, 
their representative associations, civic groups and units of 
government. The SCC should solicit comments from all 
such groups concerning the recommended mininlUm 
standards, and should adopt those considered to be 
appropriate for the state. 

The minimum standards should then be used as to 
determine eligible applicants for subgrants from the SCC 
beginning in fiscal year 1977. Agencies would be certified 
as meeting the minimum standards when each, as a subgrant 
applicant, signs a certification sheet in the application. 
Agencies desiring funding from the SCC .should pay all costs 
involved in implementing the minimum standards unless the 
desired funds are for the purpose of achieving a 'minimum 
standard(s). 

Staff to the SCC should annually review and evaluate 
applicable Georgia standards and recommended addiUons, 



deletions or modifications. The review process should 
determine the effects of the recommended funding policy 
in improving the quality of services to all Georgians. Should 
tIus funding procedure and its related standards prove not 
to be completely effective, the continuing evaluation and 
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recommendation process should re-evaluate alternative 
solutions and should recommend further actions. Changes 
in the minimum standards should be made by the SCC only 
after comments from the affected agencies and groups have 
been solicited and reviewed. 
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GOAL: INSURE THAT HIGHLY QUALIFIED PERSONS' ARE ATTRACTED TO CRIMJNAL JUSTICE CA~ 
REERS THROUGH DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF A STATEWIDE COMPREHEN­
SIVE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT PLAN THAT INCLUDES JOB CLASSIFI­
CATIONS, RECRUITMENT AND SCREENING, MIN1MUM SELECTION STANDARDS, SALARY 
RANGES FOR EACH CLASSIFICATION, FRINGE BENEFITS, COMPREHENSIVE TRAINING, AND 
POLICY GUIDELINES IN ALL AGENCIES FOR EMPLOYEE INPUT TO PLANNING AND MAN­
AGEMENT. 



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The state should upgrade and expand minimum standards for police recruitment and selection and provide 
i'nnual in-service and advanced training to all local law enforcement officials. In addition, the state should 
certify law enforcement agencies based on their compliance with the minimum standards, and P[;y the 
employers' portion of a standard fringe benefit package for agendes so certified. Comprehensive 
promotional and recruiting programs should be implemented, and agencies should be mandated to provide 
incentive pay for college credits completed. PHASE I, II 

• The st!"te should upgrade police training and certification standards, adopt physical facility standards for 
training academies, implement an in-service career development program and provide funds to accomplish 
these goals by the end of 1976. PHASE I 

• When required, the Governor should fill vacant or newly created judgeships from candidates proposed by a 
Constitutionally created Judicial Nominating Commission. All judges should be elected in _Georgia on a 
nonpartisan basis in elections held during years otber t1:}an the years of general elections. PHASE J 

• The Administrative Office of the Courts should develop and coordinate a comprehensive training program 
for judges, clerks, court reporters and other court personnel. Current training programs should be 
continued, encouraged and coordinated through the Administrative Office of the Courts. PHASE I 

• The state should establish a Georgia Correctional Officers Standards and Training Council to develop 
minimum standards for the selection, qualification and training of all personnel employed by state and local 
correctional institutions. This Council also should provide training programs aH(i certify local correctional 
personnel as being properly qualified and trained to hold their positions. PHASE I, II 

• A Criminal Justice Training and Education Council should be established to detelll'ine the roles of criminal 
justice personnel, to assess manpower needs and to evaluate training and educqtional programs. PHASE II 
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RECRUITMENT, SELECTION AND 
RETENTION OF POLICE PERSONNEL 
PHASE I, II 

FINDINGS 

Law enforcement agencies throughout Georgia have experi­
enced serious difficulties in recruiting and retaining compe­
tent personnel. Not only is the quality of law enforcement 
service substandard in many cases, but the annual attrition 
rate among statewide police agencies has been as high as 44 
percent. Georgia law enforcement agencies tend to recruit 
officers with only minimal amounts of education and to 
under represent minority populations on the force. 

The major factors contributing to the low quality of law 
enforcement service and the high attrition rate can be 
categorized as deficiencies in the recruitment, selection and 
retention of personnel. Each of these processes is related to 
and has a direct influence on the others. Specific 
deficiencies which have contributed to the problem are: 

• No statewide police recruitment plan - Each law 
enforcement agency is left to its own devices to identify 
and attract prospective police personnel. 

.. No standardized job c1assificatioL: system for sworn or 
civilian employees - With few exceptions lateral 
transfers from one law enforcement agency to another 
are not possible. 

• Limited fringe benefits - Georgia has no statewide police 
insurance or retirement plan, although several individual 
plans do exist. 

• No minimum salaries for peace offioers except sheriffs­
Salaries range from $3,000 to $9,438 for entry-level 
police officers throughout Georgia, and approximately 
fifty percent of the officers currently employed have 
found it necessary to hold additional jobs. 

• Limited scope of minimum qualifications - Minimum 
qualifications for police recruits were established by the 
Georgia Peace Officers Standards and Training Act of 
1970; however, there are no minimum qualificatiOns for 
sheriffs, who are elected by popular vote. Although the 
high school graduation standard is nearly universal most 
police agencies have forces whose average educational 
levels are actually lower than twelve years of schooling 
per man. The Columbus Police Department is the only 
local law enforcement agency in the state which has an 
entry requirement of two years of college. Significantly, 
the Department experiences no difficulty recruiting 
qualified candidates. 

• Inadequate training requirements - The Georgia Peace 
Officers Standards and Training Act requires that all 
police officers must receive 240 hours of training within 
one year of employment; however, it does not require 
that recruits receive training before they carry a gun and 
begin active duty. Also, there is no requirement in 
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Georgia for in-service or advanced training beyond the 
initiall'ecruit training. 

• No performance-based promotion criteria - There are 
very few promotion programs encouraging career de­
velopment based on merit and performance. Only twenty 
percent of the state's law enforcement agencies have 
stated specific promotion criteria related to job per­
formance, and only six percent of the local agencies offer 
salary incentives for educational achievements beyond 
high school. The average police officer finds the only 
advancement avenue open requires him to leave on-the­
street police work and move up through the supervisory 
ranks. Even tWs process usually requires years of 
seniority and subjection to written tests and other 
performance measures wWch may not be relevant to 
duties of the desired position. 

• Lack of minority representation - Several recent federal 
court decisions attacked entry level requirements in cities 
where under representation of minorities is evident and 
where hiring practices discriminate against minority 
applicants. In 1973, a sULt against the Augusta Police 
Department charged discrimination in the hiring of 
blacks. A United States District Court ordered the 
Augusta Police Department to develop an affirmative 
action program aimed at rectifying the discriminatory 
hiring policy. On the state level, the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) has charged eleven 
state departments, three of which employ sworn peace 
officers, with discrimination in their hiring, assignment, 
promotion, and recruitment of blacks and women. The 
suits are still pending. 

A 1975 survey revealed the percentage of black police 
officers throughout the state to be less tha~i half the 
percentage of the black population. The survey also 
revealed that black representation on local police forces 
increased significantly in recent years, particularly among 
the largest police agencies where the percentage has 
nearly doubled since 1972. The same increase was 
evidenced for women officers, though they still comprise 
less than five percent of Georgia's police personnel. 

• Lack of internal communications - The state's police 
agencies also seem to be endangering morale by failing to 
establish adequate procedures for effective two-way 
internal communications between management and 
employees. Most significant is the failure of two-thirds of 
Georgia'S law enforcement agencies to provide a written 
grievance procedure through which employees can 
register complaints. Positive programs, such as the use of 
trained counsellors, the provision of misconduct-



avoidance training, and the hiring of employee relations 
specialists, are almoSt non-existent. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The state should establish additional minimum standards 
for recruitment and selectio11, and provide annual in-service 
and advanced training. 

A comprehensive, statewide program should be developed 
and implemented by the Peace Officers Standards and 
Training Council to promote police career recruiting, 
particularly among women and minorities to include but 
not be limited to the cnllege and junior college campuses. 

In addition, the state should develop a statewide job 
classification plan for sworn and civilian employees, a 
statewide promotional plan based on merit and a statewide 
fringe benefit program. The promotional plan should 
include: regular pay increases within every rank; managerial 
training; a review of the present promotional system; and a 
six to twelve-month probationary period following every 
promotion. All agencies with at least 100 sworn personnel 
should: provide dual career ladders for advancement; 
provide for employees managerial training and experience; 
and establish promotion procedures for officers seeking 
specialist positions. 

The state should certify law enforcement agencies based on 
compliance with these standards and pay the employers' 
portion of the fringe benefit package for certified agencies. 
Requirements for certification should also include twenty­
four hour patrol and radio communications serviCe, and 
regular reporting of crime and law enforcement statistics to 
L"ie Georgia Crime Information Center. 

The responsibility for development of statewide standards 
and agency certification requirements should be assigned to 
the Peace Officers Standards and Training Council. In 
addition the Council should be strengthened by the 
establisIunent of minimum qualifications for the Executive 
Director and the profeSSional staff. The Chairman of the 
Council should be appointed by tIle Governor from its 
membership, and the Council by-laws should be amended 
to provide for removal of members who are chronic 
absentees. 

Law enforcement agencies should develop formal written 
grievance procedures and establish procedures to allow 
top-level agency management to receive input from all 
officers. Furthermore, all agencies should provide 
employees with a written report which details available 
benefits and services. Agencies with at least 100 sworn 
personnel should establish an employees services unit to aid 
in the administration of fringe benefits and services. 

102 

The University System of Georgia should allow college 
credits for completion of certain recognized and accredited 
police seminars and/or training sessions. 

A comprehensive study should be conducted by the 
Institute of Government to determine the effectiveness of 
Georgia policewomen on patrol. 

Legislation should be enacted by the General Assembly to 
include: 

• The proviSion tIlat all law enforcement agencies in the 
state provide incentive pay, graduated on the basis of 
college credits completed; , 

• Written justification for all entry level requirements 
establishing the relevance of those requirements to the 
position being filled; 

• That upon satisfactory completion of the above 
justification of job-relatedness, the POST Act be 
amended to include tIle following entry level educational 
requirements: one year of college (45 quarter hours) by 
1980; two years of college (90 quarter hours) by 1982. 
These requirements can be waived if an applicant 'is 
enrolled at a college and anticipates meeting the require­
ments within two years l1,iter initial employment. 

POLICE TRAINING 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

Only half of all peace officers covered under the Georgia 
Peace Officers Standards and Training Act of 1970 are 
presently certified as having met basic education and 
training requirements. The primary reason for this low 
percentage of certified police personnel is the lack of 
training. 

In addition seventy percent of Georgia's law enforcement 
officers are exempt from the mandated training, either 
because of tenure prior to passage of the Act or because 
they are hired as part-time officers. State law enforcement 
officers iI,l Georgia have haq an average, of 249 total hours 
of training while local officers have had an average of only 
119 hours. 

There are tl}irteen certified police academies in Georgia, 
each offering instruction which meets the state's mandated 
training reqUirements. Officers are currently being certified 
at a rate of 1,350 per year, approximately 600 of whom are 
being trained at the Georgia Police Academy. The number 
of graduates from the Georgia Police Academy approxi­
mately equals the total of all other academy graduates 
combined. 



Among the various academies in Georgia, training hours 
presently range from a low of 240 to a high of 640. Also, 
no written standards have been developed for physical 
facilities, curriculum, instructor certification, visual aids or 
resource materials. At least four academies are used 
primarily to serve the specific needs of the law enforcement 
agency which sponsors them. There are no assurances of 
quality instruction control, or whether course content 
meets peace officer needs. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
The state should upgrade police training and certification 
standards, adopt physical facility standards for training 
academies, implement an in-service career development 
program and provide funds to accomplish these goals by the 
end of 1976. Minimum recruit training should be inde­
pendently evaluated by 1978, with future course lengths 
determined administratively without further legislative 
enactments. In-service career development certification 
programs should be developed. This program should 
contain a forty-hour police refresher course, an eighty-hour 
intermediate course and a forty-hoUl advance course. The 
police refresher course should be taught annually to all 
officers with two years of service, and policy and pro­
cedures for annual re-certification of all officers should be 
developed. 

By the end of 1976, an eighty-hour instructor training 
program to be attended by the 406 currently certified 
instructors, as well as an eighty-hour middle management 
training program, should be implemented. 

SELECTION, ELECTION AND TENURE 
OF JUDGES 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

A Judicial Nominating Commission has been used to 
nominate candidates for selection by the Governor to fill 
unexpired terms of newly created judgeships in Georgia. 
This method has proved to be effective, but having been 
created by Executive Order is subject to a change in future 
administrations. Also, the present metllOd of electing judges 
by popular vote at the end of each term subjects candidates 
to the influences of partisan politics. 

The Georgia Constitution provides that Justices of the 
Supreme Court and Judges of the Court of Appeals and the 
Superior Courts be elected by the people. Vacancies which 
occur during a term, however, are lilled by the Governor. 
Since vacancies usually occur during a term, a majority of 
the appellate court and superior court judges were 
originally appointed by the Governor. Prior to the use of 
the Judicial Nominating Commission, there was no 
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mechanism whereby many qualified candidates who never 
became involved in politics were considered for appoint­
ment. 

Election of judges does not always seek out the best and 
most qualified judicial candidates. PopUlar elections en­
courage popular decisions, because most voters have diffi­
culty obtaining adequate information about judicial candi­
dates. 

In all Georgia elections above the municipal level, candi­
dates are identified by patty label and elected on a partisan 
basis. Therefore, all judicial candidates appear on the ballot 
as nominees of a political party. The influence of political 
parties is heightened by the judicial elections being held at 
the same time as presidential, gubernatorial and legislative 
races. This is especially true in years when one party may 
be strongly favored or disfavored by the electorate. 

Candidates for judicial office cannot campaign in the same 
way as a candidate for Governor and the General Assembly. 
Candidates for judicial office are governed by the Code of 
Judicial Conduct which limits their ability to announce 
their political philosophies. Judicial campaigns also must 
compete with the large number of other campaigns in 
general election years. This requires a larger expenditure of 
campaign funds than would be necessary if elections were 
held at other times. The frequency of elections also adds to 
the financial burden of a judiCial campaign. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 
It is recommended that a system of merit for the selection 
of judges to fill vacancies or newly created judgeships be 
legislatively established. A ten member Judicial Nominating 
Commission should be established. Five of the members 
should be appOinted by the Governor as citizen memb~rs to 
serve concurrently with his term. In addition, five members 
of tlle State Bar should serve ex-officio: the preSident, the 
immediate past president, the next immediate past presi­
dent, the preSident-elect and the president of the Younger 
Lawyers Section. 

The Commission should submit to the Governor a list of 
five qualified nominees for each judicial vacancy, and must 
hold at least one public hearing to consider recommen­
dations regarding such nominations before submitting the 
list. The Governor must act within 30 days; should the 
Governor fail to act within 30 days, the power of 
appointment would shift to the Judicial Nominating Com­
mission. 

All judges should be elected in Georgia on a nonpartisan 
basis in elections held during years other than the years of 
general elections. Trial judges should be selected for a term 
of six years and appellate judges for a term of eight years. 



Alljudges should be prohibited by law from participating in 
partisan political activity. 

TRAINING FOR JUDGES, PROSECUTORS 
AND PUBLIC DEFENDERS 
PHASE I 

FINDINGS 

Little formal training is provided for judges or judicial 
support personnel when they first enter the court system, 
or on a continuing basis throughout their careers. 

Professional associations, private groups, colleges and uni­
versities have offered the primary training for judges, 
prosecutors and public defenders. Prior to the availability 
of LEAA funds, training of court personnel was financed 
by counties and private grants and by individuals attending 
training workshops and seminars of various kinds. Although 
the need for this typr,; of training is well documented, 
Georgia has not assumed the responsibility for training of 
judicial and other court personnel. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 

The Administrative Office of the Courts should develop and 
coordinate a comprehensive training program for judges, 
clerks, court reporters and other court personnel. Current 
training programs of the Institute for Continuing Legal 
Education, the universities and other agencies should be 
continued, encouraged and coordinated through the 
Administrative Office of the Courts. 

The Georgia Courts Journal, now published by the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, should be continued, 
expanded and made available to all court personnel in 
Georgia. In addition, the Judicial Council should develop 
bench and training manuals for judges and other court 
personnel. 

The Administrative Office of the Courts should develop a 
design for training of judges and other court personnel 
based on the recognition that various functions require 
different course materials and instruction techniques. Such 
a design should include deta.iled course outlines; learning 
objectives of the various courses; class duration, setting and 
location; instructor qualifications; and coordination of 
existing training programs. 

RECRUITMENT, SELECTION, RETENTION 
AND TRAII\lING OF CORRECTIONS 
PERSONNEL 
PHASE I, II 

FINDINGS 

Correctional training efforts in Georgia are inadequate. 
Minimum standards for training have not been established, 
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and in-service training programs are insufficiently funded. 
Personnel practices for recruiting and selecting correctional 
officers are r.Dt systematic and do not conform with 
Affirmative Action Guidelines. 

There is no statutory requirement for mandated training 
within the Depart.ment of Corrections and Offender Reha­
bilitation (DCOR) although an administrative requirement 
exists reqUiring personnel to attend a 120 hour Basic 
Orientation Program. Because this is a three-week resi­
dential program, it is difficult for correctional officers to be 
released for training due to understaffing. At the local level, 
only a marginal number of employees of the thirty-eight 
county correctional institutes have participated in the 
one-week basic security course available to them through a 
DC OR mobile training van. 

At present there are no merit system screening services for 
recruitment and selection of correctional staff, since the 
merit examination for correctional officers has been 
abolished and only minimal criteria regarding age and 
education exist. No assessment of relevant job traits is 
conducted and, in most cases, the traits essential for 
effective job functioning are not known. 

Seventy-five persons currently participate in the DCOR 
W~rk-Study Program, a two-year program leading to a 
master's degree in rehabilitation counseling available 
through Georgia State University and the University of 
Georgia. An undetermined number of persons are also on 
LEEP funds at various other schools. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 

The Commission recommends that the state establish 
rilinimum standards for selection, qualification and training 
of all personnel employed by State and local correctional 
institutions. A Georgia Correctional Officers Standards and 
Training Council should be created similar to the Peace 
Officers Standards and Training Council which now exists 
for enforcing minimum standards for peace officers. The 
Correctional Officers Standards and Training Council 
should establish by the end of 1976 minimum standards for 
selection, qualification and training of all personnel 
employed by state and local correctional institutions. The 
Council should be authorized to employ a staff to develop 
and implement training programs for state and local 
agencies, and certify local correctional personnel. The staff 
should develop job definitions, classifications, qualifications 
and selection procedures for all local correctional insti­
tutions, including correctional staff in sheriffs' offices. The 
Council should be legislatively created and attached to the 
Department of Corrections and Offender Rehabilitation for 
administrative purposes. 

The General Assembly should enact a Mandated Training 
Act in 1976 and provide monies to continue the current 
DC OR Work-Study Program to augment career-develop-



ment and advanced in-service education. The adoption of 
an "Assessment Center" procedure by DCOR would 
provide for an equitable, legal, and practical method of 
hiring, promoting, and structuring training requirements. 

The General Assembly should also adopt a financial 
incentive system in order to provide specific salary incre­
ments for completed education. This would help stem the 
turnover rate of more educated and better trained staff, and 
assure they are utilized to the best advantage of the 
Department of Corre(;tions/Offender Rehabilitation, 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE EDUCATION 
AND TRAINING 
PHASE II 

FINDINGS 

Training and education programs in criminal justice 
developed flS predominately isolated, non-interconnected 
reactions to immediate needs or to the availability of 
money. While several coordination efforts were initiated by 
various agencies, only limited steps were taken to insure 
that criminal justice education and training programs 
facilitate the development of relevant and comprehensive 
knowledge and skills. 

Many police academies in Georgia were established before 
statewide training standards were implemented. However, 
no similar legislatively imposed standards exist in Georgia 
for other components of the criminal justice system. The 
Mid-West Research Institute conducted a study of the 
training needs for criminal justice personnel within Georgia 
in 1973-1974. The study developed job descriptions for 
positions in law enforcement, juvenile justice, adult cor­
rections and courts. A model curriculum for law enforce­
ment agencies is being used by POST to develop a 
performance-based modular training system to be used in 
all regional police agencies. 

The Staff Development Center for the Department of 
Offender Rehabilitation is a residential facility which 
provides orientation training programs for all new cor­
rections personnel, advanced and refresher training in 
special skills areas and serves as a department-wide resource 
for developing and disseminating training materials. How­
ever, no legislatively established standards for corrections 
exist. 

Beyond the law degree required for judges and prosecutors 
serving at the county or state level, there are no legal 
requirements for training judicial personnel. The Mid-West 
Research Institute report recommended a systems oriented 
training program which would allow for police, courts and 
corrections personnel to be exposed to problems and 
procedures encountered by other component areas of the 
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system with the opportunity for speCialization in the 
training context. 

The development of criminal justice academic pr?grams in 
Georgia Was based on a 1966 study which assessed the need 
and demand for police science degree programs. However, 
no study of the relevance of cOUrse material to the job was 
conducted. Moreover, there is no evidence that any of the 
28 institutions of higher education offering degree pro. 
grams in criminal justice were established as a result of 
empirical research on job analyses of people working in the 
criminal justice system. although a number of programs are 
supported by advisory committees composed of adminis- ' 
trators of criminal justice practitioner agencies. Training 
and education programs may be job related; however, the 
inability to establish job relatedness may subject training 
and education programs in Georgia to serious criticism, and 
even judicial attack. 

RECOMMENDED STANDARDS 

The Governor should create a training and education 
council composed of representatives from the Georgia 
Sheriffs' Association, the Georgia Police Chiefs' Associ­
ation, the Department of Offender Rehabilitation, the State 
District Attorney's Association, the State Judges' Associ­
ation, the State Peace Officers' ASSOciation, the Peace 
Officers' Standards and Training Council, the Georgia 
Police Academy, the University of Georgia, and the Georgia 
Association of Crimina'! Justice Educators. The Council 
should serve as a coordinating body to stlpervise staff in 
performing the following tasks: 

• A comprehensive statewide study should be conducted 
cooperatively to identify roles, tasks and perfonnance 
objectives of criminal justice personnel along with an 
identification of knowledge and skills required. 

• A statewide assessment should be made of quantitative 
manpower needs in the criminal justice system, both for 
the present and for a specified future period. 

• Training and educational programs should be evaluated 
to determine their capabiUties for delivering programs 
and personnel to meet present and future qualitative and 
quantitative system needs. This should include a foun­
dation for agreements as to what will and should be the 
role of training programs and education programs. 

• i~greements should be promulgated and work begun to 
develop, implement and continuously evaluate training 
and education programs which will provide relevant and 
comprehensive knowledge and skills for crinlinal justice 
personnel. 



ISSUES RECOMMENDING NO CHANGE 

During the Standards and Goals study, several issues were addressed in which the Commission recommended 
that current practices be continued. Following is a list of the research papers pertaining to these issues: 

PV 2·3 Employment Programs 
PV 2·11 Tax Assessment and Licensing 
,llV 2·12 Housing and Transportation Programs 
PD 2·9 Police Labor Relations 
CT 2·3 Prosecution of Special Crimes 
CT 2·11 Further Review of Litigated Issues 
CR 2·9 Legal Framework for Corrections 

PENDING ISSUES 

Several issues were pending at the end of 1975. These will be acted on by the State Crime Commission during 
the first part of 1976 and adopted recommendations will become standards. Following is a list of the research 
papers pertaining to those issues: 

CT 2·5 Minor Offense Elimination 
CT 2·6 Court System Unification 
CT 2·9 Criminal Procedure 
CT 2·12 Publication of Opinions 
CT 2·13 Effective Imposition of Sentences 
CT 2·16 Sentencing Equity 
CT 2·17 Juvenile Court Practices 

IMPLEMENTED STANDARDS 

At the beginning of Phase I it was determined that the following 32 standards and 10 recommendations had 
already been implemented in Georgia: 

PV3.1 
PV3.2 
PV3.3 
PV 3.4 
PV 4.11 
PD4.3 
PD 904 
PD 13.1 
PD 13.2 
PD 13.4 
PD 15.1 
PD 16.7 
PD 17.5 
PD 20.1 
PD23.1 
l'D 23.2 
PD 23.3 
PD 23.4 
CT 5.1 
CT 704 
CT lOA 
CT 12.1 
CT 14.3 
CR5.1 
CR 10.4 
CR 12.5 

Purpose, Goals and Objectives (for Youth Service Bureaus) 
Decision Structure (for Youth Service Bureaus) 
Target Group (for Youth Service Bureaus) 
Functions (of Youth Service Bureaus) 
State and Local Drug Abuse Treatment and Prevention Coordinating Agencies 
Court Supervised Surveillance 
State Specialists 
Job·Related Ability and Personality Inventory Tests for Police Applicants 
Development and Validation of a Selection Scoring System 
State Mandated Minimum Standards for the Selection of Police Officers 
Identification of Police Educational Needs 
Police Training Academies and Criminal Justice Training Centers 
Personnel Needs 
Entry.level Physical and Psychological Examinations 
Digital Communication System 
Standardized Radio Equipment 
Frequency Congestion 
Police Telecommunications 
The Court's Role in Sentencing 
Judicial Discipline and Removal 
Representatives of Court Personnel 
Professional Standards for the Prosecuting Officer 
Processing Certain Delinquency Cases as Adult Criminal Prosecutions 
The Sentencing Agency 
Probation Manpower 
Organization of Field Services 
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CR 12.7 
CR 16.4 
CR 16.6 
CR 16.15 
CR 16.16 
SYS 1.1 
SY'S 7.1 

SYS 7.2 
SYS 7.3 
SYS 7.4 
SYS 13.1 
SYS 13.2 
SYS 13.5 
SYS 13.7 
SYS 13.9 

Measures of Control 
Unifying Correctional Programs 
Regional Cooperation 
Parole Legislation 
Pardon Legislation 
Federal Criminal Justice Planning (Recommendation) 
Data Elements for Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS) and 

Computerized Criminal History Records (CCH) 
Criminal Justice Agency Collection of OBTS-CCH Data 
OBTS·CCH File Creation 
Triggering of Data Collection 
Criminal Code Revision 
Completeness of Code Revision 
Organization for Revision 
Code Commentaries 
Continuing Law Revision 

Research during Phase II of the Standards and Goals study revealed that the following NAC Standards and 
Recommendations have also been implemented in Georgia: 

PV 4.3 
PV 4.5 
PV4.9 
PV 4.11 
PV 4.12 

PV 12.1 
CT6.2 
CT6.2 
CT 6.3 
CT 10.4 
CT 14.3 
CR 2.11 
CR 2.15 
CR5.14 
CR 11.10 
CR 12.4 
CR 14.5 
CR 14.10 
CR 16.14 
SYS 4.6 
SYS7.4 
SYS 7.5 
SYS 7.6 
SYS 7.7 

SYS 8.1 
SYS8.2 
SYS 8.3 
SYS 8.4 
SYS 8.5 
SYS 8.6 
SYS 8.7 
SYS·8.8 
SYS9.1 
SYS 9.2 
SYS 9.3 
SYS10.3 

Methadone Maintenance Treatment Progran1s 
Therapeutic Community Programs 
Training of Treatment Personnel 
State and Local Drug Abuse Treatment and Prevention Coordinating Agencies 
State ,and Local Relationships to and Cooperation with Federal Drug Abuse 

Prevention and Treatment Activities 
Establishing a State Procurement Office 
Professional Staff 
Problems Outside the Courts (Recommendation) 
Advisory Council for Appellate Justice 
Representativeness of Court Personnel 
Processing Certain Delinquency Cases as Adult Criminal Prosecutions 
Rules of Conduct 
Free Expression and Association 
Requirements for Presentence Report and Content Specifications 
Prison Labor and Industries 
Revocation Hearings 
Employment of Volunteers 
Interns and Work-Study Programs 
Community-Based Programs 
Expanded Crime Data 
Triggering of Data Collection 
Completeness and Accuracy of Offender Data 
Separation of Computerized Files 
Establishment,ofComputer Interfaces for Criminal Justice 

Information Systems 
Security and Privacy Administration 
Scope of Files 
Access and Dissemination 
Information Review 
Data Sensitivity Classification 
System Security 
Personnel Clearances 
Information for Research 
Standardized Terminology 
Programming Languages 
Teleprocessing 
System Planning 
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Prom the beginning of the Criminal Justice Standards and Goals Study, implementation of the study's 
recommendations has been stressed. As a direct result of the work accomplished during Phase I, the 1975 
General Assembly passed an appropriations bill containing $1,038,000 for implementation of Standards and 
Goals recommendations. In addition, the State Crime Commission, in its 1975 Action Plan for allocation of 
federal LEAA funds in Georgia approved $559,661 for implementation of Phase I recommendations. 

Twenty-three bills were introduced in the 1975 legislative session fully or partially implementing 21 of the 
study's recommendations. Bills concerning police training, radio communications, "contract" sentencing and 
campaign financing were passed and 15 others were pending at the end of the Session. These pending bills will 
be considered by the 1976 General Assembly. Legislation will also be introduced in 1976 for the 
implementation of selected Phase II recommendations. 

Many of the Standards and Goals study's recommendations do not require legislative action and can be 
accomplished by policy and procedural changes. As a result of recommendations made in Phase II position 
paper Systems 2-4, Correctional Planning, the Youth Services Section of the Department of Human Resources 
was raised to division status and received two additional planning positions. 

Implementation of the study recommendations is continuing to be stressed and copies of the Phase I and Phase 
II approved p'osition papers are being sent to state and local criminal justice agencies to insure that the research 
supportive of needed changes is disseminated throughout the state's criminal justice system. 
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I. CRIME TO ARREST 
The criminal justice system is activated by the commission of a 
crime and the apprehension or identification of a suspect. There 
are three general ways of charging a suspect with a violation of 
the law: he may be arrested at the scene of the crime by a police 
officer or a citizen; action may be initiated by the Grand Jury in 
the form of an indictment; or a complaint may be made directly 
to the police or the magistrate and an affidavit sworn and warrant 
issued. 

The magistrate function is implied on the accompanying chart 
under the "warrant issued" step. It is his duty, through indepen­
dent determination, to substantiate that probable cause exists for 
the issuance of an. arrest warrant. The magistrate refrains from 
issuing a warrant where information or accusations are vague or 
insufficient. 

II. ARREST TO COMMITMENT HEARING 
After the suspect is arrested, he may post bond, except in capital 
cases where this matter is left to the. discretion of the Superior 
Court Judge. In all misdemeanor cases, and in most felony cases, 
bond is established by the magistrate or the judge Issuing the war­
rant. The accused, at this point, may waive the commitment 
hearing if he was not indicted by the Grand Jury prior to arrest. 
No commitment hearing is granted to a person who has been in­
dicted by the Grand Jury, since this procedure does, in fact, 
establish probable cause. Bail procedure is showlL only at this 
point on the flow chart; however, the bail process may be en­
countered at various points in the criminal justice system. The 
bail procedure is the process by which the accused is temporarily 
released from conflnement pending court action. If the magis­
trate approves, the accused simply agrees to appear in court and 
is released on his own recognizance. Normally, however, he must 
put up a bond or cash to guarantee his appearance. If a defend­
ant on bond does not appear in court, a warrant is issued for his 
arrest. 

After conviction and notice of appeal, bail is granted at the dis­
cretion of the court, except in misdemeanor cases where bail is a 
right. 
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III. COMMITMENT HEARING TO ARRAIGNMENT 
The appearance of the suspect before the committing magistrate 
determines whether or not there is probable cause for the arrest, 
that is, the probability that the charge5 are true. This is the func­
tion of the commitment hearing. If them is not probable cause, 
charges will be dismissed. However, the Grand Jury can still 
bring an indictment. If probable cause is established, the case 
will be bound over for arraignment. The committing magistrate 
can also bind the accused over for Grand Jury Hearing. 

IV. ARRAIGNIVIENT TO TRIAL 

Arraignment is the next step. It is at this hearing that the charges 
are formally read and a plea is made by the defendant. 

There is a variety of pleas which the defendant may make. The 
most common plea is guilty, which makes a trial unnecessary and 
results in sentencing. The plea of guilty to a lesser charge is fre­
quently made, usually after negotiation between the prosecution 
and the defense. Either of these pleas may be changed to a not 
guilty plea before the judge signs the sentence. A plea of nolo 
contendre is not a formal admission of guilt but is a plea of no 
contest to the charge; it cannot be used as an admission of guilt 
in any collateral civil proceeding. A plea of not guilty leads to 
the setting of the case for trial. 

If the defendant makes an issue of insanity or a mental disorder 
whereby he is unable to assist his attorney in his defense, he is 
required to fIle a written special plea of insanity. The grounds 
for general insanity at the time of the commission of the crime 
must be raised at the trial itself. However, if a substan tial issue of 
insanity is raised at any step of the proceedings, it would be in­
cumbent upon the court to inquire into the matter and hold a 
hearing if deemed necessary by the judge. 
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V. TRIAL TO SENTENCE - RETURN TO SOCIETY 

The trial is the backbone of the judicial process. While a relatively 
low number of cases actually reach a jury by trial and not many 
exits are available until the final decision, the trial itself influ­
ences the entire judicial process. 

The verdict may take many forms. The general insanity claim is 
available as a defense during the trial. If the verdict is not guilty 
by reason of insanity, the defendant is sent to an institution. If 
the defendant is adjudged not guilty as charged, or not guilty of 
any lesser offense, he is discharged. 

The jury may return a verdict of guilty as charged or guilty of a 
lesser included offense. Once adjudged guilty, sentence is deter­
mined by the judge after a pre-sentence hearing at which addi­
tional evidence is presented. The judge sets the sentence within 
limits provided by statutes for the crime committed. In certain 
felony cases, the jury may sentence the defendant as a misde­
meanant. The judge may suspend or probate the sentence under 
certain rules and regulations. The defendant either serves his 
time and is discharged or paroled back into society or appeals the 
case. 
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GEORGIA'S CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESS 

The criminal justice system in Georgia and elsewhere evolved over the history of out' nation. It is based on the 
principle that a person may be punished by the government if an impartial and deliberate process proves he has 
violated a specific law. 

Over the years layers of institutions and procedures have accumulated. Some were carefully constructed and 
others were improvised. They do not comprise a neat, orderly and consistent package. 

Each state and, to a certain extent, each local community maintains governmental institutions that fill special 
needs. All have similar operations but each one has local peculiarities. 

The three separately organized components of the criminal justice system are the police, courts, and 
corrections. When a crime is committed and the criminal apprehended there is a progression of events involving 
the criminal and his disposition. 

Georgia's criminal justice process, graphically illustrated and explained on the preceding pages, was included to 
acquaint the reader with the progression of events that can take place. 

For those who may enjoy a simplified version of the criminal justice system, the following cartoon is reprinted 
with I.dnd consent of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations from State-Local Relations in 
the Criminal Justice System, 1971. 

o' f, 
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A SIMPi-IFIED GUIDE To THE 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR ORDERING REPORTS AND RESEARCH PAPERS 

Additional copies of this report and the study's research papers can be obtained by writing the Administrator 
of the State Crime Commission at the address listed below. When ordering research papers, please include the 
topic heading and the appropriate paper number(s) provided in the table which follows. 

Administrator 
State Crime Commission 
1430 W. Peachtree Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 

TOPIC HEADING 

MINIMIZE UNDERLYING CONDITIONS 

Handgun Control 
Education P,rograms 
Drug Abuse Treatment and Education 
Alcohol Abuse Treatment 
Governmental Resource Allocation and Community Relations 
Equitable Decision-making in Land Use 
Campaign 'Financing 
Youth Service Bureaus 
Religious Involvement in Crime Prevention 

DECREASE THE OPPORTUNITY/REWARD FOR COMMITTING A CRIME 

Criminal Opportunity Reduction 
Inventory Shrinkage 
Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention 

INCREASE CRIME RISKS/IMPROVE COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Corruption and Misconduct in Office 
Authority of the GBI 
Specialized Investigative Services 
Standards for Adequate Police Service 
The Patrol Function 
The Police Role 
Use of Civilian Manpower in Law Enforcement 
Special Operations 
Police/Court Liaison 
Search Warrant Procedure 
Police Fiscal Management 
Property Accounting 
Law Enforcement Uniforms and Equipment 
Law Enforcement Transportation and Equipment 

IMPROVE QUALITY OF JUSTICE 

The Prosecution Function 
Prosecution Support 
Prosecutor's Investigative Role 
Indigent Defense 
Court Administration 
Presen tence Reports 
Discovery 
Plea Negotiations 
Jury Size and Composition 
Jury Selection 
Public Information 
Transcript Preparation 

IMPROVE INSTITUTIONAL AND NON-INSTITUTIONAL REHABILITATION 

Juvenlle Intake and Detention 
Alte~natives to Juvenile Detention 
Alternatives to Juvenile Incarceration 
Juvenile Probation 
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PD 2-10 
PIJ-7A&B 

CT2-1 
CT.2-2 
CT2-4 
CT-7A,B,&C 
CT 2-7 
CT-8 
CT-4A,B,C,& D 
CT-2A,B,C,D,E,F,G,& H 
CT-5A&B 
CT-5C 
CT 2-8 
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Juvenile Patole Practices 
I:)iI Standards 
Presentence ReJease Programs 
Offender Classificn tioll 
Community Center Alternatives to Incarceration 
Adult Parole/Probation Practices 
Adult Institutional Facilities 
Institutional Treatment Programs 
Institutional Treatment Programs for Women 
Offender Rights 
Inmate Transitional Programs 
Selection of Pardons and Parole Board Members 
Due Process During Parole Proceedings 
Civil Rights and Employment Problems of Ex-Offenders 
Corrections Organization and Management 

UPGRADE INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

State Law Enforcement Information Systems 
State Iudicial Information Systems 
State Correctional Information Systems 
Local Criminal Justice Information Systems 
Security and Privacy of Offender Data 
criminal Justice Information System Evaluation 
Police Communications 

PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

State Criminal Justice Planning 
Local Criminal Justice Planning 
Police Planning 
Correctional Planning 
Pre-trial Process Planning 
Mass Disorder Planning 
Control of Nnusual Occurrences 
Interagency Cooperation and Coordination 
Minimum Levels of Criminal Justice Services 

PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT 

Recruitment, Selection, and Retention of Police P.!rsonnel 
Police Training 
Selection, Election, and Tenure of Judges 
Training for Judges, Prosecutors and Public Defenders 
Recruitment, Selection, Retention, and Training of Corrections Personnel 
Criminal Justice Education and Trllining 
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