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PROBLEM STATEMENTS 

Problem 

To determine whether Georgia's Diversion Centers are useful alterna­
tives to 'incarceration for non-violent and non-sex-related offenders. 

Introduction 

The Community Diversion Centers have the potential to achieve success 

. as a viable alternative to incarceration, easing the overcrowded conditions 

in prisons. Not unexpectedly, many problems have plagued the diversion 

centers as they have attempted to successfully dive~t offenders from 

. prisons. However, the lack of consistent, unified management geared 

toward the achievenlent of clear and authoritative goals has most complicated 

efforts for total program success. 

Specific problems addressed by this third annual f~valuation are: 

(1) di fferenti ating whether current rehabil i tati ve servi ces 
maximize the use of existing resources within the 
Probation/Parole system, other agencies anrJ among 
private citizEns; 

(2) determining whether managers maiDtain a consistent 
focus on the diversion center's major emphases of 
service delivery and continued supervision upon 
release from the center; 

(3) determining whether Centers are centrally·located 
in areas where client population and adequate 
services are available; 

(4) determining whether'follow-up research is sufficient. 
to conclude that the program is successful in terms 
of long-term recidivism and employment; 

(5) determining the degree to which operational goals 
and performance measures are affected by Center 
administration; 

(6) determining any cost savings of the Centers on both an 
annual and day-to-day basis; 

1 
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(7) determinfng the success rate of past years' clients 
with emphasis on rearrest, reconviction, and dis­
position. 

2 
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BACKGROUND ANALYSIS OF FY76-77: DIVERSION CENTERS 

Adjustment Centers 

The Adjustment Center Program appeared to be successful in FY76-77, 

at least in terms of operating a l.ogically sound and potentially effective 

pilot effort. The initial concept was to effectively use residential 

diversion centers in a manner which would: .(a) pl"ove a low risk to the 

community and (b) operationally prove cost effective. A resident would, 

while at the center, be provided: (1) the opportunity to become involved 

in a number of structural rehabilitative experiences; (2) a period of 

adjustment; and (3) a reprieve from incarceration as motivation to lead 

a crime-free life in the future. All centers appear to have been diligent 

in these efforts. If the low risk and cost effectiveness criteria can 

be met, DOR and local governments may move to expand this mode of diversion 
<. 

from incarceration. 

The second year findings revealed: 

1. enrollments exceeded projections for all Centers; 

2. graduations exceeded projections for each Center; 

l. each Center averaged less than one escape per month; 
-

4. each Center attained 85% employment during FY77; 
" 

5. revocations decreased in the second year of operati ons, 
probably as a result of more r-igid in-house disciplinary 
procedures. 

Restitution Centers 

Restitution Centers must by their very design be located within the 

community in which v'ictims and compensating action can come together~ 

Restitution Centers' initial development included the same purposes as the 

3 
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Adjustment Centers. Additionally, they have the purpose of providing 

monetary and service-oriented restitution to local citi~ens, businesses 

and other community agencies. When co~unity involvement is lacking, 

problems arise and the Centers may cease to be effective as rehabilitative 

agents. 

One important concept with the Restitution Program is offender 

reparation to the victim for losses and/or damages incurred by the victim. 

Current judicial practices rarely provide for interaction b~tween the 

victim and the offender after acts have been committed. Earlier 

restitution programs in Georgia piloted offender-victim conferences, but 

no plans exist at present for the victim to be the determining factor 

in the use of monetary or symbolic restitution. 

Operational goals that were adopted for FY76-77 are explained in 

.the following sections: 

Goal 1. Open three residential restitution shelters with 
capacities between 20 and 40 clients each in 
September, 1974 and one shelter within the same 
capacity range in April, 1975 (p. 54, budget 
narrative~ grant application). 

Attainment: Openings of the centers in Albany, Macon, 
and Rome which were scheduled to begin 
operations September 1, 1974, were 
delayed between 30 and 75 days. The 
Atlanta Center--scheduled to open 
April 1, 1975--opened April 30, 1975. 

Goal 2. Provide an alternative to incarceration for both the 
Courts and the Board of Pardons and Paroles (p.67, 
grant application) . 

Attai nment: Pl acements \'lere recei ved from both the 
Courts and the Board of Pardons and 
Parole. Of the 400 offender participants, 
approximately 80% were from the Courts and. 
20% from the Board. Problems of slow 
caseload growth, personnel related 
problems, conceptual problems and 
operational indifferences minimized any 
accomplishments in this area. 

4· 
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Goa 1 3. To di vert 275 offenders dur'i ng the 22 months of 
program operation (October, 1975 grant amendment). 

Attaioment: The program was highly successful with its 
revised goal of 275 offender placements, 
down from 600 originally, achieving 1~ 
times the adjusted goal with 400 offender 
placements. 

Goal 4. To save $592,900 as a result of program diversion 
(same as Goal 3). 

Attainment: This was another downward revision in the 
goals originally projected savings of 
$2,064,000 (grant narrative, p.55). 
Utilizing the mathematical formula used 
in the October 1975 grant amendment, no 
real dollars were saved as average daily 
program costs far exceeded those same 
costs for prison. In FY75 and FY76 the 
program's average daily costs were $.24.68 
and $11.99, respectively, while prison 
costs were $8.99 and $8.77, respectively. 
However, if a relative cost effectiveness 

'approach is used, cost savings potential 
totals $4,108 pet" diverted offender with 
comparable sentences per fiscal year. 

Goal 5" To successfully graduate 60 percent of all offender 
participants (performance budgeting material sub­
mitted to OPB, October 27, 1975). 

Attainment: Sixty-one percent of all offenders released 
from the program were successfully terminated. 

Goal 6. Assure victim reparation through the payment of 
restitution either actual or partial cash or 
symbolic restitution (pp. 68-69, grant application). 

Attainment: Of the $207,567 awarded victims, only 
$54,828 was repaid. Symbolic restitution 
was assigned to 157 offenders, most of 
whom were parolees. Program participants 
reportedly pet'formed 3,215 hours of compul snry 
public service as symbolic restitution. 

Goal 7. To test the effectiveness of Intensive Probation/Parole 
supervision and restitution payment on offender success/ 
failure in the program and after release (p.68, grant 
application). The Intensive Probation/Parole Supervisor 
was assigned to the center initially to do probation' 
~upervision and counseling. 

5 
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Attainment: The framework in which Intensive 
Probation/Parole Supervisors 
performed their duties was 
different from traditional 
models because little or no on­
street supervision of the offender 
occurred; it had little or no 
impact on offenders. Pearson 
correlation revealed no significance 
related to success or failure based 
on restitution payment. 

Goal 8. To measure citizen participation in terms of the use 
of one-to-one volunteers with each offender, in job 
placement and in the use of VISTA volunteers (p.68, 
grant application). . 

Attainment: Only 23 percent of the offenders served 
were paired with a citizen volunteer at 
program entry; 22 percent of all offenders 
were paired at their release from the 
program. We were unable to identify any 
job placements developed by volunteers. 

,. VISTA volunteers were ver,y active in 
. centers and performed many tasks well. 

However, the reason most often reported 
'.in 69 percent of the cases for lack of 

. job placements was "volunteer not 
available." The low level usage of 
community resources was an issue raised 
in the program's interim evaluation 
which continued throughout the grant 
period. 
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Administration 

The Facility Manager of the diversion center reports directly to 

his/her District Director, and therefore very little contact or communi-

cation is genera~ed directly to the administrators in the Probation 

Division in Central Office. There were no major problems reported in 

overall center administration. Both Facility Manager and Senior Counselor 

believed that the only problems per se in administration centered around 

staff shortages and spending, and in some cases the physical b~ilding. 

Each of these areas will be addressed in a separate section. Administra­

tively, the Facility Manager felt that the centers were operating both 

effectively and efficiently, even based on curre~t staff, population, and 

budget. 

Adequacy of Center Staff 

Staff adequacy varied among the diversion centers. In Adjustment 

Centers, staff allocation seemed adequate with 14 positions. Restitution 

Centers' staff appeared far less adequate with eight positions, especially 

with three (3) of those centers having 1 or more vacancies at the time of 

the evaluator's visit. It should be noted that populations of centers 

do not vary substantially as might be expected with obvious differences 

among allotted staff positions. 

Adding to the contrast, Adjustment Centers were using either interns, 

part-time-time (6 month) CETA positions, volunteers, and combinations of 

the above. Ironically, the centers with more adequate staffing also had 

these extra "positions" available, while understaffed centers reporte~ly 

were unable to find community support. 

7 
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Adjustment and Restitution Cent.er capacities are 40 and 30 offenders 

respectively. Major differences are also evident in pro.grams and 

opportunities available at the Centers,. especially in the amount of 

one-to-one counseling actually performed by the treatment staff. Treatment 

programs are important but in some of the centers they have been sacrificed 

for a higher priority, security. Staff members do not appear to be 

available to conduct the desired and much needed treatment programs. 

In addition, the smaller staffs encounter problems in being able to 

provide treatment programs or 1-1 personal consultations in late evenings. 

Counselors hours are almost ah/ays the 8-5 p.m. or 9-5 p.m. shift, while 

most residents are working or sleeping during t~e day if they work at 

night. These day shifts compel the Correctional Officer on duty at night 

to be available for personal or social conversation and guidance if the 

need arises. 

Staff Orientation Procedures 

There are no written guidelines for orientation of new staff. Each 

center discussed with a new staff member the duties and responsibilities 

of the' position, introduced the new employee to other staff and his/her 

immediate supervisor, and discussed the work hours/schedul~. No mention 

was made of having a previously developed work outline prepared for the 

new employee, even though the Facili~y Managers were aware of a new 

employee's arrival date. Consequently, it appears evident that a new 

employee is hired without any concrete direction or guidelines to follow 

for basic and routine tasks. 

The evaluator suggests that written guidelines be developed for 

treatment staff, for clerical staff and for security staff. This would 
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provide for the identification of basic questions relating to the ~Jb 

and would provide a framework for becoming acquainted with the new 

position. It would provide the employee with clear ideas of perforrnance 

expectations and overall responsibilities. Additionally, this guide 

would be a reference for stimulati'ng basic questions that have not been 

initially addressed. Suggestions for guidelines include but should not 

be limited to the following items: 

A) Merit System Title and Center Title 

B) Duties and Responsibilities with appropriate timetables, 
dates, contact persons, etc. 

0) Immediate Superior (if other than Superintendent) 

D) Other responsibilities indirectly related to position title 

E) local resources and contact people with phone numbers, 
addresses, etc. 

F) Work Schedule (hours, shifts, etc.) 

G) Orientation and In-Service Training Plan 

H} Program of gradual orientation to Rules and Regulations, 
DOR Procedures, and Divisional Practices 

Treatment Qualities 

Facility Managers varied in regard to personal qualities expected 

in hiring new staff people. In addition to the academic requirements 

stipulated by the Merit System, the following is a comprehensive list of 

qualities desired (not in priority order) when interviewing prospective 

candidates for diversion centers: 

A) Job dedication 

B) Proper dress 

C) People oriented personality 

D) Personal philosophy on counseling techniques 

9 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1' 
I 
I 
I 

E) Patience 

F) Person who can endure pressure 

G) local resident for stability 

H) Correctional officer or counseling background 

I) Knowledge of testing procedures 

J) Job commitment 

K) Good communication skills 

L) Coordinating skills 

M) Good team worker 

N) Accountability oriented 

Finally, special emphasis is currently bei.ng given to treatment 

qualities when hiring new diversion center staff. Although the majority 

of center directors expressed a number of the qualities listed, concern 

was evident regarding the high rate of staff turnover in" diversion centers. 

They felt that in addition to Merit System requirements, other personal 

qualities must be addressed, such as Items A, D, F, G, J, and M especially. 

Perhaps with a stronger emphasis on securing employees who a.re both 

qu~lified for and personally committed to the job~ staff turnover in State 

Diversion Centers will begin to decrease. 

Clients 

Residents (clients) at diversion centers are received in three (3) 

different ways: (a) by center intervention after the judge has sentenced 

the offender to prison; (b) by Probation Officers selecting revokees and 

offenders already probated by the judge to the center, and'(c) by center 

staff making selections from the Arraignment Calendar before court day. . 
Differences exist among centers' directors regarding the best method for 
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use in a particular center. However, of the 10 diversion centers in 

operation, the overall IIpreferred method ll by Facility Managers, District 

Directors, and center staff is method A: center intervention after the 

offender has been sentenced to prison and is waiting for transportation 

to a designated prison. 

Method A: Center intervention at post sentencing of the offender~ Even 

though this method is most preferred by center directors it is definitely 

not the most widely used. Method A, as perceived by the majority of staff 

and District Directors, would have the greatest impact on the resident's 

success and on potential failures or recidivists. It is felt by staff that 

since the majority of offenders are first offenders and have not been 

incarcerated, being sentenced to prison and then IIsaved" by the center is 

"a blessing in disguise." Therefore, the offender knowing that he was 

going to prison creates a severe psychological motivatioh to strive for 

success at the center, at least more so than he would have had he been 

probated directly to the center. 

Since the offender is not provided an opportunity to select prison 

or the diversion center, he cannot attribute his. good fortune to either 

his attorney or himself, nor can he feel that the center is only used as 

a scare tactic. Method A of receiving clients leaves no doubt in the 

offender's mind that he was going to prison, it obviously offers him a 

second chance at a crime free life, and possibly provides a strong 

incentive to be successful at the diversion center. Method A clearly 

communicates to the client and to the courts that the center is diverting 

offenders from prison, thus helping to alleviate the overcrowded prison 

conditions and possibly salvaging the human potential that is often' 

wasted in prison. 
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Method 8: The Probation Office has principal control over the selection 

of clients for the Center. Offenders already on regular probation are 

revoked and recommendations are made for selected individuals to reside 

at the center. Offenders who were r'eleased from the center but are still 

on probation may also be revoked to the center, thus providing them yet 

another opportunity to lead a crime free 1 ife. Offenders who are in the 
, . 

court for' the first time with non-violent and non-sex-related offenses 

are selected and recommended by the Probation Officer to resid~ at the 

II center. Recommendations generally are accepted by the judge. In only 
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exceptional cases (such as Rome), are post-sentencing techniques exercised 

'with Method 8 and this is with the cooperation of one judge--not all 

judges--in Rome. 

Method 8 includes pre-sentence investigations (PSI) on some offenders 

but not all. This method does not allow major input in the selection of 

offenders by center staff and nO,PSI's are conducted by center staff. 

There is little opportunity to acquire a better understanding of the offense 

and personality of the offender before making a recommendation for his 

acceptance into the center. 

Probation is not a diversion from incarceration. Center staff 

expressed the opinion that the centers are used as a "dumping ground" for 

as many offenders as the center can accommodate (to keep the center 

operating at capacity). One can find violent and sex-related offenders 

in the centers because of the lack of input by center staff into the 

selection procedures. In Method B offenders are selected by Probation 

Office staff to reside at the diversion center. It is the 'selection 

method most often utilized. It is not tru1y an alternative to prison 

I because most often the offenders are not sentenced to p'ri son nor di d they 

I 
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have any previous idea they might be sentenced to prison. 

It is appropriate to emphasize here that the interviews with residents 

confined by Method B were unfruitful. Ninety (gO) such residents were 

interviewed throughout the state, and most felt that the center was used 

as a "scare tactic" and they would never have been sent to prison. No 

resident w~o was probl.1ted to the ce~ter viewed it as an alternative to 

prison. Residents' comments will be discussed in a later section. 

Method C: Center staff select candidates for the center from court 

calendar before arraignment day. Selections made are discussed with 

attorney or Public Defender (PO), Prosecuting Attorney (PA), District 

Attorney (DA), and client in a joint meeting. In some cases, however, 

the client is omitted from the meeting and-after confirmation is given to 

center staff--either PO, attorney, or staff informs the client of the 

" decision to send him to the Center as opposed to the work farm, prison, or 

regular probation. -.. 

The method of informing the resident varied with each case. Method C 

is restricted to the Atlanta Restitution/Gateway Adjustment Centers. All 

clients come directly from the Fulton County Cour.thouse. The relationship 

with the Fulton County Probation Office is limited to the discharge of a 

resident to that office; or when an offender is revoked, the Probation' 

Office contacts the diversion center to pick the offender up from jail. 

The Facility Manager, Senior Counsel.or or designee makes all decisions 

regarding client selections for Atlanta and Gateway Centers with the 

exception of revocations. Even so, with Method C there are no pre-

sentence investigations conducted. 

This method cannot be seen as an alternative to incarceration be'cause 

(a) the offenders are not sentenced to prison before the center accepts 
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them, (b) offenders are not told they were going to prison, and (c) often 

these cases are not felony cases and would not have been sent to prison 
, 

anyway. Residents confirmed this statement and, when interviewed at 

Gateway and Atlanta Center's,. they viewed the centers as "a place to stay 

until the fines and restitutions are paid ll or lIa place to cool off and 

think for a few months. II None of the 10 residents interviewed believed. 

they would have gone to prison if it had not been for the centers' exist­

ence and input into their cases. When pressed for a comment on the 

anticipated outcome of their cases, all believed that they would have 

either been fined and sent home, placed on regular probation or a 

combination of both. 

Client Intake Procedures 

Intake procedures for resi dents at di version centers are in three 

categories as explained in Methods A, B, and C. The most effective method 

found to date is Method A: Center intervenes in offender's case only 

after he has been sentenced to prison. While Methods Band C have been 

effectiye in operating the other diversion centers at or near capacity, 

they cannot be called true diversionary mechanisms. Method A further 

allows time for a thorough investigation to be conducted by the center 

and a joint decision made by center staff. Time is also allowed for all 

case materials to be viewed and analyzed unhurriedly. Even with all of 

this time to make a decision, there is no guarantee that all selections 

will be successful graduates of the center. However, Method B does 

decrease the chances of uncontrolled failures and revocations. 
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Clients - Orientation 

Residents' orientation to the centers was basically the same. 

Orientation procedures include (a) written guidelines on center rules and 

regulations; (b) a visual examination and medical questions, both recorded 

on a medical form; (c) vocational and psychological testing and evaluation 

reports; (d) room assignment; (e) inventory of personal belongings; 

(f) an oral explanation regarding work procedures; and (g) procedures on 

money management. Intake procedures are begun on the first day at the 

center but can last as long as two weeks or more. These procedures provide 

ample opportunity for residents to become familiar with their new environ­

ment and begin adjustments to the center. Ques~ions are entertained 

whenever a discrepancy arises on center rules and regulations • 

Clients ' Diagnostics 

Testing is done at some centers by a staff member while the Vocational 

Rehabilitation Center (VRC) performs some psychological testing for other 

centers. The testing is simple enough to do, but obtaining the evaluation 

reports is time consuming. This is especially the case with the psycholog­

ical testing. 

Some psychologi ca'l eval uations are written for the center after the 

clien~ has been tested and interviewed by DORis Correctional Psychologist. 

Other psychological and vocational testing and evaluation reports are 

contracted through the VRC for diversion center clients. Both procedures 

.have proven to be very time consuming. Even though the reports are 

delayed, the evaluations are in-depth and very impressive. 

In sununary, although orientation procedures. are e~ident at each center, 

residents did not verify their existence. Their lack of understanding 

15 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.1 
·1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 
I 
I 

that the seven (7) procedures mentioned above are allorientative in 

nature is probably attributable to the lack of a struct~red orientation, 

lack of group orientation, and th~ fac~ that the procedures are drawn out 

with no established completion dates. Some evaluation!.: are so long in 

being received that the resident's release date is often rapidly approach­

ing. Consequently, little in the way of formalized, structured diagnostic 

procedures is used. Residents simply do not view any of the intake 

procedures as orientative in nature except the discussion on center's rules 

and regulations. 

Rehabil i tati ve Programs 

Each diversion center is char.ged with the responsibility of providing 

rehabilitative treatment programs to all residents. The pur'pose of these 

" programs is to provide opportunities for mental and emotional growth, for 

moral support, to improve existing or develop new skills and interests, to 

provide consumer and academic education and strengthen and improve their 

self-concept. Further purposes involve establishing positive work habits, 

accountability and creating an incentive to engage in full-time employment 

and a desire to lead a crime free life. 

There were no written guidelines for the treatment staff. The number 

of programs developed was dependent upon the number of treatment positions 

and the imagination of individuals. In some cases, the treatment staff 

consisted of three or four team members. Although most centers claimed 

to have several functi onal programs, the programs cannot be documented 

by this evaluator. The kinds of programs available in diversion centers 

include: 
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1. Consumer Education 
2. Counseling and Reality Therapy 
3. Counseling and Life Coping Skills 
4. Counseling and Work Ethic 
5. Guides for Better Living 
6. Adult Basic Education (ABE) and GED Preparation 
7. Individual ~nd Group Counseling 
8. Religious Activities 
9. Recreational Activities 

10. Drug and Alcohol Treatment 
11. Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
12. Job Specialist and Assistance 

The existence of these programs at each diversion center ranges from 

very few (2-4) to about half of those listed above. Obviously, centers 

with a staff of eight (8) or less are not expected to have six or more 

functional programs. because the staff of 8 includes a Facility Manager, 

Accounting Technician, and Secretary, and these people do not supervise 

treatment programs. The staff woul d also not provi de for effecti ve 

functioning because the C~unse10r Aides only perform security duties. 

Moreover, time and staff are .. inadequate to provide the programs often 

considered appropriate to community correcti.ons. 

The most common programs in existence at diversion centers are Adult 

Basic Education and Alcohol/Drug Programs. In some centers, the Alcohol/ 

~Drug Program is a referral source and treatment is not available on the 

premises. The second most common activity is group co'unseling sessions. 

Consumer Education and Job Placement Services are rare and there is also 

a scarcity of recreational activities except for the usual playing cards, 

checkers, and billiards. The residents of some centers do not have even 

these minimal games with which to entertain themselves. Center Managers 

report that boredom often contributes to unacceptable behavior in residents 

at these centers. 
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Treatment Staff Caseload Size 

Caseload size is directly related to treatment staff size. At no 

centers do secur"ity staff perform structured counselinfj activities, but 

rather provide information to clients on an as-needed basis. Correctional 

Officers per se are almost always in a center with a staff of 14. In the. 

remaining centers--those with a staff of 8-- the Counselor' Aides are 

required to perform security functions in the absence of allotted Correc­

tional Officer positions. 

In several centers, Counselor Aides perform the same responsibilities 

as Counselor lis. Some of these responsibilities include structured on'e­

to-one counseling and organized group sessions. When Correctional Officers 

provide necessary counseling, an information record is given to the 

residentls counselor for proper documentation and recordjng in the offenderls 

case record. 

In centers with at staff of eight, the entire caseload is the 

. responsibility of the Senior Counselor. Where there is a staff of 13+, 

the caseload is equally divided among the treatment staff. In only one 

instance did this procedure vary. At this particular center, it was 

reported that the entire treatment staff reviews all case material during 

the first week the resident arrives. During orientati0n each treatment 

person has the opportunity to get to know the resident. The treatment 

person who feels he/she has the most tc .. offer the resident volunteers to 

accept the resident on his or her caseload. This method, of course, is 

monitored to avoid under-utilization of anyone counselor. 
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Court Responsibilities 

Court duties are primarily the responsibility of one staff member-­

usually the Facility Manager or Senior Counselor. At Cobb, where post­

sentence intervention is the rule instead of the exception, only one person 

is responsible for all client selections and investigations. Only in 

revocation cases is a Correctional Officer or Counselor Aide expected to 

attend court. The rule appears to be that a revokee's counselor carries 

out revocation procedures. Few centers reported any negative feedback 

with the use of several staff members in court. Once the judge is familiar 

with center staff, procedures run smoothly even with new employees. 

Case Recording System 

Generally, case recording is the sole responsib'ility of the counselor. 

Even though Correctional Officers do counsel, it is most often unstructured 

and on an as-needed basis. The primary reason Correctional Officers engage 

in counseling is that in most instances the (CO) is the only one around 

when residents need assistance or guidance in late ev~ning or night. Of 

the ~O Centers, only three centers' treatment staff (Gainesville, Cobb, 
, 

and Athens) had split or rotating shifts to accommodate this problem. 

Whether or not this method is continued is contingent upon retaining 

adequate staff~ but it is one representative ,aspect of a functional 

pro~ram \'Ihi ch attempts to provi de needQd servi ces to the offenders. 

At the time of the evaluator's visit, all centers were midstream in 

either receiving training on the new case recording procedures or initial 

implementation of the training already received. Consequently, the files 

were neither complete, up-to-date nor had the new case recording procedures 
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been fully implemented. All training was scheduled to be completed by 

June 30. It is anticipated that the files will be complete and the new 

case recording procedures implemented before the evaluator's next routine 

vi si t. 

Counseling More Generally 

The counseling phase of center operations is suffering. There are no 

structured individual counseling sessions. Centers report these sessions 

difficult to implement because of varied work schedules of residents. 

Counselors therefore conduct only group treatment sessions at night. 

There is minimum 1-1 counseling performed. Albany Restitution has the 

unique procedure whereby the counselor conducts privately scheduled 

interviews wi th resi dents at 1 east four times during hi s fi rst week at . 
the center. Case recording documented and verified the regularity of these 

sessions. In this way, the resident is not left to wonder, guess, or be 

misinformed on Center operations or his accountability to the center. 

In conclusion, counseling in diversion centers lacks structure and 

effectiveness. There appear to be no in-depth IJersonal counseling activi­

ties except in crisis situations. Interviews with residents confirmed 

the lack of personal counseling techniques, and many professed that the 

only time they (clients) saw their counselors was when they sought them 

out. Typically, this contact occurred once per week to secure a pass or 

to get an allowance. 

If residents are to be guided, motivated, and supported in dealing 

with their personai, emotional, and psychological weaknesses, interpersonal 

communication must be established between the counselor and resident~ This 

bond of trust, faith, and confidentiality is a key to motivating the client 

to maintain a positive attitude until positive behavior has become habitual. 
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Use of Community and Public Resources 

Local private and non-profit organizations are supportive in all 

areas. These resources are in abundance and should be sought for support 

to the centers. Private organiz~tions such as churches, local Jaycee 

Chapters and social clubs have donated clothing, tools, bookss games, and 

food in so"me instances to centers. " On hol i days such as Thanksgi ving and 

Christmas, one or more of these organizations have been known to cater 

dinners and provide entertainment for parties. Public relations is 

important for the success of any program and diversion centers are no 

exception. 

Supportive services~ public and private agencies, are available to 

all diversion centers. In some centers, however, few of either are 

effective, and there is a lack of support from any resource. Initiative 

in this case is the responsibility of the center, and several centers 

have hot shown great initiative to" date. Resources must be contacted and 

communications must be established before support for the center can be 

forthcoming. 

Supportive Services 

State Agencies 

Vocational Rehabilitation, Dep?rtment of tabor, and Mental Health 

are the agencies within state government that are supporti ve "in treatment 

and rehabilitative services. Vocational psychological evaluations and 

reports are often prepared, and other needs such as medical and clothing 

are obtainable for the diversion center. Vocational Rehabilitation is 

reported as an excellent resource for almost all needs. Alcohol and Drug 
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Centers have been established as resources of utmost importance by the 

Centers. Although alcohol and drug abusers are among the least desired 

offenders, diversion centers have had limited success with these cases. 

Other public agencies are supportive to centers dipendent upon the 

local center~s needs and level of effort in building cooperative relation­

ships. DOL was reported as the least-supportive. Employment was almost 

always secured by public relations contact with locai businesses. Hiring 

offenders has become a common practice with some businesses, and their 

efforts are being utilized by the diversion centers. The diversion center 

programs must be positively publicized to encourage successful attitudes 

to develop among staff and positive interest to develop within the community. 

,Physical Facilities 

Some of the diversion centers are in deplorable condition. The 

e'valuator feels that the most comfortable and adequate quarters are 

those centers housed in former motels where each room has only one (not 

more than two) residents. In some of these cases, office space is very 

limited but acceptable. 

Albany, Augusta, and Gainesvii1e Centers living quarters are the 

exceptions. They seem to be beyond repair or renovation, and they should 

be replaced immediately! These centers were assessed and divisional staff 

determined that renovations were needed. The rooms have no closets, 

tables, chests, or cabinets for storage of clothing. Therefore, the rooms 

are cluttered with clothing strewn allover. 

In addition to these three centers, Athens also need storage spaces 

and more adequate showers and conunodes. Presently, Athens has only three 

showers and bJO face bowls for a population of 40, and most residents 
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work during the day and will all use these facilities in the early 

morning and late night. 

Further, none of these centers has passed minimum fire inspection 

to date because of these conditions. At the writing of this report, 

plans are under way to eliminate deficiencies in these three centers by 

either renovation of the present facility or relocation to a new house. 

"~onitoring of these situations should be undertaken and reported to top 

administrative levels to insure that follow-through is not delayed or 

abandoned. 

Business Management 

Each diversion center has a business manager on the premises, but 

some business managers have a secretary while others do not. The differ­

ence in the number of positions at each center is attributed to specified 

positions requested in the initial grants for center operations. To date, 

this difference still exist, but plans have "been made to upgrade diversion 

center staffs to an adequate number to operate the centers at their 

maximum offender capacity and maximum staff workload. 

Business managers are responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of 

center operating budgets and individual" residents' salary disbursements. 

They are further responsible for daily posting of bills, check writing, 

approving residents' allowance, and disbursing funds for residents' 

emergency needs as well. Emergency needs for the center are approved 

in-house if the purchase is $100.00 or less. Purchases above $100.00 

must be processed through Probation Division budgetary procedures: 

Each business manager is usually audited every six months. A letter 

of the auditor's findings is sent to the center outlining weaknesses or 
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inappropriate techniques or methods being uSed and possible reconmendations 

to alleviate the weakness or fiiodify existing procedures. In turn, the 

Facility Managers or Accounting Techni ci an is advised to respond to the 

auditor's feedback (using the Clearance Report) and show compliance with 

recommendations made· by the auditor. In most instances, this practice 

was evident. Most of the negative fihdings related to inappropriate 

bookkeeping methods and techniques being used by the Accounting Technician. 

These methods and techniques could easily be corrected by either center 

staff or the Accounting Technician, and the Clearance Report stated which 

pro,':edures had been implemented. General comments by the auditor most 

often noted discrepancies related to procedural changes rather than fiscal 

mismanagement. 

Accounting Technicians were not experiencing any major deficits toward 
" the latter part of FY77-78. Where deficits were obvious, staff reported 

the transfer of funds already approved to clear these deficits. These 

transfers had already been cleared through the District Director and the 

Probation Division prior to the evaluatoris visit. 

A Summary of Interviews W'ith Diversion Center 
Residents on Various Areas of Center Operations 

Ten residents were interviewed at each center. Questions asked were 

I rel ated to how the resi dents arri ved at the center, center operati ons, 

and their' overall impressions of the diversion center. (Ninety residents, 

I 
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I 

10 per center (except Thomasville), were random'ly sampled from each of 

the nine diversion centers} The evaluator used a questionnaire developed 

by the Probation Division for the interview. Each resident was interviewed 

in private and individually by the evaluator, Mrs. R. L. Okpara, 
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Ms. Susan Neugent, Emory University Intern, and on occasion Mr. G. T. Flowers, 

Senior Operations Analyst. The interview began by explaining the reasons 

for the questions and by asking for the residents' honest and personal 

opinions on each question. 

Purpose of the Center 

The residents responded to all the questions asked. Everyone had a 

general idea of the purpose of the diversion center but specific opinions 

varied: lito make offenders responsible, to help us manage our money, a 

rehabilitation place, to help straighten me out so I will stay out of 

trouble, provides me one last chance to help n~~elf, and to provide 

educational opportunities." As one would expect, very few of the residents 

except those at the Cobb Center believed that it was used as' anything 

other than a scare tactic to make them pay their fines and restitution. 

Few believed that they \'Iere going to prison .in the first place. 

Orientation 

At no center except Cobb was there truly an· "ori entati on process. II 

At Cobb, the residents were oriented to the center in a structured process, 

given maintenance details, and tested before they are all~wed to go to 

work. This process involved two weeks prior to seeking employment. At 

the other diversion centers, the orientation process was at best skimpy 

and was not conducted in such a structured fashion. The major goal in 

all centers is employment, but few appreciated the need fo~ a combination 

of employment, rehabilitation and treatment, and counseling services 

integrated into an overall program. . ... 
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Profile of Residents 

The interviews included white and black residents, first offenders 

and recidivists, younger (17) and older residents (66). Educational level 

attained ranged from fourth grade to college; one resident had even 

obtained a law degree. 

Based on interviews, the offense category was varied and included 

first offense non-child support, theft by taking and theft by conversion, 

drug sales and possession, burglary, probation revocation, driving under 

the influence, and forgery. The majority of the cases were reportedly 

fi rst offenders. 

Type of sentence was not so varied as offense category. Of those 

residents who were actually sentenced to prison 'before acceptance into 

the center (15), sentences usually varied from two-to-five years with 

remaining non-incarceration time to be served on probation. When the center 

intervened, the offender's sentence was amended to serve approximately 

three-to-four months at the diversion center and the remainder on regular 

probation. The residents were consciously aware of the possibilities of 

revocation and resulting consequences. 

Residents who were probated directly to the center had similar 

offenses. Since the majority of the residents were not sentenced to 

prison first, no analysis of sentence length could be made with the entire 

sample. From the total sample (90 residents), only 13 had experienced 

prison life before. Needless to say, no resident had intentions of 

repeating that prison experience. 
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Residents Knowledge of the Center 

Few residents had any prior knowledge about the centers before their 

initial interview (or intake) with a staff member from the center. The 

residents who had heard about the center before arrival received their 

information from county jail inmates who either had been a resident at 

the center or had friends or relatives at the center previously. These 

few comments received from cellmates were generally negative, and each 

resident stated that the center had not turned out to be as negative as 

they had expected. 

"Residents Opinion of Diversion Center Treatment Programs 

Programs vary at each center. Only at the Cobb Center was a battery 

of tests administered to all residents. Other tests were administered by 

the Vocational Rehabilitation Center. Also, if proof could be provided of 

a high school diploma or equivalent, no tests were administered to these 

. residents; however most of the residents were not high school graduates. 

Because of this effort to identify needs, the majority of residents 

spoke favorably of the educational programs. The residents expressed 

optimistic opinions about receiving their GED and the opportunity to 

obtain more favorable employment. Also, for those who did not have a high 

school diploma, GED classes were mandatory at most of the centers; at 

others em?loyment took priority. If a resident's work schedule interfered 

with his scheduled GED classes, then that resident was exempted from the 

GED class. 

Impressions of other programs such as Personal Development and Work 

Ethics were mildly favorable. The residents believed that these programs 
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were beneficial. However, they vehemently opposed such p.rograms being 

mandatory requi rements of each resi dent. The overall consensus" was that 

those who wanted to attend should, but those that felt no need should 

not be required to attend these group sessions. 

The counseling, both group and individual, left much to be desired 

according to residents interviewed. Center staff and residents alike 

agreed that they only saw each other for either an "informal rap session" 

or when a personal problem arose. Both counselor and resident, felt that 

regularly scheduled appointments would probably be a waste of time and 

would tie up the staff member's time. Arranging a schedule.to accommodate 

the counselor's work hours and the client's work schedule has often proved 

unrealistfc, especially for residents who work at night. Consequently, 

the present situation is that the resident contacts the counselor for 

answers to questions, suggestions on personal matters, a~d guidance in 

some situations, but there are not structured schedules for person-to­

person counseling. 

Employment 

Job placement (initially) did not prove to be a problem at any center. 

What appeared to be a problem was the lack of jobs with at least minimum 

wage or above. Most jobs \'/ere meager ones which residents had to accept 

in order to work and maintain their room and board and food fees. Jobs, 

just to work, were very easy to obtain if one really wanted a job, reported 

the staff and residents. 

About one-third of the residents were employed when they arrived at 

the center. After orientation (specifically Cobb) the residents were 

usually reinstated with their former employers •. Those 'residents who were 
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not employed at the time of arrest were usually in jail waiting for court 

day. These residents found it mandatory to accept immediate employment, 

especially the ones who had huge ($500-2500) fines which supposedly had 

to be paid before their release from the center. 

More than half of the residents had plans to change employment upon 

release from the diversion center. The reason for changoing employment was 

roost often salary and relocation to another county. Those residents who 

had no intentions of changing jobs were usually a resident of that county. 

There is very little job training in the centers. Most of the jobs 

were secured as a result of the resident's efforts and in other cases from 

-leads from the acting Job Specialist. The "leg work" was totally left up 

to the resident. In the two centers where there is a counselor or an 

intern performing duties of the Job Specialist, informal talks are given 

~egarding proper dress, how to conduct an interview, and"punctuality; some 

centers did drive the resident to and from job interviews. 

. Overall Impressions of Diversion Centers. 

Most of the resi dents I comments were favorable concerning the centers. 

The residents at the Cobb Center who were sentenced to prison before center 

intervention had prior negative impressions about the Center. After a few 

weeks at the center, however, the negative impression was not sustained. 

Offenders at other centers had varying responses. The most common 

response when asked if he felt he would have gone to prison had the center 

not accepted him, the answer in the Illajori ty of the cases was 'INo". Some 

of the residents believed that the center was used as a scare tactic to 

make them believe they might have been sent to prison~ None of the 

residents were aware of any other offender who had been sentenced to prison 
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first and then accepted by a diversion center, therefore they had no 

reason to think otherwise. In these instances the residents were informed 

of existing practices of past sentence intervention techniques by diversion 

centers. 

Another widely expressed comment concerned inconsistent discipline 

procedures. The major concern was the inconsistency among disciplinary 

practices with Correctional Officers when. administering punishment for 

similar crimes. Resid~nts reported this discrepancy, but the evaluator 

can only recommend that appropriate staff investigate discipline procedures 

and fo11o\-! up on any discrepancies concerning favoritism or otherwise 

biased punishment. It appeared to this evaluator that the circumstance 

would dictate the type and intensity of punishment. At th.is writing, new 

discipline procedures have been established and should alleviate some of 

these related disciplinary problems. 

Food Service 

Food service is available in all but two diversion centers: Albany 

and Macon. These two centers have meals available by contracting with 

local restaurants for food preparation, food delivery or pick-up. 

In Rome and Gainesville Centers.~ the Morton's Frozen Food Plan is 

used. Frozen meals are purchased from the company and fresh breads and 

beverages are often prepared to complement the meal. A problem cited with 

the frozen dinners is lack of variety. Both centers reported that the 

Master Menu contained too many peas and carrots. At Rome, however, this 

was corrected by widening the variety of dinners and better'planning of 

meals. Gainesville expressed no particular method of changing the menu. 
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At the Athens, Atlanta, Cobb, Gateway, and Augusta Centers, food is 

prepared in-house. Menus are planned and prepared by an assigned Cook. 

Generally, meals are acceptable. However, complaints ranged from the food 

being tasteless to poor preparation of foods. The most frequently expressed 

grievance about food prepared in-house is the inability to purchase from 

the open market. Institutional purchasing limits meat and vegetable type 

and variety in preparation~ 

The Macon and Albany Centers contract for food preparatio~ with local 

restaurants. In Albany, the food is delivered; in Macon residents dine at 

the restaurant. In Albany, funds are paid for the food whether a resident 

eats a meal or no~ which can become expensive for a night worker who is 

away for the evening meal and sleeps througn-breakfast and lunch meals. 

In an exceptional case such as this, the resident is responsible for 

obtaining food th~ough person~l funds. In Macon, residerlts are provided 

meal coupons which are validated at each meal. At the end of the month, 

all meals are computed for payment. Established amounts prevent over­

spending for each resident. 
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MEASUREMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
FY 77-78 ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Introduction 

All tables on performance measures are discussed separately for 

Adjustment and Restitution Centers as previously stated. I' Differences 

between budget and staff make this separation imperative for analysis 

and clarification purposes. 
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ADJUSTMENT CENTERS 

Athens Center 
Augusta Center 
Cobb Center 
Gainesville Center 
Gateway Center 
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'.' MEASUREMENT OF O&JECTIVES 

Fisca1 Year Accomplishments 

Introduction 

Before reorganization, diversion centers were called Adjustment 

Centers; their mission was to provide the courts with an alternative to 

incarcerati on and to provi de the offender with an opportunity to "strai ghten 

out" in a place designed for "adjustment" expectations. Later, emphasis 

was concentrated on fines and the offender's reparation to the victim-­

money, symbolic. restitution, or community restitution--for his crime. The 

functioning program became more and more like that of a restitution center. 

So although initially offenders accepted into Adjustment Centers did not 

payor perform restitution services to their victims, a different situation 

awaited those who followed them. 

When restitution centers came into being, supportive judges stipulated 

the amount of fines and restitution to be paid by the offender. Program 

focus can easily center on the collection of money and the maintenance of 

employment necessary to make restitution payments. Restitution Shelters 

in Georgia reflected an emphasis shift when they were implemented in 

1972. Small staffs, little programmatic content, and difficulty 'in 

clearly demonstrating diversion from incarceration characterized these 

"alternatives" to adjustment centers. 

The st.aff difference between the Adjustments and Restitution Centers 

is 14 and 8 respectively. The deficiency lies in providing adequate 

counseling programs as opposed to providing adequate 24-hour security 

coverage at the centers. Som.e of the centers find means to hel p sustain 

the pressures and demands of inadequate counseling personnel by recruiting 
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interns, volunteers, and other professionals. These volunteers are 

academically and intellectually qualified to provide personal and social 

counseling and guidance to the offende~s. 

Each Adjustment and Restitution Center is evaluated on performance 

measures set forth in earlier grants and grant amendments. These measures 

are: 

A} 
B} 
C} 
D} 
E} 

~~ 
H} 

Number enrolled during FY77-78 
Number successfully graduated during FY77-78 
Overall operating capacity 
Percent escaped during 77-78 . 
Percent revoked during 77-78 
Total amount collected in fines (Restitution) 
Total amount collected in restitution 
Total hours worked by residents 

The following tables reveal levels of atta·inment in each of the 

performance areas for all Adjustment Centers. 

In summary, Georgia's halfway houses are alternatives to incarceration 

for offenders. Only male probationers are accepted with special empha.sis 

given to type of crime (i.e., the ~enters primarily accept all non-violent 

. and non-sex related offenses). Before reorganization, centers were 

classified into two categories: Adjustment and Restitution. Since 

reorganization all ten centers are classified under one category, diversion 

centers. Centers now show staffing disparities but operate under a common 

set of performance goals. 

Performance Measures 

Enrollment 

Each center's enrollment and sucessful terminations wet'e projected 

in advance' by the Community-Based Services Division. These projections 

were based on previ ous years' successes and fai 1 ures in overall center 

operations. Success in enrollment area is contingent upon the center 
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experiencing a successful year in its judicial and probation office 

liaison function. Table 1 shows projected enrollments for each center 

for FY77-78. 

. TABLE 1 

Projected Enrollments for Each Center, FY77-78 

Athens 

~ugusta 

Cobb 

Gainesville 

Gateway 

114 

132 

114 

105 

108 

TOTAL PROJECTED ENROLLMENT 573 

------~~.-----------------------------------------.------

Table 2 shows the number of offenders enrolled by each center during 

the fiscal year: 
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Month 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

TOTALS 

TABLE 2 

ENROLLMENT DATA FOR ADJUSTMENT CENTERS 

Number of Res~dents Enrolled by Center by Month 
Fiscal Year 1977-1978 

Athens 

8 

14 

13 

5 

1 

3 

13 

6 

10 

9 

12 

9 

103 

13 

5 

6 

9 

14 

12 

12 

4 

8 

9 

5 

12 

109 

8 

7 

°4 

8 

9 

4 

14 

5 

8 

3 

4 

6 

80 . 

9 

13 

10 

12 

11 

8 

9 

7 

6 

9 

17 

7 

118 

9 

11 

8 

11 

15 

15 

9 

5 

23 

10 

13 

7 

136 

Source: Community Counselor Services Monthly Reports, FY77-78 
(Used for all tables). 

47 

50 

41 

45 

50 

42 

57 

27 

55 

40 

51 

41 

546 
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Table 3 shows enrollment percent for the fi scal year for each center: 

TABLE 3 

Goal Attainment Adjustment Cen~ers 

Center Projected Enrollment Actual Enrollment Percent Attained . . . .... . . . , ... 

Athens 114 103 90% 

Augusta 132 109 83% 

Cobb 114· 80 70% 

Gainesville 105 118 112% 

Gateway 108 136 126% 

TOTALS 573 546 95% 

Collect; v~ly, the Adjustment Centers reached the total projected 

,enrollment {951(.J:;or the fiscal year. As Table 3 indicates, Augusta and 

Athens fell slightly below enrollment projections while Cobb's enrollment 

was 30% lmoJer than projected. 

Center di rectors report several reasons for a dec 1 i ne in enroll ment 

figures. The number of court days scheduled per week is a determining 

factor if: addition to the type of cases scheduled for court. Diversion 

centers are selective in offense types and at times are limited in their 
> 

s2lections. The number of court days scheduled per week d~termines the 

number of opportunities available for the selection process. 
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A second reason for low enrollment is the lack of bed space. If the 

center is operating at capacity with no possible terminations within a 

few weeks, full capacity eliminates the intake of new residents. 

Along these same lines, the length of the offender5' time at the 

center can affect intake. When an offender's stay at the center is 

extended by 30 or 60 days, he occupies a bed that otherwise would have 

been vacant at least one month ago. This reason also contributes to a 

low figure for successful terminations in one month and several successful 

terminations in another month. 

A third possible reason for not reaching the projected enrollment is 

operating above capacity. At times when bed sp~ce is available, centers 

received clients almost daily. As this occurs in given month--such as 

Gateway in November and December--new residents must either be restrained 
" 

the fo11o\'ling months or continue to operate above capacity. The latte'r is 

not ad vi sab 1 e if the center is to be effecti ve 1y and effi ci ently operated. 

A final reported reason for low enrollment is staff shortage. Staff 

shortage contributes to low enrollment in that when several positions are 

vacant at one time and available staff are utilized in priority areas, 

court liaison is possibly neglected for weeks at a time. In these instances, 

especially if the shortage continues for months, 10\'1 enrollment is 

inevitable. 

The Adjustment Centers, noneth~less, did reach overall enrollment 

projections (95%). Flexibility is to be expected in diversion centers' 

enrollment, and often matters relating to deficient areas cannot be 

rigidly controlled. 
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Successful Completions 

A successful completion is a resident who resides at the Center for 
, 

a minimum of 120 days without any major infractions. When he completes 

the p~ogram, he is either transferred to another 'circuit or released on 

r.egular probation to the local Probation Office. As one part of being 

an alternative to incarceration, diversion centers are evaluated on the 

number of offenders who successfully complete the center program and 

are therefore not revoked and sent to prison. Table 4 shows the number 

of residents projected to su~cessfully complete the diversion center 

p~ogram for the fiscal year. 

TABLE 4 

PROJECTED SUCCESSFUL COMPLETIONS 

Former Adjustment Centers 

Center Projections 

Athens 58 

Augusta 66 

Cobb 58 

Gai nes vi 11 e 53 

Gateway 54 

TOTAL 289 
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Table 5 shows the number of residents who successfully completed the 

I 
diversion program by month. 

I TABLE 5 

Number of Residents Who Successfully Completed the Diversion Program 

I 
I Month Athens Augusta Cobb Gainesville Gateway Total 

I 
July 9 4 5 7 9 34 

August 9 5 10 9 9 42 

I September 8 15 4 2 10 39 

October 4 7 12 5 6 34 

I November 1 6 3 7 7 24 

I December 12 6 5 3 .10 36 

January 9 0 6 1 4 20 

I February 4 4 5 7 2 22 

I 
March 1 9 9 9 10 38 

Apri1 1 6 5 3 6 21 

I May 7 10 5 6 7 35 

June 3 2 10 5 2 22 

I 
TOTAL 68 74 79 64 82 367 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Table 6 is a comparison between projected completions, actual 

completions and level of attainment for each center. 

TABLE 6 

Percent of Attainment for Successful Completions 

Center Projected Completion Actual Completion Percent 

Athens 58 '68 117% 

Augusta 66 74 112% 

Cobb' 58 79 136% 

'Gainesville 53 64' 121% 

Gateway 54 82 152% 

TOTAL 289 367 127% 

Overall successful completions = 127'% 

Successful terminations surpassed projections for Adjustment Centers 

I by 26%. Individually, each center overwhelmingly surpassed the.100% 

projected completions and collectively obtained 95% enrollment also. 

I 
I 
. 1 
I 
I 
I 

Though shifts were eminent during some months in both categories, 

Adjustment Centers completed the fiscal year successfully in both 

enrollment and successful termination categories • 
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Employment 

A high priority of diversion centers is to maintain 95% employment of 

center residents. There will always be a certain number of residents 

unemployed at any given time. Contributing factors of unemployment are 

newly assigned residents, residents terminated by temporary jobs, and 

~ll residents. Therefore, employment is computed using (a) total number 

of residents eligible for employment, and (b) total number of residents 

who are actually employed. Table 7 shows both categories (eligible for 

work/actually working) for each center with employment percentages for 

the fiscal year. 
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TABLE 7 

I 
Total Number of Residents Eligible for Employment/Total Number of Residents 

Actually Employed: Employment Percentages for Fiscal Year, 1977-1978 

I Month Athens Augusta Cobb Gainesville Gateway 

I July 48/47 40/32 38/36 27/27 39/39 

I August 52/52 40/38 32/32 23/23 38/38 

September 51/51 25/?5 32/32 37/35 33/33 

I October 42/40 26/26 26/26 36/36 28/28 

I 
November 35/35 27/26 32/32 40/38· 36/33 

'December 33/30 34/30 31/31 33/32 37/34 

I January 31/28 43/42 32/31 31/31 32/32 

February 26/26 39/37 31/31 30/29 35/35 

.1 " March 29/28 38/36 30/30 23/23 29/26 

I 
April 36/34 34/34 27/27 27/27 37/36 

May 41/41 29/29 24/24 34/34 37/36 

I June 39/36 33/33 19/19 34/34 40/40 

I TOTALS 4·63/448 408/388 354/351 375/369 421/410 
97% 95% 99% 98% 97% 

I Total overall employment is 97%. 

I 
I 
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Employment Eli gibility 

A resident ,has to be "eligible" in order to seek employment. Eligible 

refers j in some centers, to the resident having completed the orientation 

and testing process which usally requires two weeks. In other centers 

eligibility has not been defined since residents are strongly encouraged 

to seek (and assisted with) employm'ent immediately upon intake. Therefore, 

eligibility, as understood by the evaluator, refers to the resident's 

physical capability of performing fulltime einployment, and is "eligible" 

immediately upon intake at the center in most cases. 

Absconders/Escap~s 

Absconding, by definition, is to be absent from the center without 

official permission for an indefinite period of time. Escape, on the 
"-

other hand, refers to leaving security s(upervision without official 

approval. Both have been used synomously in the past; however, for 

purposes of this report statistics refer primarily to absconders. Only 

a minimum number of residents actually leave the center without official 

permission. The majority of residents who abscond sign out on a pass to 

go to work, to see a doctor, seek employment or a combination of any of 

the above and then never return to the center. Table 8 p~ovides infor­

mation on monthly absconders for each center during the fiscal year. 

.. ' 
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I TABLE 8 

I 
Absconders 

I Month Athens Augusta Cobb Ga i nes vi 11 e Gateway 

I July 2 3 2 1 1 

August 1 1 0 2 0 

I September 5 4 1 2 3 

I October 1 2 0 0 2 

November 1 0 0 6 1 

I December 0 1 ~O 4 2 

January 1 2 4 2 4 

I February 3 2 1 2 6 

I March 0 2 0 o .. 3 

April 4 3 0 0 2 

I May 2 2 2 2 0 

I 
. June 2 4 0 3 2 

I 
TOTALS 22 26 10 24 26 

I Table 9 shows absconders for each center, annual enrollments, and 

I average number of absconders based on annual enrollments. 

.1 
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TABLE 9 

Abscond Rate Based on Enrollment 

Center Enrollment Absconders Percent Absconding 

Athens 103 22 21% 

Augusta 109 26 23% 

Cobb 80 10 12% 

Gainesville 118 24 20% 

Gateway 136 26 19% 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . ............ 

. . . . . . . . . . . . ................. , .... 

TOTALS 546 108 20% 

Total abscondi.ng rate, based on enrollments, is 20% ... overall for 

these centers for fiscal year 1978. Calculating an absconding rate with 

enrollments is done because residents who absconded were init'ially counted 

as newly assigned. This ri3te should therefore, represent a true picture 

of the in-house failure rate of those offenders who were assigned to the 

diversion center. 

Revocati ons 

Revocations are also monitored as a performance measure in diversion 

centers •. Residents are revoked as a result of (a) continuously disobeying 

center rules and regulations; and (b) committing a felony offense. When 

revocation is inevitable, offenders usually are sentenced to prison. 

Revocations can be controlled to a limited degree. For example., a 

resident is not revoked the first time he disobeys cen4er rules. Other 
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disciplinary actions are taken such as extending the residents stay at 

the center, forfeiting a weekend pass, or assigning the.resident extra 

in-house details. Other disciplinary actions are also exercised. Commit~ 

ting a felony offense while at the center (i .e., using ,or selling dangerous 

drugs) suggests automatic revocation. Table 10 is a comparison between 

FY77 and FY78 revocati on rate fm' former Adj ustment Centers. 

TABLE 10 

Revocations Diversion Centers 

"Diversion Avg. I-H* Annual In-House Avg. Mo.** Rev. 
, Centers Per Mo. Revoked , No. Rev. Rate % 

1976 - 1977 
. 

Athens 29 26 2.16 7.5% 

Augusta 38 27 2.25 5.9% 

Cobb 31 14 1.16 3.8% 

Gainesville 34 19 1.58 4.7% 

Gateway 39 24 2.00 5.1% 

1977 - 1978 

Athens 29 16 1.33 4.6% 

Augusta 37 6 .50 1.3% 

Cobb 29 8 .67 2.3% 

Gainesvi1l e 35 26 2.17 6.2% 

Gateway 38 10 .83 2.2% 

*Average In-House Per Month (pOpU'a. jon) 
**Average Number Revoked Each Mont:-
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Table 11 shows the FY76-77 and FY77-78 revocation rates. 

TABLE 11 

Monthly In-House Revocation Rates In Diversion Centers 

Centers FY1977 'Rates FY1978 Rates 

Athens 7.5% 4.6% 

Augusta 5.9% 1.3% 

Cobb 3.8% 2.3% 

Gainesville 4.7% 6.2% 

Gateway 5.1% 2.2% 

OVERALL 5.4% 3.3% 

Revocations decreased considerably, 2~1 pOints, from fiscal year 

1977. This reduction can be attributed to several factors, though no 

one center provided any major causes for the decline. Revocations, as 

discussed earlier, resuJt from the offender's lack of adjustment to 

diversion center rules and regulations and his committing felony offenses 

while at the center. The latter demands automatic revoking while the 

former provides some degree of flexibi'lity in disciplinary procedures by 

center staff. These procedures can be .assumed to be contributing factors 

to the decline in the need to revoke residents. Admission criteria could 

also be a contributing factor ;n the decrease ;n revocations. Alcohol 

and drug abusers have never been prime candidates for diversion cent~rs, 

and whenever possible were not accepted. If the number of drug related 

offenders has been decreased, then it is likely to cause a decrease in 
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revocations. Centers have reported on several occasions that drug 

related offenders were most often revoked. 

In conclusion, all centers (Adjustment) were successful as reported 

in their performance areas. Where projections were not met, these cate­

gories were not alarmingly low. 
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RESTITUTION CENTERS 

Albany 
Atlanta 
Macon 
Rome 
Thomasvi1le* 

*The Thomasville Center received its first resident in Harch, 1978, 
therefore it will not be addressed in this evaluation. 
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Performance Measures 

Enrollment 

Each center's enrollment and successful terminations were projected 

by the Community-Based Services Dlvision. These projections were based 

on previou~ years I successes and fa.i1ures in overall center operations. 

Success in this area is c(.l!ltingent upon the center experiencing a 

successful year in its liaison efforts. Table 12 shows projected 

enrollments for each center for fiscal year 1977~78. 

TABLE· 12 

Projected Enrollments for Each Center 

<-

Center Projection 

Albany 112 

Atlanta 112 

Macon 112 

Rome 112 

TOTAL PROJECTED ENROLLMENT 448 

Table 13 provides enrollment percent for the fiscal year for e,-:ch 
center: 
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Center 

Albany 

Atlanta 

Macon 

Rome 

TOTALS 

51 

TABLE 13 

Goal Attainment - Restitution Centers 

Projected Enrollment Actual Enrollment Percent Attained . 

112 111 99% 

112 74 66% 

112 130 116% 

112 "79 70% 

448 394 88% 
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Enrollment Data for Restitution Centers: 

Month 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

TOTAL 

TABLE 14 

Number of Residents Enrolled by Center by Month 
Fiscal Year 1977-1978 

Albany Atlanta Macon Rome 

7 6 7 5 

14 6 7 5 

9 11 11 5 

14 8 8 '3 

6 6 17 7 

7 7 20 8 

12 5 .. 13 9 

5 7 11 7 

9 10 17 8 

11 0 10 5 

12 5 6 4 

5 3 3 13 

111 74 130 79 

Total 

.25 

32 

36 

33 

36 

42 

39 

30 

44 

26 

·27 

24 

394 

Restitution Centers collectively did not reach 95% for the fiscal 

year. Albany and Macon Centers exceeded the 95% enrollment projection 

while Atlanta and Rome bare'ly exceeded 50% enrollment. 

In addition to possible causes of low enrollments already discussed 

under Adjustment Centers, Atlanta specifically encount~red major 
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influencing difficulties during the latter half of the fiscal year. The 

Atlanta Center has been seriously understaffed. Five k~y positions were 

vacant all at the same time, creating frustrations and extra work for 

remaining staff. The Senior Counselor, Accounting Tecr.nician, and three 

Counselor Aide positions were vacant. Counselor Aides at the Atlanta 

Center perform securi ty duti es on 24··hour coverage. Understandab'ly, the . . 

Facility Manager was also responsible for all treatment and case recording 

in addition to his usual responsibilities. The remaining two Counselor 

Aides, in concert with the Facility Manager, had to reorganize duties in 

order to facil'itate 24-hour security coverage. These priorities naturally 

~reated difficulty in maintaining court duties and other administrative 

functions on the part of the Facility Manag~r. The Manager at the Atlanta 

Center has total responsibility for client recruitment from the courts, but 
" priorities mandated that client recruitment be suspended during these 

critical months. 

. Successful Terminations 

Enrollment outcome is clearly related to successful terminations. 

When enrollment is low, then successful terminations will also be low. 

A successful completion is a resident who lives at the Center a 

minimum of 120 days without any major infractions. Hhen he completes the 

program, he is either transferred t~ another circuit or released on 

regular probation to the local Probation Office. As an alternative to 

incarceration, diversion centers are evaluated on the number of offenders 

who successfully complete the center program (who are not revoked while at 

the center). Table 15 shows the number' of residents projected to success­

fully complete the diversion center program during the fiscal year. 

53 I 



'v .--~,_, _.. • 

I 54 

I TABLE 15 
. 

I 
Projected Successful Completions Former Restitution Cente.rs 

I Center Projections 

I Albany 56 

Atlanta 56 

I Macon 56 

I Rome 56 

I 
. TOTAL 224 
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I' TABLE 16 

I 
Number of Res; dents Who Successfully Comp) eted 

the Di versi on Center Program 

I Month Albany Atlanta Macon Rome Total 

I July 8 6 7 6· 27 

I August 5. 5" 5 0 15 

September 3 1 10 3 17 

I October 13 8· 5 2 28 

I 
November 5 6 4 5 . 20 

"December 7 4 6 2 19 

I January 5 3 4 ~ 15 

February 3 2 5 3 13 

I March 6 4 5 4 19 

I April 5 4 6 5 20 

~fay 6 7 6 1 20 

I June 5 3 7 3 18 

I TOTAL 71 53 70 37 231 
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Table 17 is a comparison between projected completions, actual 

completions, and level of attainment for each center: 

TABLE 17 

Percent of Attainment for Successful Completions 

Center Projected Completion Actua.l Completion Percent 

Albany 56 " 71 127% 

Atlanta 56 ft6S -~ ...B2%"" -?S":,~ 

Macon 56 70 125% 

Rome 56 37 66% 

TOTAL 224 ~ 1~0f" 
:2..t I /_~.3:"J 

Overall, successful terminations exc~eded projections. Individually, 

Atlanta and Rome were lower than expected. Atlanta's shortage is related 

to low enrollments which is attributed to problems encountered in staff 

shortage. Rome's low completion rate is reportedly attributed to the 

Center's use as a diversion center by local judges within the past 12 

months. Previously, clients received were primarily candidates for prison 

and therefore were really "prime" offenders for sllccess. The present 

offender- \'/ho is made aware that he is being sentenced to the center 

I instead of prison is a more difficult client. His stay at the center 

I 
I 
I 

tends to extend beyond the normal four-to-five months. Though eventually 

successful, these extended residents decrease the number of monthly 

completions from the usual expected turnover every 120 days. A different 
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type offender is received whose admission constitutes a condition to 

probation rather than an alternative to prison. Consequently, 'tenter stay 

has increased from a minimum of 120 days to approximately six to eight 

months, with huge restitution and fines dictating longer sentences at the 

center. 

Employment 

A high priority of diversion centers is to maintain 95% employment 

of center residents. Each center will always have some residents unemployed, 

New residents, residents terminated by temporary jobs, and ill residents 

comprise the unemployed category. Therefore, employment is computed 

using (a) total number of residents who are eligible for employment and 

(b) the number of residents who are actually employed. Table 18 shows . 
both categories eligible for employment/actually employed for each center 

with employment percentages for the fiscal year. 
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TABLE 18 

Total Number of Residents Eligible for Employment/Total. Number of Residents 
Actually Employed; Employment Percentages for Fiscal Year, 1977-1978 

Month Albany Atlanta Macon Rome .. 

July 20/18 29/27 26/19 23/27 

August 26/24 26/24 24/24 30/31 

September 31/31 31/26 22/17 26/28 

October 29/21 36/34 25/17 27/28 

November 30/28 32/30 23/22 23/25 

. December 25/19 30/27 34/32 24/31 

January 26/15 24/18 34/27 19/34 

February 27/J.6 31/28 33/28 25/32 

March 26/26 39/35 42/37 23/25 

April 14/13 31/30 41/35 28/30 

May 26/19 22/21 35/32 23/29 

June 20/15 15/13 35/32 23/29 

TOTAL 300/245 = 81% 346/313 = 90% 374/322 = 86% 344/292 = 84% 

Total Overall Employment is 85%. 

Several factors contribute to ~nemployment in diversion centers. 

Some are uncontrollable--i.e., bad weather, temporary jobs, sick residents, 

job locations, employment availability, revocations, etc.--while other 

factors can be controlled by residents, e.g., time devoted·seeking 

employment·, employment preference, salary preference, and efforts 

expended in job seeking. There were no significantly low employment 
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rates at the cente'rs, and the overall employment rate: of 85 percent 

does not create any alarming problems. 

Absconders/Escapes 

Absconding by definition, is to be absent from the center without 

official permission for an indefinite period of time. Escape, on the 

other hand, refers to leaving security supervision without official 

approval. Both have previously been us~d synomously; however, for 

purposes of this report statistics refer primarily to absconders. Only 

a minimum numbe(' of residents actually leave the center without official 

permission. The majority of res'idents either sign out for work, the 

doctor, a pass, to seek employment or a combination of any of the above, 

and the absconders never return to the center. Table 19 provides 

" information on monthly abscollders for each center during the fiscal year. 

TABLE 19 

Abscond Rate Based on Enrollment 
. . . ' ...... . . ........... 

Center Enrollment Absconders Percent Absconding 

Albany 111 27 24% 

Atlanta 74 17 22% 

Macon 130 43 33% 

Rome 79 19 24% 

TOTAL 394 106 26% 
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Total absconding rate, based on enrollments, is 26 percent for the 

fiscal year for these four diversion centers. Abscondi!lg rates" are 

based on enrollment and are computed in this manner because all residents 

who absconded were initially counted as newly assigned clients and should 

therefore be accounted for in the total figures. 

TABLE 20 

Absconders 

Month Albany Macon Rome Atlanta ............. 

'July 2· 4 1 2 

August 3 2 0 1 

September 2 3 2 2 

October 0 2 0 1 

November 1 3 2 2 

Decelnber 1 8 0 1 

January 2 5 1 1 

February 1 4 2 ·0 

March 4 2 3 2 

April 2 3 3 3 

May 6 5 1 2 

June 3 2 4 0 
.. 

TOTAL 27 43 19 17 

Table 20 shm'ls the monthly absconders for each center. 
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Revocati ons 

Revocations·are also monitored as a performance measure in diversion 

centers. Residents are revoked as a result of (a) continuously disobeying 

center rules and regulations; and (b) committing a felony offense. When . 
revocations are inevitable, offenders are usually sentenced to prison. 

Revocations can be controlled to a 'limited degree. For example, a 

resident is not revoked the first time he. disobeys center rules. Other 

disciplinary actions are taken such as extending the resident's stay at 

the center, forfeiting a weekend pass, or assigning the resident extra 

in-house details. Other disciplinary actions are exercised. Committing 

·a felony offense while at the center (i.e. use 'or selling of dangerous 

drugs) suggests automatic revocation. Table 21 is a comparison between 

FY77 and FY78 revocation rates for the former Restitution Centers: ,. 
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TABLE 21 

Revocations - Diverslon Centers 

Diversion 
Centers 

Albany 

Atlanta 

Macon 

Rome 

Albany 

Atlanta 

Macon 

Rome 

Av. I-H* 
Per. Mo. 

24 

28 

25 

27 

28 

24 

31 

29 

Annual I-H* 
Revoked 

1976 - 1977 

11 

11 

20 

15 

1977 - 1978 

17 

11 

26 

18 

*Average In-House Per Month (population) 
**Average Monthly Number Revocations 

Av. Mo.** 
No. Rev. 

.~2 

.92 

1.67 

1.25 

1.42: 

.92 

2.17 

1.50 

Rev; 
Rate 

3.8% 

3.3% 

6.7% 

4.6% 

5.1% 

3.8% 

7.0% 

4.2% 
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TABLE 22 

Monthly In-House Revocation Rates In Diversion Centers 

Center 

Albany 

Atlanta 

Macon 

Rome 

Overall 

, . . . . . 

FY77 Rates 

3.8 

3.3 

6.7 

4.6 .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

4.6 

NOTE: The Revocation Rates were calculat~d by dividing 
each diversion center's average monthly number of 
revocations by the average in-house population 
for each month. 

FY78 Rates 

5.1 

3.8 

7.0 

5.2 

5.3 

SOURCE: Data from the Community Facilities Counse'ior Services 
Monthly Report, compiled by the Office of Research 
and Evaluation, July 7, 1978. 

Revocations for these four centers increased slightly (0.'7 percent) 

over ~~77. While this increase is not alarming, it is evident in each 

center. No special problems were cited by center personnel as reasons 

for the increase, and no noticable shifts were found in the selection 

and disciplinary policies exercised by center staff. 

Restitution 

All diversion center residents were not originally intended to pay 

reparation to victims. Only former Restitution Centers were designed 

with this concept in mind. However, former Adjustment Centers at times 

receive clients with court ordel~s to pay restitution, fines, and court fees. 
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Emphasis, in the past, has been to evaluate former Restitution Centers 

on the amount of monies collected contrasted with the amount former 

Adjustment Centers collected unofficiaJly. Because of the original design, 

I this report will Sf!parate the two centers for comparison purposes. Table 23 

I 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 
I 
I 

shows the two categories, Restitution and Court Costs and Fines for 

former Adj,ustment Centers. Table ~4 shows the same categories for former 

Resti tuti on CentE!rs. Di version Cente~rs cannot control court orders for 

amounts of monetary restitution or oi::fender ,type designated to pay 

restitution. Therefore, the following tables are presented' only to 

emphasize another important aspect of the diversion center concept. 

Center 

. Athens DC 

Augusta DC 

Cobb DC 

Gainesvi 11e DC 

Gateway DC 

TOTAL 

TABLE 23 

Distribution of Restitution 
Adjustment Centers 

Restitution 

$ 2,757.70 

4,754.02 

8,440.7B 

. 3,993.20 

1,857.90 

$21,803.60 

Court Cost & Fines 

$13,180.11 

13,093.40 

6,956.76 

9,884.09 

1,325.00 

$58,219.47 
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Center 

Albany DC 

Atlanta DC 

Macon DC 

Rome DC 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

TABLE 24 

Distribution of Restitution 
Restitution Centers 

Restitution 

$21,499.74 

4,788.57 

9,804.10 

16,344.11 

$52,436.52 

$76,528.67 

Court Cost & Fines 

$21,507.13 

4,080.00 

9,399.60 

16,906.54 

$51,893.27 

$96,332.63 

" As stated previously, restitution payments were mandated for some diversion 

centers (Atlanta, Albany, Macon, and Rome). 

Some diversion centers were designed for monetary and symbolic 

restitution (Albany, Atlanta, Macon, and Rome). Other centers (Athens, 

Augusta, Cobb, Gateway, and Gainesville accepted. the tasks as assigned by 

the courts for payment of restitution and fines. Payment of fines and 

restitution is another positive aspect of the diversion center concept, 

and is another avenue by which to gain community suppott for the diversion 

center. Further, these restitution acts are mandated by the courts and 

do not come as a resul t of any offender/vi ctim negotiati ons. Therefore, 

the restitution concept promotes responsibility and accountability for 

one's own actions and behaviors. 
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SUMMARY 

Performance Measures 
Diversion Centers 

Each performance measure is monitored and evaluated annually in each 

diversion center. Performance measures are: number of new clients 

enrolled, number of successful terminations, percent employed, percent of 

revocations, and percent of absconders. These measures were discussed in 

two separate categories: former Adjustment Centers and former. Restitution 

II Centers, for purposes of analysis and clarification. Adjustment Centers 
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were initially developed as an alternative to prison with emphasis on 

adjustment to the corranunity and a crime-free life. 'Restitution Centers 

served the same purpose but additionally were designed to·pay reparations 

to victims and to perform corrununity sel"vices for non-profit organizations 

and individuals. 

Adjustment Centers obtai ned a 95% enrollment while Restitution Centers 

obtained 87% for the fiscal year. Overall, enrollment for diversion centers 

reached 91 percent. Successful terminations for Adjustment and Restitution 

Centers were 126 percent {lnd 90 percent respecti ve ly, for over 100 percent 

successful terminations overall. Employment reached 95 percent for former 

Adjustment Centers and 85% for Restitution Centers, for total diversion 

center employment of 91 percent. Annual percent of absconders was 19 and 

17 percent for Adjustment and Restitution Centers with a 23% overall 

absconder rate for diversion centers. Revocations for diversion centers 

increased slightly (.7 percent) for former Restitution Centers while they 

decreased considerably (2.1 percent) for former Adjustment Centers \'/hen 

compared with FY76-77 revocation rates. Overall, performance measures for 

diversion centers verified success in each category. The rate of failure 

for diversion centers generally was 23%. 
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DISPOSITION TRACKING FOR DIVERSION CENTERS GRADUATES 

Purpose of Trac~ing 

Diversion center programs include treatment programs, referral 

services, counseling and guidance, and academic and vocational testing. 

These programs are provided to help the offender strengthen weak 

behaviors ·and to modify or change unacceptable behaviors which hamper 

positive .mental and emotional growth. These services and programs, 

hopefully, will have an impact on the offender 's pos~-rel ease performance 

and encourage him to lead a crime free life. Therefore, the purpose of 

tracking diversion center graduates is to determine if the program had 

. a positive impact on an offender's post-releasejbehav·jor. 

Tracking Criteria 

Initial preparation for the diversion centers annua'1 report, FY78, 

suggested specific criteria to be considered: rearrest, reconviction, 

and incarceration. Rearrest, in this report, refers to the first arrest 

after release from the diversion center. Reconviction refers to the 

offender being convicted of a cr'ime, and· incarce.ration refers to the 

offender being put in prison. as a result of his conviction. To account 

for all graduates, this report primari ly concentrates on probationers 

who had clear dispositions after rearrest on GCIC data sheets. This 

information revealed if they have failed in the post-graduation Probation 

System and have been put in prison or jail. 

The criteria used for tracking graduates is an arrest incident. The 

timeframe for examining the rearrest information is one year following 

successful' completion of the center program. Arrest data are provided 

by the Georgia Crime Information Center. The tracking period for all 

. graduates is FY76-77 for all centers. 
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Arrests are used as an initial criterion even though they are difficult 

to obtain with assurances of accuracy. We are concerned with any illegal 

acts the offender' has committed during a specified period of time since '. 
. '\I i, 

release from the diversion center. Further, when dispositions are availab"I~i, 

convictions and imprisonment can 'also be used to assess the severity of 

the act wh"ich the individual has committed. 

The Use of Rearrest/Recidivi~~'Data 

Recidivism and rearrest information is often controversial. Recidivism 

as previously reported, referred only to the number of rearrested proba­

tioners regardless of the deposition of the cases. Concern over this 

matter has been expressed on several occasions by the Deputy Commissioner 

of the Probation Division and several diversion center personnel. These 

individuals have expressed a preference for information on th~ disposition 

of each case, charges dismissed, cases probated, fined, or offenders 

incarcerated. 

One effort to further document recidivism information was an 

Assessment of Georgia's Diversion Centers Recidivism Rate by Josh S. Lanier 

dated June, 1978. This report was prepared to independently verify previous 

recidivism data. Mr. Lanier's findings revealed that seven percent of all 

program offenders have their probation revoked. In addition to adding 

this new criteria of outcome, Mr. Lanier reported that other recidivism 

data contained in the Evaluation Report were not a cause for concern 

unless single indicators at single points in time are used to make 

definitive judgments. 

Recidivism may also refer to an offender's return to prison. Im­

prisonment rates suggest that a probationer has committed a serious offense. 
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Data are not scarce in this area; GCIC data and DOR Inmate Databases 

provide independent estimates of incarceration percentages. Refer to 

Table 26 for case dispositions. 

~ALYSIS OF REARREST DATA 

Rearrest Tracking 

Successful. graduates from diversion centers were tracked for post 

release performance. Five hundred e.i ghty-seven graduates were tracked 

for FY77-78; four hundred and twelve were trackable (with GCIC records 

available). For rearrest purposes, offenders who were at risk for 

twelve months (384) were considered for this study; 134 (or 34.9%) were 

rearrested within twel ve months. The arrest rate is the,. proportion of 

program graduates that were r~arrested within the given time interval. 

Therefore, based on the number of at ri sk of.fenders, about lout of 3 

were rearrested within twelve months. Table 25 provides one year rearrest 

tracking information on diversion center graduates. 

Several variables may contribute to the high rearrest rate. We must 

state, however, that our interest lies in determining the performance of 

illegal activity, being aware that some men are falsely accused and that 

the arrest rate does not reflect all crimes that are commi-tted. The 

ratio of unreported crimes to reported or actual arrests cannot be 

determined in this report. Variables contributing to high arrests range 

from a lack of well-organized and well structured center programs to an 

individual's innate criminal behavior. Lack of adequate "post graduate" 

probation supervision may be another factor related to high arrest. 

Still another factor, police harrassment, cannot be overlooked in the 
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Table 25. One Year 
Rearrest Tracking 

Tota 1 At Ri sk • 
Total Number Total Number of Number Rearrested One-Year Rearrest Rate 
of Graduates Trackable Cases for 12 ~1onths Within 12'Mo~ths {# arrestedL# at risk} 

ADJUSTr~ENT TYPE 

Athens . 61 43 35 5 14.3% 
tlugus ta 75 27 14 3 21.4% 
Cobb 75 66 65 25 36.9% 
Gainesv'ille 31 23 22 7 31.8% 
Gate~lay 97 77 77 23 29.9% 

SUB-TOTAL 339 236 213 63 (29.6%) 

RESTITUTION TYPE 

Al bany . 64 46 43 22 51.2% 
Atlanta 70 53 51 23 45.1% . ~ 
Macon 86 62 62 23 37.1% 
Rome 28 15 15 3 20.m~ 

.' .11 

SUB-TOTAL 248 176 171 71 (41.5%) 

GRAND TOTAL 587 412 384~ 134 34.9% 

SOURCE: Office of Research and Evaluation, Georgia Department Qf Offender Rehabilitation. 
August 15, 1978. 
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Table 26. Case Disposition for One Year Tracking 
of Di vers -j on Center Graduates Who Were Arrested 

Tot~l At Risk Number Without Number With Clear - Number Number Fined Number Ja i 1 ed/ 
for 12 Mon,ths Clear Disposition* Di s pos i t i ons** Acguitted &/or Probat~ Imprisoned 

ADJUSTMENT IYPE 

Athens 3S 2 33 0 0 3 
Augusta 1'4 2 12 0 0 1 
Cobb 65 10 55 7 3 5 
Gainesville 22 2 20 0 1 4 
Gateway 77 5 72 5 3 10 

SU8- TOTAL 213 21 192 12 7 23 

RESTITUTION TY~ 

Albany 43 8 35 0 5 9 
Aflanta 51 0 51 3 8 12 
Macon 62 13 49 0 1 9 
Rome 15 0 15 0 2 1 

SU8- TOTAL 171 21 150 3 16 31 

- GRAND TOTAL 384 42 342 n. 15 23 54 

SOURCE: Office of Research and Ev,aluation, Georgia Department of Offender RI'~habilitation. August 15, 1,978. 
NOTE(*): The "number without clear disposition ll is the number of cases of arrested graduates for whom the 

COUl'ts have not reported judicjal outcomes as of the GCIC report date. The IItotal convicted" plus 
the "number acquitted ll PIUS the "number without clear disposition" equals the IInumber arrested 
within 12 months" in Table 2. 

NOTE(**): The "number with clear dispositions ll is the denominator for all recidivism rates because it is the 
figure which accounts for all trackable and at risk graduates for whom a clearly unambiguous outcome 
is available. Offenders who have been arrested but the outcome is not reported are, therefore. taken 
out of the numerator and the denominator of conviction and incarceration. rate computations .• 

.... ,. 
:~ 

Total 
COJlvi _ 
-------- -

3 
1 

-8 
5 

II 
30 

14 
20 
10 
3 

47 
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arrest process of known offenders. Peer associations, past criminal 

history, and offense type are other indicators of reasons for possible 

arrests. No one factor has been discovered as the key to police arrests. 

More in-depth research and more intensive ~va1uations must be conducted 

to determine the key variable to our diversion center graduates' high 

rearrest rate. 

Convictions 

Convictions based on arrests are analyzed for this report. Conviction 

categories were: acquittals, fines, probat'ions, fine and probation, jail, 

county camps, and prisons. Eleven percent (42) of the total at risk (384) 

had no clear d'ispositions, 77 (22%) were convicted within a year of release. 

Twenty-three of these cases were probated or fined (7%). Fifty-four 

others resulted in jailor prison sentences (16%). Only 15 (or 4%) of the 

arrested cases were dismissed or found not; guilty. 

A clear indication of these convictions is the crime for which an 
, . 

offender was arrested and convicted. We found that of total arrests (134), 

one out of three were burgl ary offenses; about one out of four were 1 arceny 

crimes, 6% were arrested on fraud or drug charges; robbery, vehicle theft, 

II and DUI's comprised only three percent of the arrests made. The remainder 

of the convictions were widely distributed among arson, rape, murder, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

criminal trespassing, simple assault, child neglect, and probation 

violation. A great proportion of the crimes were non-violent burglary 

crimes, with larceny being the second highest crime committed and fraud 

and drug-related or drug possession crimes both held third place on the 

conviction list. The number of acquitted or dismissed cases is v'ery low. 

We cannot, without courts information, determine the result of those 
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arrests without clear dispostions. They can be proven neither innocent 

or guilty. However, we could determine a one year conviction rate based 

on available data, of 22.5% for diversion center successful graduates. 

Table 27 provides information on case dispositions for all convictions. 

Incarceration 

Incarceration includes sentencing to county jails~ county camps, and 

county or state prisons. This study revealed a one year reconviction 

rate of 22.5 percent and a one year incarceration rate of 15.8 percent. 

This imprisonment rate represents the 54 offenders who were either jailed 

or 'imprisoned as a result of their arrest and convlction after release 

from the community diversion center. Only one out of five incarcerants . 
were sentenced to county jails. The remainder were sentenced to state 

~ 

prisons for a repeated offense such as robbery, vehicle theft, or a drug 

related crime. It appeared evident that the harshness of the crime (i.e., 

nUl, theft-by-taking, forgery, dr child neglect) somewhat influenced the 

sentence to county camps as opposed to state prisons. The lesser the 

crime, the less likely. one was sentenced to a state prison. 

General Discussion 

Time does not permit an in-depth study of innocence or guilt on all 

those arrested or the circumstances surrounding the arrests and convictions. 

Ability to hire private attorneys or post bond often dictates sentencing. 

Some future study might well attempt to provide this information. 
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ADJUSTMENT TYPE 

Athens 
Augusta 
Cobb 
Gainesville 
Gateway 

SUB-TOTAL 

RESTITUTION TYPE 

Albany 
Atlanta 
Ma'eon 
Rome 

SUB-TOTAL 

GRAND TOT N. 

Table 27.Disposition 
Rates from Table 03. 

One-Year 
Reconviction 

9.1% 
8.3% 

14.5% 
25.0% 
18.0% 

(15.6%) 

40.0% 
39.2% 
20.4% 
20.0% 

(31.3%) 0 

22.5% 

One-Year 
Incarceration 

9.1% 
8.3% 
9.1% 

20.0% 
.13.9% 

(12.0%) 

25. 7~~ 
23.5% 
18.4% 
6.7% 

(20.7%) 

15.8% 

One-Year " 
State Imprisonment* 

4.5% 
2.3% 
1. 7% 

15.4% 
11.0% 

( 6.6%) 

21.7% 
11.4% 
20.2% 
0 

. (15.9%) 

(10 •. 8%) 

SOURCE: Office of Research and Evaluation, Georgia Department of Offender 
Rehabilitation. August 15, 1978. 

NOTE (*)! The "one-year state i"mprisonment rate was calculated by matching 
trackable cases to the DOR inmate database, not by matching the 
trackable cases to GCIC records. The numerators and denominators 
are, therefr"re, di,fferent i'n the two samples. In fact; the last 
column might be considered' the output of a separate study altogether. 
That is why the two estimates in the case of r·1acon seem counter­
i"ntuitive: the imprisoned in state institutions figure actually 
exceeds the total jailed and incarcerRted figure from the GCIC data. 
The two samples obviously have slightly different clienteles. 

.' 
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A one year incarceration rate of 15.8% and a one year state imprisol1c:; 

ment rate of 10.8% is not alarming. These rates de indicate an 84.2% 

and an 89.2% success rate for incarceration and imprisonment respectively. 

Nonetheless, corrections p~rsonnel believe that success rate can increase. 

Recidivism is a major indicator of personal success of a diversion 

center graduate. His post-release performance, hopefully, was positively 

influenced by his program participation. Yet other variables--personal, 

social, and economic variables--continue to influence his behavior. The 

offender's criminal reinvolvement as indicated by arrests and convictions 

suggest that many interventions have not "taken"; the complex set of 

likely causal factors certainly mayovershodow the correctional experience. 

There are several reasons for failure after release from the diversion 

program. Their reasons may be programmatic or environmental in nature. 

Programmatic reasons will be considered first. 

The diversion center program is des,igned to provide guidance and 

support to the offender. Treatment programs'are available and referral 

services used to enhance the program's operations. Additionally, personal 

counseling, family counseling, and therapy groups have been implemented 

to help the offender in his struggle toward a crime free life. Educational 

and vocational testing and counseling are also included for his growth. 

The community center is not a prison but it does have 24-hour supervision, 

and the offender is held accountable for his behavior within and away 

from the diversion center. On occasion, positive, proof of change in 

attitude or behavior is exhibited by an offender b,efore he is released 

from the center. The adjustment/progress changes may take longer to 

evidence for other offenders. Some changes, we assume, occur as a 

, result of the program's impact on the offender. Center staff feel that 
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the existence of personal guidance and counseling, personal support, 

money management, accountability, direction, and positive reinforcement 

are contri buti ng factors to success at the center. Hopefully, this 

continuity is part of his post-release supervision plan. 

Whil e center staff can see evi dence of acrcountabi 1 i ty and progress 

in if resident while he is in the center, therE! is no way to guarantee . . 

the continuance of these behaviors upon relea.se. Thus, probation 

supervision enters the rehabilitat'ive process. The probation office 

assigns supervision levels and maintains supervision for the remainder 

of the offender's sentence. 

Environmental factors evidently contribute to an offender's success 

or failure after release from the diversion center program. Peer 

associations often dictate criminal behavior, especially if one's 
~ 

friends are involved in criminal activity. Family support and assistance 

to an offender's attempt to adjust and lead a crime free life are important. 

Economic status is very important to success in the free world, and 

employment or lack of it often dictates success or failure. Often, a 

person's attitudes ~nfluence his failure. For example, an unskilled 

laborer may have high aspirations for employment which he cannot 

accomplish. His ideas are related to status positions. When he cannot 

fulfill his goal for a status job, he becomes frustrated~ refuses to 

accept a less prestigious job, and finally resorts to criminal behavior 

to secure immediate finance. Other environmental factors related to 

failure are employee rejection due to criminal re~ord, lack of skills 

with which to work, lack of transportation for work and dead-end jobs 

have been cited by center residents. 
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TABLE 2~. 

DIVERSION CENTERS SUCCESSFUL TERMINATIONS 

SUMMARY OF ANNUAL EARNINGS 

NTER TRAtl\ED EMPLOYED UNEMPtOYED $20-999 $1,000-3,999 $5-6,999' . $7-8.999 $9-10~999 $11,OOO-abo. 
-- ----~----- -- -- ---- ------------ - -

Albany 61 35 26 7 18 5 5 none none 

Atlanta 65 ~5 20 t1 18 5 5 2 4 

Athens 55 ~4 11 8 29 2 2 3 none 

Augusta 75 58 17 12 23 7 3 2 none 

Cobb 69 56 13 15 16 7 it 2 1 

Gainesville 26 19 7 10 it 3 none 1 

Gateway 84 ~5 39 1~ 22 5 3 none ' ! 

Macon 86 63 23 22 31· . 4 3 2 1 . o. ~ 

Rome 28 19 9· 6 9 it none none none 
• 

-- ----;;-----

TOTAL 549 384 165 105 170 40 28 12 7 

(Percent) (70%) (30%) (27%) (44~) (l0%) (.07%) (.03*> (.{,2%) 
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EMPLOYMENT TRACKING 

For this 'annua1 assessment, successful graduates of diversion centers 

were tracked for employment status. Employment is a requisite to diversion 

csnter success for a probationer .. It is considered a priority to promote 

responsibility, to earn a living and be self-supporting, and to pay one's 

fair share '0'( taxes. Further, employment is required to pay restitution, 

fines and court costs stipulated by the courts. Successful terminations 

for fiscal year 1976 and 1977 were tracked to determine their employment 

status since their release from the diversion centers. Tab)e 28 is a 

summary of annual earnings. This information is used to help understand 

employment and its impact on program performance. 

Employment, as a priority for diversion center success, was used 

primarily for reducing the likelihood of returning to crime in order to 

obtain the money needed to defray financial obligations. While at the 

center severai employment services were available. Among these were 

acceptable work habits, attitudes and behaviors, physical appearance, 

job placement services, and other supportive work-related services. These 

programs were designed to provide long term benefits and positive work 

attitudes and behaviors to the offender, and if the center was successful, 

these behaviors would become a part of their natural work style. 

In some cases where salaries are extremely low for the year, two factors 

should be considered: (a) some residents were terminated during the: first 
~ 

quarter of the year and failed to maintain employment after release from 

the center, and (b) others were terminated during the third or fourth 

quarter and. did not work prior to residing at the diversion center. 

Consequently, these salaries will be included in the very low salary range. 
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Among the trackable probationers, thirty percent (165) had no 

employment data. Four assumptions could be made regarding the lack of 

em9loyment data: (a) the probationer was working in menial labor 

where wages were not reported; (b) he was \'Iorking part-time and no wages 

were reported; (c) he was working 'below minimum wage level and no wages 

"/ere report.ed; or (d) he was not wor:-king at all. In either case since 

no. employment data were available, for purposes of this report we are 

assuming the probationer to have been unemployed January-December, 1977 

where employment data were not available. 

~eventy percent (384) of successful terminations worked part or full 

~ime during the report period. Thirty percent (165) were unemployed 

during the year since no employment records were available. Considering 

the percentage employed (70%) and the reported number of offenders who 
"-

had failed to maintain gainful employment prior to arriving at the center, 

the 70 percent rate indicates success in the employment category while 

in the center and in some instances after release from the center. In 

either case, Table 28 indicates about half of the offenders who were 

employed received salaries far below the poverty level. This implies 

that the greater portion of diversion center offenders are unskilled 

laborers. And this fact, further, could be an indicator of high diversion 

center rearrest rate. 
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SUMMARY 

Diversion Centers are alternatives to prison for non-violent 

offenders. There are ten centers throughout the State of Georgia. This 

report addresses nine centers. The Thomasville Center received its first . 
clients in April, 1978 and therefore is not addressed in this report. 

Initially, half of the centers' were designed to provide victim 

compensation and to perform symbolic community services for private and 

non-private organizations. The other centers were also designed as 

alternatives to prison and for a period of readjustment for probationers 

before they Were released back into the community. Diversion centers 

·more generally were designed as a mechanism to reduce overcrowding in 

Georgia penal institutions through reduced inmate intake. However, the 

program service population did not increase as rapidly a$ was projected, 

and the program analysis has gradually shifted to finding appropriate 

alternatives to prison based on clt~nt needs. 
, 

Ov~rall, several operational problems were experienced in the 

diversion centers in FY78. However, some minor problems experienced by 

the program were: (1) staff shortages; (2) lac~ of clearly defined 

eligibility criteria; (3) low community involvement; and (4) fragmented 

follow-up services. 

Success levels achieved were at or near annua1 projections. In 

terms of success the programs functioned efficiently throughout the. 

fiscal year. In addition to eval uating performance measures~ successful 

graduates were tracked for employment and rearl't~st status. Employment 

data reveal.ed that 218 (or 58%) were engaged in some type of gainful 

and legal employment. ThE: average salary was between $1,000 to $3,999. 

Rearrest data revealed a one year rearrest rate of 34.9 percent; a 22.5 
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percent reconviction rate; and a one year incarceration rate of 15.8 

percent. In the future there wi 11 be no separati on of di vers i on centers 

if staffing patterns become adequate in all centers (14-15 staff per 

center), but rather all centers will be referred to in ·common terminology-- . 

diversion centers. Further, there will be no analysis made regarding 

the co11ec~ion of monetary restitution for former Restitution Centers as 

previously compared. When the courts stipulate restitution and court 

fees, the center will monitor and maintain these accounts. Likewise, 

all centers are involved in community service for non-profit organizations. 

Originally, these ~~o functions were primarily the responsibility of 

Restitution Centers. 

Georgia is making progress with its diversion programs. However, 

much of what is left to be done deals with conceptualizing the program 
~ 

in terms of theoretical and practical performance and evaluation. The 

future of this type of diversion--community restitution centers--is 

shrouded by an array of unanswered issues which, when answered, should 

provide conceptual and programmatic guidance for community centers. One 

of the more important i~sues to be decided is raised because the program 

to date has not clearly establ ished what overwhelming successful performance 

is or should be, and thus cannot be measured by those success criteria. 

Secondly, the programmatics themselves are non-standard and qualitatively 

uneven. In many areas, the basic c9mmunity involvement itself suffers 

from a lack of clear and positive development. 

Many issues are common for all community diversion centers. Since 

the recent reorganization, community facilities are administratively a 

part of the Community-Based Services Division. These same issues were 

enumerated in the FY77 Georgia Restitution Shelter Program Report. 
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Issues that have remained unresol ved are: In a correctional setting , 

what is the mission for community diversion centers? Who should set 

goals and objectives and establish evaluative criteria? Who or what 

determines eligibility? Who, is responsible for the offender's transition 

from courts to diversion center back to the community? Does a Restitution/ 

Adjustment (community) Center have to-have a lower cost effective ratio, 

than incarceration to be judged effective? How important is it to reduce 

recidivism? Is it more appropriate for the program to focus on employment, 

whereby the offender is able to repay the victim but which may not impact 

recidivism; or is it best to develop therapy as a behavior modifier which 

might affect recidivism? Can both approaches work effectively together? 

Is partial success possible in a diversion program? What is a sufficient 

staff for a community center? How can in-house technical violations be 

" monitored? How can offenders be led to'realize that prison may lie ahead? 

Answers to these issues could provide impactful information on present 

di'Jersion center' operations and important decisional information for future 

diversion centers. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Probation Division should establish a more therapeutic oriented 

supervision program for its centers' clientele. Initiating such a 

change shifts program orientation from primarily employment and 

employment-related operation to one which attempts to deal with 

psycho-sod a 1 problems of offenders as well. A key factor in the 

relatively ~.igh pr.ogram rearrest rate apparently has been lack of an 

emphasis on personal growth and awareness. However, it appears from 

review of other programs that where psychological tre.atment is given 

a high priority, those programs have demonstrated lower rearrest 

rates in comparison to this program. To accomplish this, the 

program will need additional counseling staff and considerable 

program development. 

\' 2. New diversion programs should include. ~reater use of community 

service restitution designed to provide alternatives for program 

participation by indigent offenders. Commun.ity service restitution 

provided must be meaningful and performed with citizens themselves 

in public and private settings. Documentation for types of services 

rendered," number of hours expended, agencies used must be accurately 

and permanently recorded. Specific restitution, whether cash or 

service, should be spelled out in ·the court order and determined on 

an individual basis according to economic abilities of the offender. 

New programs should also set specific criteria for eligibility, 

criteria which can be measured by empirical research methods. 

Previous research should be incorporated into future research designs. 
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3. 

~ , 

4. 

5. 

A staff of less than 14 appears inadequate for effective and 

efficient center operations. Diversion centers, former Restitution 

Centers, were not initially desig~ed for a staff of more than 10. 

PreviolJs evaluations revealed the need to emphasize more effective 

counseling progt'ams and more individual and group counseling sessions. 

Security is a diversion center priority and often other programs such as 

individual and group counseling are sacrificed for it. To implement 

these programs and maintain a variety o,f effective and therapeutic 

services, additional staff are needed in these centers with less 

than 14 .. 

Public relations in diversion centers shouid be the responsibility 

of all center personnel. The diversion concept should be publicized 
.. 

to generate s.upport and services for the local community. An 

Advisory Board provides contact persons that generate jobs, volunteers, 

goods and services for center needs. Use of private citizens and 

~rganizations for goods and services by diversion centers should be 

improved. Effective input from these persons should be a serious 

policy criterion. 

Some diversion centers (Gainesville, Augusta, Albany) are in 

deplorable condition. Residents living quarters are unbearable and 

unsightly. They do not provide the comfortable and res;-dent"ial 

atmosphere intended. These centers shaul d either be renovated' or' 

relocated. At other centers, Atlanta, Athens, and Gateway, renovations 

are needed in the kitchens for working, storing and food preparation. 
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6. Case management should be standardized according to newly 

developed gui del ines. Training haS been provided to all center 

staff. With standardization of the case recording system, all 

centers will be aware of evaluating procedures and techniques 

throughout the fiscal year .. 

7. On-site'visits to diversion centers should be made. more 

frequently. Quarterly visits are recommended for the evaluator to 

discuss quarterly performance measures, problem areas, and make 

recommendations. Further, feedback should be provided in writing to 

each center after each visit. 

. 
8. There are Counseior Aide positions that are misassigned to 

function as Correctional Officers in some diversion" centers. These 

positions should be assigned in their category of specialty and 

should function as counselors. The treatment component is lacking 

in the centers where these positions are misassigned, thereby 

debilitating a,variety of rehabilitative tre,atment programs. 

9. Follow-up research should be conducted on former clients from 

all diversion centers for a 12, 18, and 24 month period. Post 

release performance of former clients would help develop a database 

on probationer failures and successes, and overall centers' impact 

on post-release behaviors could be studied. A primary focus of 

follow-up should be employment and citizen contacts. 
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