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The Senate Juvenilp. Justice Study Committee was crp.ated 

oy Senate Resolution 353 during the 1980 session of the Ge~eral 

Assembly. ihe committee was authorizAd to examinp. the svstem of 

juvenile justice in Georgia, including the problems of discioline 

within the state's public schools, the nature and extent of the 

need for change in jelivery of services to juveniles, and the 

legislative response to the needs of trOUbled children. 

As in past years, the study committee WAs agAin aided by 

an advisory committee conSisting of 47 membp.rs. Represp.nted on 

this committee were the courts, law enforcp.ment officers, and 

organizations concerned with delinquency preVention and juvenile 

justice. 

The study committee held seven hearings in which 

testi~ony was received from public school officials, juvenile 

court judges and probAtion officers, legislators, law enforcement 

officers, and employees of st~te And private agencies which 

provide treatment lnd care services to juveniles. In addition, 

commi ttee members met informally wi th members of the JUvenile 

Court Judqe's Associatihn, the House Judiciary Subcommittee on 

Juveni18 Courts, -3:")U the commi ttee to revisp. the judicial 

Article. rhe study committee staff also conducted an inquiry 

into the lal'l and policies concFlrning the most effective operation 

of juvenile probati0n systems. 

This report is a compendium of the study committee's 

findings and recommendations. 

For the past six vears, interim committees of the state 

Senate have been formed to study the various aspects of the 

juvenile justice system of Georgia. [his com~ittee began its 

work with a review ot t~e findin~s and recommendations found in 
the 

1979 committee report to determine the extent to whic~ thesF! 
,#: 

recommendations have been met. rna dd i t i on, 
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..LlJ..ILeni Ie Jus·ti-~iI:L_Qtillr:.g.Lg (State Crime Commi ssion, 1976) was 

reviewed to d~termin9 the extent to which the recommend~tions of 

this report and the recommendRtions of orior Senate committees 

have been irnplement8d. Finally, i'l thorou')h rAview of legislation 

affecting children ·."hich was i.ntroduced during the 1979 and 1980 

sessions of the Gener~l Assembly was made. 

From this review, as well i'l~ from thp testimony received 

by this committee, it is clear th'3t the needs of children in 

Georgia can best be ~et by a coordinated proqram which would 

inc lude Child services agenCies, both public and private, 

educational institutions, the le~islature, and the court system 

itself. 

[h~ study committee focused its inquiry into several 

broad areas in whic~ it was felt there were serious deficiencies. 

Each of these areas are discusseJ separately within this reoort. 

Recommendations for action to. improve the effectiveness of 

dealing with troubled children ~re listed immediately following 

the comrnittee"s fin-Jings in eac~, area. 

r. Legislative Coor~ination of ' Troubled Childten 

As m9ntio~ad previously, there have previously been six 

Senate interim co~nittep.s w~ich have studied the response of 

juvenile justice institutions to the problems of children. 

However, thc]se have not been the only cO'l1mi ttees which have 

examinAj the proble'l1s of troubled children. An i~dication of the 

deep concern of the Senate in the problems relating to this 

subject is confirme1 by the fact that there have been 21 separate 

Senate committees formed since 1975 to study various a~pects of 

the problems of troubled chiliren. These committees have made 

106 separ3te rFlcommendations to the C',eneral Assemblv. A 11st of 

tnese committees is ~ttached to and made a part of this report as 

Appendix A. 

~ 
I 

The 197fL .:tfHlQLL ~-t.b.L.Ji!i!l.t.£l.j-1.~lth AssocigliQ1LQf 

Q~t.9.li!. sUited: " ••• [he needs of trouhled children in Georgia 

currently are not being met except in an inade~UAte m~nner. The 

fragmented manner in which Georgia now provides ' t 
serVl ces .0 

trOUbled children cannot be labeled as A untfied delivery syste~. 
Rather it is a oatchwork of often 1 t d . . !lnre a a servi ce c;, 

nonsystem, in short." 

Al t!"lOugh sOlTIe oro;,}ress has been made, th' t t 
IS S a eml'lnt, 

unfortunately, is still an accurate reflection of the state of 

affairs of troubled children in GeorgiA. 

Nowhere is this stAte~ent more accurately reflected than 

in the deneral Assem:,1 'I. //'ost of the cast Senate cO'l1mi ttees have 

included in their recommendations that either a subcommittee or a 

standin] co~mittee of the Senate be created to address the 

problems of childre~. Under the present committee system in the 

Senate, legislation affecting J'uven'l b t h 
. - 1 es may e sen eit er to the, 

Judiciary, SpeCial Judiciary, Educatl'on, 0 U R 
. r ~uman esources 

Co~mittees, with ~o coordinAtion in regard to the overall n~eds 
of the state"s youth. 

fhe same Situation has heen true in the past in the 
HOlJse of However, in 1980, A soecial 
subcommittee of the '~use Judiciary Cnmml'ttee t 

was crea ed to 
handle juvenile legislation. We cornme>nd the House of 

Representatives for their response to this committee"s 
previou~ 

recommendations. 
[he State Senate, on the other hand, has not 

yet created a st~nding committee or subcommittee for this 

purpose. 

The establishment of a committee on children and youth 

would begin to unravel the fra~mentation which exists within 

state ;'}overnment in its ancroach to service~ for children. 

Initially, it shoulJ be the only repository for all legislation 

introduced cnncernin) children, services to and for children, and 

the juvenile courts. 
Such a committee shOUld also hAve an 

overView function to monitor all 
programs and agencies oroviding , 

services to chi ldre. n". I th' 
n IS overview capacitv, the committee 
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could begin to give compreh8nsive leqislative priorities on 

legislatidn affectin) children and coordinate services offered to 

children oy vari~us statp. a]encies. This would eliminAte 

duplication of services and save unnecessary duplication of 

expenditures. 

i,iost impnrt'mtly, a commi ttee nn chi Idren and youth 

would provide a permanent mechanism wi thin the ll'!':'jislatljre to 

monitor continUouslY progrsms and funds Rxnended by the st~te for 

chilJren to insur9 that these items are meeting the nReds for 

which t'1ey were dl'!si ;Jned. In addi tion, it would eliminate ,the 

necessity for cre'3tin0 interim committ"les to exf.imine various 

aspects of thg juvenile services system. The time for creation 

of a committee on children and youth is long past due. With well 

over 50 percent of all crimes involvinq property being co~mitted 

oy juve~iles, it is clear that the problems will not disaop~ar 

overnight. (lnly by dealing with children in a positive 

rehaoilit3tive manner, when th"lY are still impressionable enol/gh 

to become good citizens, will we begin to see positive results 

from the ~oney beinJ spent for services to the chil~ren of the 

St'3te of Georgia. 

RECflY:I.:::NDAfWN: The Georgia State Senate should create 

a standin? committee on children and 

youth. 

I I. Juveni 1 e Courts 

This study co~mittee has again continued the work of 

three previous interi~ cnmmittees ~hich have examin~d 

juvenile court system in Georgia. In both the 1978 And 1979 

sessions of the General Assembly, legislation was introduced to 

unify the fragmented system of juvenile courts in this state. In 

both instances, this le?islation passed the Senate but failed to 

pass the House of Reoresentatives. 

Juvenile courts in Georqia are found in a VAriety of 

forms. Forty-eight county-financed juvenilA court jud'Jes serve 

59 counties; this includes ~5 courts presided over by oart-time 

- 4 -

, 
f 
t 
L 
Ii 
Ii 
! 
I , 

juvenile Judges, five state court j{~ges who have responsibility 

for hearin:] juvenH8 cases, and eight full-time Juvenile judges 

who serve Six counties. In 100 counties, superior court judges 

sit intermittently as juvenile judges. Thus, 153 of Geor)ia"s 

159 counties have juvenile judges who have other pressing 

responsibilities in addition to their juvflnile court caseload. 

Present law reqUires that juvenile court jud)es must only "have 

attained the aqe or jO years, (be) i3 citizen of the state three 

years, and shall have Clr"lcticr-ld law for three years." There is no 

requirement for ongoin) trai~ing for juvenile court Judges. Yet, 

as already mentioned, juveniles are estimated to bl'! responsible 

for i3Dproximately 50 oercent of all property crimes in Georgia. 

[he juvenile court is, by statute, designed to prOVide treatment 

"in the best interest of the child"·, yet, the . d h k 
- JU qes w 0 ~a e 

decisions about thp. need for treatment Are reat/ired to have no 

speCialized training in either the le'Jal or the dispositional 

aspects of juv8nile justicp.. 

Currently, the Consti tution nf the St"lte of Georgia is 

under review and B new Constitution may be implemented in 1983. 

{here hAS been an effort to c1elRtfl juvp.ni Ie courts from any 

classification, in effect, to orohibit juvenile courts. Instead, 

a domestic relations court Would be implemented. 

This com~ittee fpels a court which deals with juveniles 

shOuld be broad enough in scope to deal also with parents When 

the resolution of a child"s problem will best be served by such 

intervention. 1I'Jw'~vp.r, to allow that c0urt"s jurisdiction to be 

broad enough to encomnass the issue of divorce would be 
counterproductive at the present time. 

In juvenilg courts, there are strenuous time limitations 

whiCh must be observed that do not apply in sUDerior courts. For 

example, children who are detained must have a hearing within 72 

hours of confinement; 0nce a tOt' i b h pe 1 lon s rouq t before the 
J'uvenile court, ~ hearl"ng t b h Id 'th '" . mus e e Wl in 60 day s or the 

complaint is drooped; and C"lses involvinq chilrlren Who are taken 
out of the home environment must be reviewed within two years or 

- 5 -
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the child is releas~d to the home environment. I n A dd it ion, 

juvenile judges must involve themselvAs with rehabilitation And 

placement of children by obtaining services for hoth the child 

and the chil~'s fa~ily. This resoonsibility, if adequatelY met, 

demands familiarity with current behavioral theor:j. es ancj 

treatment methods es well as the ability to locate or develop 

resources necessary to assist the child and family. It also 

mandates speciRl training in such rehabilitative concepts, 

It shoUld be pointed out that juvenile courts operate 

uncjer the orecept 8r Hleir dispositions "being in the best 

interest of the chi Ie/"; therefore, a 11 case s are tried before a 

judge without the reluirement of a trial by jury. On the other 

hand, the lega 1 issue of "di vorce" consti tut iona lly a 111)ws for a 

trial by jury when de~anded by either party. In many instances 

such trials are jBlayed for months, even years, because of 

overcrowded court c~lendars. ThA issue of disposition of the 

property of the oarties is also, in many instances, a very 

he3ted, emotional issue which could, if requested, be decided by 

a jury. 

Because of the length of time which is so often involved 

before a final disnQsition with respect to the issues of divorce 

and oroperty is resolved, \'Ie fear the child's best interest wOlild 

not be served by placin~ these issues within the juvenile court's 

jurisdiction. We fear thA child aqain will be placed last on the 

court's list of priorities when it should be of paramount 

importance. For these reasons, we affirm the previous 

recommendation of t~is committAe. 

liECOMMENOATlOH: The GenerAl Assembly should enact 

Senate 8il.l 4. Senate Bill 4 is the 

most 10]icAI and thrifty prooosal yet 

to surfAce to deal with the orohlems of 

state's nonsystem of juvenile 

courts. filA hill creates a unified, 

state-rinenced system of juvenile 

courts and Astablishes reasonable, yet 
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effective, minimum standArds for 

juvenile judges and referees. Further, 

the bi 11 establishes minimum salaries 

tor juvenile judges commenc;urate wi th 

the responsibility and training cjemanqs 

of the office. While the cost of 

implementing Senate Bill 4 is not 

ne 9 1 i 9 i b 1 e , twn factors make it 

reasonable: the current syste~ is 

frauqht wi th IIhi dden" and "de fe rred" 

costs connected with its failure to 

deal effectively with delinquency, and 

all other proposals to resolve thA 

crisis ara either notentiallv far more 

expensive or far less effective. 

r I I. JuvAni Ie Probation 

[he juvenile justice probation syste~ in Georgia is 

another example of tl1e fragmented aDProach to juvenile jIJstic:e. 

Currently, the Deoartment of Hu:nan Resources is n:>sponsihle for 

juvenile probation arid afterc<3re in 117 counties, while 17 

counties, primarily metropolitan, fund their own probation 

system. In these cnunties, the Department of Yuman Resources is 

responsible only for Aftercare. The total cost to the counties 

for this burden of mAintaining independent syste~c; amounts to 

$7.5 million annually. 

DUri n9 t'1e 1980 session of the General Assembly, 

legislat~on was introduced to combine all existinq probation 

systems into a unified system totally funded bv the stAte. The 

rationale bahind this le~JislAtion was to eliminate the IIdouble.1I 

taxation on those counties which Day state taxes for the 

state-Wide system and local taxes for the independent Drobatlon 

system. 

[he committee agrees that a unified probation system 

shOuld be implemented, both fro~ a cnnceptual standpoint of 

- 7 -
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quality and unifor~ity of services ~nd an economic standpoint of 

reducing the tax bu~jen on the state's taxpayers. However, such 

a plan should be fully funded prior to its implellJentation. 

Prls'entlY, the De Pnrt'l1ent of Human Resources does not have the 

personnel to handle adeauately the increased burden of the 

independent systems; and, wi thout adequate De rsonne 1, any 

takeover by the scate would surely have An adverse impact on 

delivery of probation and afterc9re services. 

fhis cOnl'llitt8p. fRels th'"3t unification of juvenile court 

services is one of t~e most important facets in eliminatin~ the 

fragmentation of the juvenile justice systRm. shall 

only deal briefly in this araa sincH a separate study cOlllmittee 

wa~ created to study this one concRpt. 

Rt:C()~';,\ENDATroN: A unified system should, be completely 

funded before being imolemented and 

p~ovisions should be made for oersonnel 

current ly employed by independent 

systems to be transferred into thR new 

system on a preferential basis ~~ere 

practical. 

IV. Discipline in the School Systems 

Discipline has become a major problem within the state's 

school systems, both public and orivate. Not only has discioline 

become a oroblem for teachers and administrators, but for 

students as well. 

Last year's committee examined the problem of ~iscioline 

within our school systems and concluded th~t the schools were in 

many instances routinely susoendinq or expellinq students rather 

tnAn takin~ the time to discipline the youth. In many instances, 

tnis has 08en characterized as the "briar patch,1I syndrome. A 

child wno does not wish to be in school, many times because of an 

undiscovered learninJ disability whic~ kept him from contributing 

to tl"le class, re:llizes that all he needs to do is 'llisbehave. 

Chis will result in his bein~ placed on the street, by suspension 
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or expulsion, whiCh is 'Nhere he wants to Without 

supervision, this child is much 'l1ore likely to come before the 

juvenile court for an act of delinquency, either a misdemeanor or 

felony. 

;.,Iany school s\'stems hi3ve bRen innovative in clealing with 

this proole~ by 9st~blishin~ alternatives to su " soenSlon or 
expulsion. Such oro:"'r,"'loc; l' ncilide "1' n "'chool susp n" II d ' ... - -"-. ,8 slon An 
'Ial ternAti ve school S'I for stl,Jdqnt."', "th d" " - Wl lSClplinary oroblems. 
The se alternBtiv0s are alsn ~v~ilable for those Who do not mRet 

academic standBrds of the classroom yet Who also do not nUnl ify 
u nd e r r- e de r a 1 I a'"' t bId 

- - <, 0 e p ace in A '''snecial'' classroom. 

However, these pro'-1rarns have either been tlmded totallv oy local 

school funds or a cO~binBtion of local and federal funds. 

[he Statp. Dsp3rtment of Ed t" h t UGa lon, as otAlly iynored 

this problem and has consistRntly reflfsed to fund al ternstive 

programs or to Sqt ,.)uidelines for mislise of the e)(oulsion or 

suspension pow~rs ot local boards. If such guide.lines wer9 

mandated, in all ll"kell"hood, t' Ott f . lIe com;nl ee Ae Is the schoo 1 

systems could contribute greatly in the prevention and reduction 

of juvenile delinau9ncy. 

r?ECOI,{Iv\c,mAfION: This cornml" ttP.,P. r c d th - e omllle n~, j "l State 

Depart~ent of E~Jcation fund nro~rams 

for alternative schOols and in-school 

suspension Droqrams nnd promlllqate 

guidelines which would restrict the use 

of suspension and expulsion as a 

routine ~ethod of discipline. We 

emphasize the wor-i .lIroutine'" becauc;e we 

know tnat in certain instances thp. use 

of suspension and/or e xouls ion is 

nece ssary, justi f ied, and in the best 

interGst of all. However, such a 

progr~m would mandate close scrutiny of 

these extreme disciplinary measures 

before they are used. 

- 9 -
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V. Alternative Programs 

There are presently many altern~tive community-based 

programs to secure juvenile detention within this state. 

However, these· corn-nuni ty-based a I ternati ves are, qt present, 

insufficient to mAet th!"; needs of nonviolent delinquent 

offenders. 

One such alternative proqram is the Anpalachian 

Wilderness Outdoor Therapeutic Program which is locc9tFld in the 

north Geor~ia mount1ins near Helen, Georgia. Last YAar, the 

Gen8ral Assembly provided funds to allow the program to operate 

at its capacity of 50 Clients. !-!owever, the needs of youth in 

other areas of the state are not served by this pr0gram. 

RECOMMENDAT ION: "tni s recofTlmends three 

additional facilities and the funds 

nece ssary to make the facilities 

operational. The first facility should 

be located in southeast Georqia, a 

second in middle Georgia, and a third 

should serve girls. 

Group homes are another alternative treatment oro gram 

concept preferred by many pr~fessionals in child care and 

juvenile justice. A ~roup home serves six to eiqht children who 

need a substitute home or an alternative living arrangement but 

who need not be institutionalized because they present ~o threat 

to society. Group homes provide a normal home environment in the 

community with substitute parents. The children enjoy the 

advantage of continuin~ to attend neighborhood schools and of 

participating in normal community activities. 

Most juvenile judges would prefer to place nonviolent 

juvenile offenders in a group home setting rather than in secure 

detention; however, there are too few group homes in Georgia to 

meet the need. The Menninger Foundation of Topeka, Kansas, 

proposes to help Geor;Jia create the begi.nnings of a network of 

family group homes. Over the past J5 years, the Menninger 

- JO -

\' 
Ii 

I 

Ii 
J 
! 

. I 

I.~ 

Foundation h~s evolved the family group home model whic~ 1'~ b ,-, ased 
on two principles: (J) a deoendent, neglected, i'JOuseJ, 
predelinquent, and delinquent child in nRed of care must remain 

within the community to develop the skills neCe c;sary to be a 

contributing member of that commlmi tYi and (2) the prim"lry 

resource for this learning will be a substitute home operated by 

surrogate parents. 

QUBlity h~useparents are tho k t th' . - ey 0 e SUccess of the 

family group home model. All other proqram components and staff 

assi~nments are deSigned tn sunoort these all-important parent 
figures. r~e housen~rents are carefully selected and tr~inerl 

to 
serve 

as effective m~dels of adult behaVior And AS Good parents. 

f~e MonninJer ~ound3tion provides on-gOing trainin~ and technical 

ASSistance to familv Jroup homes Rt no cost. 

CUrrently, the stRte is negotiating with the Menninger 

Foundation to pr0vide f:)r five ')roup ~omes throuqhollt the state; 

however, other 1roup home providers are oPoosing any such 

contract priiOaril y because of the higher cost of care 

reimburseme~t to be 0ffered. WhilR sYfTloathetic to the disparitv 
in 

cost of care paid to variOlJS group homes, it is certainly ~ot 
reasonable to rej~ct the services of slIch a ores'Digiolls 
organization. Qui t~ the contrary, th t b l' h . e es a IS ment of the 
Menninger pro~rarn in Georgi" ShOllld be the first steo in 

raisinq 
the quality of services offered in group homes as well ~s a t 

- s eo 
toward raiSing and eq1lalizinq cost of care reimhursement 

group homes in GeorJia. 
to All 

Hcr.OMMt:NDAlION: The Department of Human Resources 

shOuld contract with the 

Foundat ion to provide 

Menni nger 

group home 

services to the State of Georgia. 

(as timony ''135 pre sented to the stlldy COfTlmi ttee regard1 ng 

an innovative and SUccessful oroqrRm known as svmholic 
restitution. 

Althougn programs of this nature exist in .JJ of 

Georgia's J59 counti 8 s, the co~mittee was only able to travel to 

Cobb County juvenile court to examine this program. Cobb, like 
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other cou~ties utilizing this program, entered a contract for 

provision of purchase of services wi th the COIJncil of Juvenile 

Court Judges. The sy~bolic restitution program enables young 

offenders to work within the com~unity rather t~an being 

incarcerated or fine~ by the court. Fines are usually Dctvable by 

tne youth's parents. [his orogram nrovides faT adult supervision 

of children assigne~ to the court. 

fhe jllvenile court judge, a court probation officer, And 

the symbolic P'1stitlltion proqram suoervisor testified before the 

study co~nittee. fhe present progrRm was considered both 

successful ~nd beneficial to its particioants; not only does it 

keep them busy and ')TOdlIctive, but it also teflches responsibility 

in the "working ~lOrld. II The court is eager to renew its orogram 

if funds exist in the future. 

The study committee agrees that this program is 

i mpressi ve and it is concerned that rrograms of this nature do 

not exist in the majority of counties within the state. Then'! 

are presently flln-::is available to all cOlInties to p.nablA them to 

set up pr0 7rams whiCh wo~ld serve as an adrlitionfll resource to 

the jUvenile court as an alternAtive disoosi tion. The stlldy 

cO"lmittee recoJnizes tt,e efforts of the" COlIncil of Juvenile r.olJrt 

J'Jdges to inform the counties of these funds and encouraqes them 

to continue to pursue Aqqressively the purchase of services to 

establish symbolic r'lstitution programs or other such pro<]rFlms 

needed. 

HECo/p,IElmATION: Acldi tional funds provided by the state 

s~ould he mAde available to the Council 

of JLivp.nile Court Judges to slmplement 

this qrant which would be limited to 

t!le S8 pro ,)rl3ms, 

f~e foregoing recommendations Are an effort to focus 

upon the ~ost pressing issues affecting children and troubled 

youth .in the state. ~!owever, these aTf~ by no mr'lAnS thq only 

issues. [here are many other areas w~ich were not addressed by 

this committee. 
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fhese recommendations do reflect A priority order which 

we feel requires immediate action by the General Assembly and 

agencies of tne state. In selecting priority conc8rns, the study 

committee attempted to choose issues which could produce rnaxi;num 

impacc on the juvenile justice system with the least cost to the 

state and, in some instances, tax savinqs to city and county 

governments. 

The chairrn~n "lnd members of the stlldv cornmi ttep. wish to 

express aopreciation to the ;ne;nbers of the advisorv committee who 

have provided so much impact on the committee's work and 

reco'nmendat ions. [hp. committee wishes to express its speCiAl 

thanks to Joan !"'i lli'3ms who has worked ti relessly in '3Trangino 

meetings, compiling data, and formulating this report. 

lsi iJ"B!::iH H. BELL ~------------
f(()BEHr H. BELL 
SENAf:lR, 51H OISTt?ICT 

lsi ti!CHAR:.LL. GREt.:"JI: 
~ICHARO L. GRE~NE 
SI:NATOR, 26TLJ DISTRICT 

Respectfullv submitted, 

lsi liII,[, I ITTLEFT:'::~Q1AlRMAN 
BILL Un'LEFIEr_n, CHAIRMAN 
SENATOR, 6TH DISTRICT 

Is I E.lCl'(.lLH U QGT NS ____ _ 
FLOYD HUDGINS 
SENATOR, 15TH DISTRICT 

lsi EERRLHUDSaN _____ _ 
PERRY HUDSON 
SENA TOR, 3t)TH DISTRICT 
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~ENDIX A 

Joint Child Abuse study Committee 
Georgia High School Association Study Commi ttee (!-fouse and. SenAte) 
Juveni Ie Justice Study C() (TIm i ttee 
Probation Officers 9nd Detention Center Study Committee 
Stop Drugs at the Source Study Committee (House and Senate) 

197.2 

Legal Drinking Age Study Committee 
Juvenile Justice Study Committee 
Stop Drugs at the S0urce Study Committee (House and Senate) 

Juvenile Institutions Study Committee 
Joint stop Drugs at the Source Study Committse 

juvenile Institutions Study Committee 
Juvenile Crime and Violence Study Committee 
Juvenile Offenders study Committee 
Juvenile Judge Qualifications Study Committee 
Violence and Vandalism in the Public Schools S~udy Committee 

L21.6. 

Stop Drugs at the S0urce Study Committee 
Status Offenses Study Committee 
Joint Troubled Children Study Committee 
Young Adult Involve~ent StudY Committee 

Retarded Children Subcommittee of the Senate Human Resources Committee 
Twelfth Gra::Je Study Commi ttee (House) 
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