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Three-Year Plan 
 
1.)  Structure and Function of the Juvenile Justice System 
 

South Carolina has a largely centralized juvenile justice system, separate and apart from the 
adult system, and the state bears over 90 percent of the costs of juvenile justice.  Although 
juvenile law enforcement duties are dispersed among the many law enforcement agencies, 
judicial services are provided by family court judges operating under the South Carolina 
Unified (Statewide) Family Court Judicial System.  Additionally, juvenile justice services are 
provided by a single state agency, the South Carolina Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ), 
formerly the Department of Youth Services.  DJJ provides a full range of services including: 
prevention programs, detention/release screening, intake services, probation and aftercare 
supervision, services to the victims of juvenile crime, restitution programs, institutional 
programs, community supportive functions, institutional treatment, educational programs, 
and Interstate Compact administration.  The goal of this broad spectrum of services is 
promoting public safety, preventing delinquency, and rehabilitating juvenile offenders.  
Major components of the juvenile justice system are described in order of contact with a 
juvenile as follows: 
 

Source: Governors Juvenile Justice Task Force 
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       (a) Law Enforcement: 
 

The primary functions of law enforcement are apprehension, detention, and referral to the 
judicial system for further action.  Within the scope of their prescribed functions, law 
enforcement officers and agencies have discretionary powers and the latitude to exercise their 
best judgment on the proper disposition of cases before them.  The discretionary powers 
relate to choices concerning apprehension, pressing charges, and detention.  Per state statute, 
law enforcement officers make the decision to charge a youth and to detain or release.   State 
statute also provides guidance for law enforcement on the appropriate use of detention.   

 
 (b) Juvenile Detention: 
 

DJJ is responsible for advising law enforcement whether juveniles taken into custody should 
be detained in jail or released pending court appearance.  In order to ensure uniformity in 
detention/release screening decisions statewide, specific criteria are applied to define those 
circumstances that justify detention.  These criteria reflect concerns for community 
protection, an orderly court process, and the safety of the juvenile.  DJJ operates a Juvenile 
Detention Center in Columbia for statewide placement of juvenile offenders.  Juvenile 
detention facilities are also located in and operated by Charleston and Richland Counties.  
The existing facilities can hold juveniles at several stages in their progression through the 
juvenile justice system.  The facilities can house preadjudicatory and adjudicated juveniles 
awaiting further disposition.  Adjudicated and sentenced juveniles awaiting transfer to a DJJ 
institutional facility can also be detained.  Under current practice, postadjudicatory juveniles 
are held in the DJJ detention center only under court order.   
 
(c) Intake Services: 

  
DJJ Intake staff provides immediate assistance when a juvenile is taken into custody or 
brought to the attention of the Family Court.  They offer crisis intervention referral, conduct 
preliminary assessments with juveniles and their families, and make referrals for those youth 
with special needs.  When a juvenile has been taken into custody, Intake is equipped to seek 
alternatives to detention, arrange contractual agreements, and generally facilitate court 
processing of the case. Current pre-trial options or programs within the juvenile justice 
system include the use of contractual agreements between the juvenile and DJJ (i.e., 
diversion, mediation and arbitration programs).  These programs have enabled appropriate 
juveniles and their victims to mediate grievances and problems outside the court system and 
form agreements that enable juveniles to be held more immediately accountable for their 
actions.  The resolution of cases in mediation/arbitration programs may include monetary 
restitution to victims, community service, jail tours and other non-judicial sanctions.  Law 
enforcement accounts for the majority of referrals to DJJ Intake, although cases also originate 
from schools and parents.  Once a delinquency complaint is filed with the Family Court, DJJ 
Intake staff provides information and recommendations to assist Solicitors in making 
prosecutorial decisions.  They also prepare pre-dispositional reports for Family Court Judges 
to assist in the selection of alternatives for juveniles adjudicated delinquent 
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      (d)  Judicial Services: 
 

Judicial services are provided by Family Court Judges operating under the South Carolina 
Unified (Statewide) Family Court Judicial System.  Between the adjudication and disposition 
of a case, the court may order temporary commitment of the juvenile to DJJ for evaluation.  
These evaluations can be performed in the community, although most take place in 
residential centers that have been developed regionally to better serve local communities. 
According to state law and except in cases where determinate sentences are issued, a 
complete evaluation must precede commitment of a juvenile to a long-term institution unless 
one has been done within the past year.  The evaluation period may not exceed 45 days.  
 
The primary alternatives at the final disposition stage in juvenile cases include dismissal or 
acquittal, issuance of a school attendance order, probation, or commitment to the Department 
of Juvenile Justice.  State law (Section 20-7-7810 of the Juvenile Justice Code) allows the 
commitment of status offenders (excluding truancy), status contemnors or status probation 
violators to the custody of a correctional institution operated by DJJ for a period not to 
exceed 90 days, or to secure evaluation center.  
 

      (e)  Probation Services: 
 

DJJ community case managers supervise youth placed on probation by the Family Court.  
These managers work with the child and family members to establish behavioral guidelines 
and set treatment objectives in a written plan for services.  Progress in meeting the objectives 
is monitored through monthly office, home, and/or and school visits.  Referrals also are made 
as necessary to appropriate community services or programs.  Community DJJ staff also 
provides routine services to the victims of juvenile crime to include: coordination of 
restitution requirements, notification of violations, and referral services.  In the event a 
juvenile on probation is committed to a correctional facility, the juvenile’s relationship with 
his/her community case manager is maintained through contact with staff in the particular 
facility or program to which the youth is assigned and/or by on-site visits.  DJJ also operates 
an Electronic Monitoring Program to address the problem of community supervision for 
selected juvenile offenders.  This program provides a high level of control, supervision and 
surveillance for the monitored juveniles.  DJJ now has electronic monitoring available 
throughout the state. 

 
(f) Evaluation Services: 
 
Placed within the Community Services Division, DJJ's Admissions and Evaluation Centers 
offer a comprehensive array of diagnostic services for juvenile offenders who are committed 
temporarily pending dispositional outcome in Family Court.  Evaluations are also conducted 
within the community after a careful consideration of the needs of the juvenile and protection 
for the general public, and in FY08, almost 35 percent of evaluations were performed in the 
community.  For those juveniles committed to a long-term facility, these centers act as the 
admissions site for juvenile classification and facility assignment. 

 
There are three Admissions and Evaluation Centers located in the state. The Coastal 
Evaluation Center is located in Ridgeville, the Upstate Evaluation Center in Union, and  the 
Midlands Evaluation Center in Columbia. The evaluation process includes medical, 
psychological, educational, and vocational assessments, and (where indicated or requested) 
dental and psychiatric examinations.  Basic classroom instruction is provided for juveniles 
confined at the Evaluation Center by DJJ Education Division teachers to ensure that school 
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attendance credits are not forfeited.  All juveniles are returned to the committing Family 
Court with a complete written evaluation, including dispositional recommendations.  Where 
possible, these recommendations will encourage the use of community-based services and 
programs rather than long-term institutionalization.   

 
(g) Rehabilitative Services: 

 
Institutional Services and Treatment Services have been combined organizationally within 
DJJ to form the Division of Rehabilitative Services.  The emphasis of this division is to help 
ensure that juveniles in DJJ custody leave the programs prepared to function as law abiding 
and productive citizens. In 2003-2004 DJJ activated a federally funded Reintegration 
Initiative to provide intensive case management services to incarcerated youth as they 
prepare for and reenter the community. South Carolina has been chosen as a national 
evaluation site for the initiative based on the strengths of its program and data collection 
processes.  

Through its Rehabilitative Services Division, the Department of Juvenile Justice operates 
long-term facilities (Birchwood, John G. Richards, and Willow Lane) to house and treat 
juveniles 12-17 years old who are judicially committed until their release by the Juvenile 
Parole Board, or completion of a determinate sentence. The Orientation and Assessment staff 
at each of the three Regional Evaluation Centers determines the classification of incoming 
committed juveniles for assignment to appropriate facilities and programs.  This decision, 
made by a treatment team, is based on an overall assessment of the juvenile.  Such factors 
considered are the individual needs of the juvenile, seriousness of the offense, age, sex and 
other risk factors.  Some short-term determinate sentence juveniles are transferred to 
wilderness camp programs or other contracted service providers.  Juveniles identified with 
special needs receive additional evaluation and testing in this unit to determine appropriate 
referrals for specialized treatment and case management by or through other appropriate 
agencies. 

Juveniles with longer sentences are sent to secure facilities within DJJ. Birchwood provides 
for sex offender treatment and Army JROTC.  Willow Lane has a young offender program, 
pre-release program and a program for treating highly aggressive and assaultive juveniles. 

Male offenders are assigned to programs within Willow Lane, John G. Richards, or 
Birchwood based on an individualized determination of the juvenile’s treatment and 
rehabilitative needs.  The options include two sex offender treatment programs, Army 
JROTC, Communities in Schools, and the Therapeutic Community for youth having serious 
substance abuse issues.  Youth also participate in victim awareness/accountability classes.  
 
Within each particular treatment program, multi-disciplinary teams develop plans for and 
with the juvenile to overcome specific problems and deficiencies, identify pre-release goals, 
and prepare the juvenile for community re-entry.  Treatment plans generally reference the 
fulfillment of behavioral goals, the acquisition of specific academic and vocational skills and 
the development of a realistic self-concept.  Team members monitor the progress of juveniles 
closely while maintaining contact with the parole examiner, the community case manager, 
the youth’s family, and when necessary, placement specialists in order to facilitate a 
successful community adjustment.   

 
The Department of Juvenile Justice also operates a fully accredited school district that 
provides middle and high school programs to incarcerated juveniles. The programs include 
college prep, tech prep, and vocational education.  Individual student needs are assessed 
during the youth’s stay in the Orientation and Assessment (O & A) Unit at one of the 
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Evaluation Centers so that a plan can be devised for each student.  Progress in school 
programs is determined through pre- and post-testing using the California Achievement Test. 
 
(h) Other Institutional DJJ Programs 

 
I. Balanced and Restorative Justice (BARJ) Initiatives: The vision for DJJ is “to build and 
maintain a restorative justice system to include a safe and secure environment that ensure 
rehabilitation and prevents delinquency.”  The Office of Community Justice (OCJ) has been 
tasked with the implementation of restorative justice principles and practices agency wide.  
Initial steps taken to accomplish this task began in December 2001 with a BARJ training 
event for senior managers sponsored through a technical assistance grant from OJJDP.  Dr. 
Gordon Bazemore, Director of Community Justice at Florida State University, provided 
additional training in June 2002. In May 2002, a 10 Point Action Plan was developed and 
initiated by OCJ May 2002.  The Action Plan focuses on the following: cataloging of existing 
BARJ activities, implementing victim impact classes and panels, staff education/training, 
collaborating with Habitat for Humanity to develop community service projects, victim 
reparation, case management/assessments, faith-based initiatives, training external 
stakeholders, and the creation of an agency BARJ Report Card.  As a result of the DJJ’s 
accomplishments, planning efforts, and commitment to restorative justice, in February 2003 
the United States Department of Justice’s Balanced and Restorative Justice (BARJ) Project 
selected DJJ as one of only five national demonstration models for balanced and restorative 
justice in the country. This status provides DJJ with technical assistance, helping the agency 
to systematically expand restorative justice practices statewide.      
 
II. Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps (JROTC) Program: The JROTC program within 
DJJ’s school district teaches students the values of citizenship, leadership, service to the 
community, and personal responsibility. JROTC fosters a sense of accomplishment, instilling 
self-esteem, teamwork, and self-discipline. The target population is both male and female 
juveniles committed to DJJ who are 14 to 18 years old and enrolled full-time in a high school 
course of study.  
 
III. Communities in Schools (CIS) Program: The purpose of program within DJJ’s school 
district is to impact the intellectual, social, emotional, and spiritual lives of youths by 
providing a nurturing and challenging environment that features a continuum of education 
and social services. The target population includes committed juveniles within the Broad 
River Road Complex that exhibit the capability to excel academically and express a desire to 
participate and to change. 
 
IV. Peer Mediation Services: The purpose of Peer Mediation / Conflict Resolution is to 
promote better decision making in juvenile and help them to develop into responsible 
citizens. Peer mediation services are available to residents of the Willow Lane Campus 
within the Broad River Road Complex.  
 
 
V. Victim Offender Mediation Program (VOMP): The major goal of VOMP is to incorporate 
Balanced and Restorative Justice (BARJ) principles by fostering a healing process in all 
parties affected by a crime that occurs with a facility. The VOMP process holds the 
perpetrator accountable while providing for the needs of the victim and others in the DJJ 
community behind the fence that are affected by the crime. 
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VI. Volunteer Program: Citizen participants in the juvenile justice system enhance DJJ 
programs (institutional and community) across the continuum of services. These volunteers 
serve as arbitrators, mentors, tutors, auxiliary probation officers, and in other capacities.  In 
fiscal year 2007-2008, 1,688 volunteers contributed 104,565 hours of their time. 
 
(i) Private and State Operated Community-Based Programs 
 
A fundamental aspect of the Department of Juvenile Justice’s philosophy of children’s 
services is its commitment of handling individuals by the method which is least restrictive 
and intrusive into a child’s life.  Community Alternative Programs provide an array of 
community treatment alternatives for children.  These programs are offered by private and 
state providers and implemented as an alternative to commitment for juveniles on probation, 
transfer, and parole. 

 
I. Therapeutic Foster Care: Therapeutic Foster Care is an intensive treatment program for 
emotionally disturbed children, which incorporates clinical treatment services provided 
within a supportive foster home setting. The goal of Therapeutic Foster Care is to enable 
children to overcome emotional, behavioral or psychiatric problems in a highly supportive, 
individualized and flexible residential placement, thereby assisting their reunification with 
their family. Therapeutic Foster homes are located throughout the state.  The average daily 
population in therapeutic foster care is approximately 64 juveniles, at a cost of $70 per day 
for each juvenile. 

 
II.  Group Care:  Group Care is provided at various levels and with varied specialty services 
in facilities located throughout South Carolina. Services provided include High Management, 
Moderate Management, Independent Living, and Crisis Stabilization. 

 
 High Management Services are defined as highly structured therapeutic group 

homes having intensive staff supervision and programs for emotionally disturbed 
children.  

 Moderate Management refers to a level of supervision and intensity of 
programming required to manage and treat children who present less intensive 
emotional and/or behavioral problems than those treated in high management 
group homes. 

 
 Supervised Independent Living is defined as a range of rehabilitative services 

provided to adolescents ages 16 to 21.  Services are designed to improve the 
quality of life for adolescents by assisting them to assume responsibility over their 
lives. 

 
 Intensive Crisis Care is defined as services provided to a child with emotional 

and/or behavioral disturbances in need of short-term therapeutic intervention. 
 

 Multi-Agency group homes are located throughout the state.  The average daily 
population in multi-agency group care is approximately 120 juveniles, at a cost 
ranging from $100 to $200 per day for each juvenile.  

 
III.  Marine and Wilderness Camps  

 
The Department of Juvenile Justice contracts for Residential Marine and Wilderness Group 
Home Services at eight program locations throughout the state. 
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   The Department of Juvenile Justice has developed Alternative Residential Programs at three 
program locations.  These programs serve as an alternative prior to commitment for juveniles 
on probation or parole.  The average length of stay is approximately six months. The cost for 
operation of these alternative residential programs is approximately $3.5 million dollars for 
100 residential slots.   

 
 Georgetown Marine Institute serves males 12 through 15 years of age.  This 

program is located in Georgetown and is operated by the Associated Marine 
Institutes. 

 
 Beaufort Marine Institute serves males 14 through 17 years of age. This program 

is located on Honeybee Island in Seabrook and is operated by the Associated 
Marine Institutes. 

 
 Piedmont Wilderness Institute serves males 14 through 17 years of age.  This 

program is located in Clinton and is operated by the Associated Marine Institutes. 
 

The Department has developed Deinstitutionalization Residential Programs at five program 
locations throughout the state.  These programs serve as an alternative to institutional 
placement for committed juveniles.  After commitment, the Department of Juvenile Justice 
Classification Section places juveniles in these programs.  The length of stay varies and is 
dependent upon the parole guidelines and the achievement of treatment goals. The cost for 
the operation of these deinstitutionalization residential programs is approximately $9.5 
million for 262 residential slots.  
 
 

 Camp Aspen serves males 12 through 17 years of age.  This program is located in 
Columbia and is operated by Alternative Youth Adventures.  It is designed as a 
short-term program for juveniles who have committed minor offenses. 

 
 Camp White Pines 1 serves males 12 through 15 years of age and Camp White 

Pines 2 serves males ages 12 through 17 years of age. These programs are located 
in Jonesville and are operated by Associated Marine Institutes. 

 
 Camp Sandhills serves males 14 through 17 years of age.  This program is located 

in Patrick and is operated by the Associated Marine Institutes. 
 

 Camp Bennettsville 1 and 2 serve males 14 through 18 years of age.  These 
programs are located in Bennettsville and operated by the Associated Marine 
Institutes. 

 
 Generations Bridges Program serves males 12 through 18 years of age, offering a 

step down treatment program for sex offenders.  The program is located in 
Simpsonville and is operated by Generations Group Homes, Inc. 

 
IV. Community Juvenile Arbitration Program:  The Juvenile Arbitration Program operates as 
a division of the Solicitors Offices throughout the state by means of a contract for services 
with DJJ.    Arbitration Programs are an excellent example of restorative justice principles 
and practices.  They are built upon community volunteers who, after being approved and 
trained by the Solicitors Office, act as arbitrators in the resolution of cases involving non-
violent first-time criminal offenders.  By holding the youth accountable for their actions, 
involving community members, and restoring victims of crime, this program is an integral 
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part of DJJ’s vision to “build and maintain a balanced and restorative juvenile justice 
system.”  Statewide, Juvenile Arbitration Programs received 5,086 referrals during FY 2007-
2008.  Offenders paid their victims $357,228 in restitution and performed 83,910 hours of 
community service work.  The program has a 86% overall success rate of participants (only 
14% of juveniles re-offend within two years of completing the program).  

 
V.  Project Right Turn (PRT):  In December 2001 PRT was discontinued by DJJ as the result 
of funding issues confronting the agency.  At that time, 1,104 youth had already participated 
in the program during the first 5 months of FY 2001-02, and it was reported that 13,952 
youth had participated in the program since its inception in 1999.   

 
Due to an ongoing demand for PRT, the program was reorganized and reintroduced in May 
2002. PRT is now an experiential and educational program offered by DJJ to teach young 
people about good citizenship and decision-making, and also includes a parental 
involvement/educational component.  PRT takes place at DJJ Evaluation Centers and is made 
available to youth, as well as their parents, participating in Community Juvenile Arbitration 
Programs or under Order of the Court.  The program includes a separate tour experience for 
parents and youth, followed by a joint presentation to both by DJJ’s “Insiders.” Up to 140 
youth in addition to their parents participate in PRT each month.  
 
(j) Parole Services: 

 
The South Carolina Board of Juvenile Parole is the releasing authority for juveniles who have 
been indeterminately committed by the Family Court to DJJ.  The Board holds parole 
hearings monthly and inspects the records of each committed juvenile at least quarterly.  The 
Parole Board also conducts hearings to determine revocations of release for parole violations 
and provides assistance to victims of juvenile crime.  DJJ Community Specialists provide 
aftercare services for those juveniles released to the community through the Parole Board. 

 
2.   Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems and Juvenile Justice Needs 
 

The following section provides a statistical summary of some contributing key social factors 
and the flow of children through South Carolina's juvenile justice process.  The data 
presented are grouped into the following categories: juvenile risk indicators, juvenile arrest 
data, crime in schools, juvenile screening and detention data, juvenile referral data, judicial 
dispositions and admissions data.  Most data show multi-year trends and are extracted from 
South Carolina Criminal and Juvenile Justice Trends, 2007.  Data sources, and limitations, 
are indicated as appropriate. 

 
A.  Analysis of juvenile crime problems 

 
 (1) Juvenile Arrest by Offense Types, Gender, Age, and Race 

 
 

 Data from the 2006 calendar year (2006 is the most current data available) indicate 
that black males comprised 47% of violent index crime arrests and black females 
comprised 13%.  White males comprised 28% and white females 12%.  Only two of 
the 1,250 violent crime arrests were other races or ethnicities.  Of 15,193 non-index 
crime arrests, 43% were black males, 19% were black females, 27.5 percent were 
white males, and 11% were white females.  Less than half a percent of non-index 
arrests were other races or ethnicities.  
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 White males in 2006 were more likely than black males to be arrested for vandalism 

(480 to 313), Driving Under the Influence (DUI) (15 to 1), liquor law violations (170 
to 46), and public drunkenness (36 to 9).  White females were more likely to run 
away than white males (193 to 95), black females (110), or black males (86).   

 
 The arrest rates for certain offenses were particularly high for black males and black 

females.  1,504 black males and 927 black females were arrested for simple assault 
compared to 730 white males and 360 white females.  1,101 black males and 875 
black females were arrested for disorderly conduct compared to 353 white males and 
161 white females.  Eight youth of other races/ethnicities were arrested for simple 
assault and eleven were arrested for disorderly conduct. 

 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; SC Crime Books 2006, South Carolina Arrest Data, pg 15 
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The following chart was prepared by the South Carolina Law Enforcement Division  
(SLED). 

 
2006 ARREST BY RACE AND SEX 

AGE 16 AND UNDER 
 
 

Charge  Total  
White  

Male  
Black  

Male  
Other  

Male  
White  

Female  
Black  

Female  
Other  

Murder  13  2  8  0  0  3  
Manslaughter (Neg.)  0  0  0  0  0  0  

Forcible Rape  60  19  40  0  1  0  
Robbery  206  15  175  0  4  12  

Aggravated Assault  971  240  512  1  51  166  
Subtotal Violent  1,250  276  735  1  56  181  

B & E  1,055  381  603  2  33  36  
Larceny  3,235  833  1,200  11  635  549  

Motor Veh. Theft  157  51  77  1  23  4  
Subtotal Nonviolent  4,447  1,265  1,880  14  691  589  

Total Index  5,697  1,541  2,615  15  747  770  
Arson  66  26  25  1  4  10  

Simple Assault  3,694  727  1,558  9  373  1,023  
Forgery, etc.  38  6  17  0  4  11  

Fraud  50  13  20  0  4  13  
Bad Checks  5  3  0  0  1  1  

Embezzlement  8  3  2  0  0  3  
Stolen Property  193  52  121  0  7  13  

Vandalism  1,143  660  350  2  69  61  
Weapons, etc.  755  229  377  3  72  71  

Prostitution  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Sex Offenses  211  106  99  1  1  4  

Drug Laws  1,811  765  712  12  246  75  
Gambling  2  0  2  0  0  0  

Against Family  27  2  13  0  5  7  
D.U.I.  19  14  1  0  3  1  

Alcohol Laws  365  188  45  3  110  13  
Drunkenness  41  28  7  0  5  1  

Disorderly Conduct  2,934  446  1,367  3  187  929  
Curfew/Loitering  34  10  17  0  3  4  

Runaways  668  168  96  1  262  139  
All Other  3,129  760  1,402  8  367  589  

Total Non-Index  15,193  4,206  6,231  43  1,723  2,968  
State Total  20,890  5,747  8,846  58  2,470  3,738  
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JUVENILE ARRESTS  
 
The following data is taken from the South Carolina Criminal and Juvenile Justice Trends 2007, 
prepared by the SCDPS Statistical Analysis Center.  These data are the most current available. 
 
Besides being a gauge of law enforcement's response to crime, arrests provide reliable data 
concerning the age of apprehended offenders. Consequently, arrest rates by age provide a good 
measure of juvenile delinquency. Uniform Crime Reporting procedures require that an arrest be 
counted on each separate occasion a person is taken into custody, notified, or cited. As a result, 
annual arrest figures do not measure the number of individual juveniles arrested, since one 
juvenile might be arrested several times during a year (Crime in the United States, FBI). In 
keeping with state law which sets the age of adult responsibility in most criminal matters at 
seventeen years of age, arrest rates were calculated on the basis of the juvenile (age 0 through 
16) population for each year in question. As noted earlier, arrest data are available from 1976 
forward but are not available for 2001. Consequently, there is a gap at that point on each graph. 
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South Carolina's crime index arrest rate for juveniles decreased 19.3% from 
2005 to 2006 and decreased 14.3% from 1976 to 2006.  
 
CRIME INDEX:  The crime index consists of murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, 
breaking or entering, larceny and motor vehicle theft. 
 

 JUVENILE CRIME INDEX ARRESTS 
 

    Rate Per 10,000 
Trend                 Number of Arrests                                 Juveniles 
 
Previous Year   
2005 5,697 58.85 
2006 4,641 47.47 
% Change -18.5% -19.3% 
 
10 Year   
1997 8,070 89.54 
2006 4,641 47.47 
% Change -42.5% -47.0% 
 
20 Year   
1987 5,266 61.23 
2006 4,641 47.47 
% Change -11.9% -22.5% 
 
Overall   
1976 4,999 55.37 
2006 4,641 47.47 
%Change -7.2% -14.3% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS 
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Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS 
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South Carolina's juvenile arrest rate for  
violent crimes decreased 11.6% from 2005 to  
2006.  The juvenile arrest rate for violent  
crimes has increased 171.7% since 1976. 
 
VIOLENT CRIME: Violent crime consists of murder,  
rape, robbery and aggravated assault, and involves the  
element of personal confrontation between the victim 
and offender. 
 
JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR VIOLENT CRIMES 
 
                                                                     Rate Per 10,000 
Trend Number of Arrests  Juveniles 
 
Previous Year   
2005 1,250 12.91 
2006 1,115 11.41 
% Change -10.8% -11.6% 
 
10 Year   
1997 1,247 13.84 
2006 1,115 11.41 
% Change -10.6% -17.6% 
 
20 Year   
1987 427 4.97 
2006 1,115 11.41 
% Change +161.1% +129.6% 
 
Overall   
1976 379 4.20 
2006 1,115 11.41 
% Change +194.2% +171.7% 
 
 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 
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Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS 
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Nine juveniles were arrested for murder in  
2006, down from 13 in 2005.  
 
MURDER:  Murder is the willful killing of one person  
by another.  The classification of this offense is based  
on police investigation as opposed to the determination  
of a court, medical examiner, coroner, jury or other  
judicial body.  Deaths caused by negligence, suicide,  
accident or justifiable homicides are not included. 
 
            JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR MURDER 
                                                                      
                                                                     Rate Per 10,000 
Trend Number of Arrests  Juveniles 
 
Previous Year   
2005 13 0.13 
2006 9 0.09 
% Change -30.8% -30.8% 
 
10 Year   
1997 34 0.38 
2006 9 0.09 
% Change -73.5% -76.3% 
 
20 Year   
1987 11 0.13 
2006 9 0.09 
% Change -18.2% -30.8% 
 
Overall   
1976 10 0.11 
2006 9 0.09 
% Change -10.0% -18.2% 
 
 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 
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Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS 
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South Carolina's juvenile arrest rate for rape  
decreased 1.6% from 2005 to 2006.  Since  
1976, the juvenile arrest rate for rape has 
 increased 48.8%. 
 
RAPE:  Forcible rape is the carnal knowledge of a  
person, forcibly and against their will.  Assaults or  
attempts to commit rape by force or threat of force are  
also included; however statutory rape (without force)  
and other sex offenses are excluded. 
 
              JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR RAPE 
 
                                                                     Rate Per 10,000 
Trend Number of Arrests  Juveniles 
 
Previous Year   
2005 60 0.62 
2006 60 0.61 
% Change 0.0% -1.6% 
 
10 Year   
1997 68 0.75 
2006 60 0.61 
% Change -11.8% -18.7% 
 
20 Year   
1987 70 0.81 
2006 60 0.61 
% Change -14.3% -24.7% 
 
Overall   
1976 37 0.41 
2006 60 0.61 
% Change +62.2% +48.8% 
 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 
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South Carolina's juvenile arrest rate for  
robbery decreased 2.3% from 2005 to 2006.   
Since 1976, the juvenile arrest rate for robbery  
has increased 103.9%. 
 
ROBBERY:  Robbery is the taking or attempted taking  
of anything of value from the care, custody, or control  
of a person or persons by force or the threat of force, by  
violence, or by putting the victim in fear. 
 
JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR ROBBERY 
 
                                                                     Rate Per 10,000 
Trend Number of Arrests  Juveniles 
 
Previous Year   
2005 206 2.13 
2006 203 2.08 
% Change -1.5% -2.3 % 
 
10 Year   
1997 263 2.92 
2006 203 2.08 
% Change -22.8% -28.8% 
 
20 Year   
1987 92 1.07 
2006 203 2.08 
% Change +120.7% +94.4% 
 
Overall   
1976 92 1.02 
2006 203 2.08 
% Change +120.7% +103.9% 
 
 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 
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South Carolina's juvenile aggravated assault  
arrest rate decreased 14.1% from 2005 to 2006, 
but has increased 224.1% since 1976.  
 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT: Aggravated assault is an  
unlawful attack for the purpose of inflicting serious  
bodily injury.  This assault is usually accompanied by  
the use of a weapon or by means likely to produce death  
or great bodily harm.  Attempted aggravated assaults are  
also included. 
 
JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR AGGRAVATED  
                            ASSAULT 
 
                                                                     Rate Per 10,000 
Trend Number of Arrests  Juveniles 
 
Previous Year   
2005 971 10.03 
2006 843 8.62 
% Change -13.2% -14.1% 
 
10 Year   
1997 882 9.79 
2006 843 8.62 
% Change -4.4% -12.0% 
 
20 Year   
1987 254 2.95 
2006 843 8.62 
% Change +97.4% +192.2% 
 
Overall   
1976 240 2.66 
2006 843 8.62 
% Change +251.3% +224.1% 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS 
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South Carolina's 2006 juvenile arrest rate for  
property crimes represents a 21.5% decrease 
 from 2005, and a 29.5% decrease since 1976. 
 
PROPERTY CRIME: Property crimes include the  
offenses of breaking or entering, larceny, and motor  
vehicle theft.  
 
JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR PROPERTY CRIMES 
 
                                                                     Rate Per 10,000 
Trend Number of Arrests  Juveniles 
 
Previous Year   
2005 4,447 45.94 
2006 3,526 36.07 
% Change -20.7% -21.5% 
 
10 Year   
1997 6,823 75.70 
2006 3,526 36.07 
% Change -48.3% -52.4% 
 
20 Year   
1987 4,839 56.27 
2006 3,526 36.07 
% Change -27.1% -35.9% 
 
Overall   
1976 4,620 51.17 
2006 3,526 36.07 
% Change -23.7% -29.5% 
 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 
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Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 
 

South Carolina Juvenile Arrest Rate for 
Property Crime

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

76 80 85 90 95 00 05

Year

Rate per 10,000



27 

South Carolina's breaking or entering arrest  
rate for juveniles decreased 5.5% from 2005 to  
2006.  The breaking or entering rate has  
decreased 39.7% since 1976. 

BREAKING OR ENTERING: Breaking or entering is  
the unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or  
theft.  The use of force to gain entry is not required to  
classify an offense as breaking or entering.   
 
JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR BREAKING OR  
                            ENTERING 
 
                                                                     Rate Per 10,000 
Trend Number of Arrests  Juveniles 
 
Previous Year   
2005 1,055 10.90 
2006 1,007 10.30 
% Change -4.5% -5.5% 
 
10 Year   
1997 1,724 19.13 
2006 1,007 10.30 
% Change -41.6% -46.2% 
 
20 Year   
1987 1,421 16.52 
2006 1,007 10.30 
% Change -29.1% -37.7% 
 
Overall   
1976 1,543 17.09 
2006 1,007 10.30 
% Change -34.7% -39.7% 
 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 
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Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 
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South Carolina's juvenile larceny arrest rate has  
decreased 27.7% since 2005, and has decreased  
22.3% since 1976. 
 
LARCENY:  Larceny is the unlawful taking away of  
property from the possession of another.  It includes  
shoplifting, pocket-picking, purse snatching, thefts from  
motor vehicles, thefts of motor vehicle parts, and  
accessories in which no use of force, violence or fraud  
occurs.  It does not include embezzlement, con games,  
forgery, worthless checks, or motor vehicle theft. 
 
          JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR LARCENY 
 
                                                                         Rate Per 10,000 
Trend Number of Arrests  Juveniles 
 
Previous Year   
2005 3,235 33.42 
2006 2,362 24.16 
% Change -27.0% -27.7% 
 
10 Year   
1997 4,744 52.64 
2006 2,362 24.16 
% Change -50.2% -54.1% 
 
20 Year   
1987 3,114 36.21 
2006 2,362 24.16 
% Change -24.1% -33.3% 
 
Overall   
1976 2,807 31.09 
2006 2,362 24.16 
% Change -15.9% -22.3% 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 
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The juvenile motor vehicle theft arrest rate  
decreased less than 1% from 2005 and has  
decreased 46.2% since 1976. 
 
MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT:  Motor vehicle theft is  
the stealing or attempted stealing of a motor vehicle,  
including automobiles, trucks, buses, motorcycles,  
motor-scooters, snowmobiles, etc.  This definition  
excludes the unauthorized taking of motor vehicles for  
temporary use by those having lawful access. 
 
JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR MOTOR VEHICLE  
                                   THEFT 
                                                                      
                                                                     Rate Per 10,000 
Trend Number of Arrests  Juveniles 
 
Previous Year   
2005 157 1.62 
2006 157 1.61 
% Change 0.0% -0.6% 
 
10 Year   
1997 355 3.94 
2006 157 1.61 
% Change -55.8% -59.1% 
 
20 Year   
1987 304 3.53 
2006 157 1.61 
% Change -48.4% -54.4% 
 
Overall   
1976 270 2.99 
2006 157 1.61 
% Change -41.9% -46.2% 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Sources:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 



32 

South Carolina Juvenile Arrest Rate for 
Motor Vehicle Theft

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

76 80 85 90 95 00 05

Year

R
at

e 
pe

r 
10

,0
00

 



33 

                       South Carolina Juvenile Arrest Count 
 
                                                        Agg. 
Year Murder     Rape  Robbery Assault      B&E  Larceny     MVT 
 
1976 10 37 92 240 1,543 2,807 270 
1977 13 35 80 189 1,369 2,331 201 
1978 7 38 92 150 1,453 2,354 228 
1979 14 62 91 157 1,423 2,447 278 
1980 11 34 66 178 1,623 2,638 249 
1981 8 39 90 170 1,690 2,808 217 
1982 2 47 80 136 1,394 2,945 167 
1983 5 45 99 128 1,319 2,673 158 
1984 4 49 84 147 1,208 2,800 187 
1985 9 45 61 170 1,140 2,942 235 
1986 5 52 95 225 1,337 3,140 320 
1987 11 70 92 254 1,421 3,114 304 
1988 6 61 82 269 1,528 3,166 410 
1989 11 60 82 322 1,443 3,282 456 
1990 6 60 106 380 1,460 3,546 563 
1991 24 99 179 542 1,416 3,574 493 
1992 23 109 164 760 1,815 3,826 606 
1993 32 106 223 762 1,774 4,111 524 
1994 32 105 324 915 1,917 4,649 581 
1995 24 69 263 856 1,670 4,673 433 
1996 14 69 257 907 1,739 4,972 422 
1997 34 68 263 882 1,724 4,744 355 
1998 18 80 201 897 1,516 4,399 314 
1999 19 83 135 781 1,230 3,939 253 
2000 8 63 143 783 1,126 3,663 241 
2001 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
2002 12 72 148 854 883 3,292 246 
2003 11 45 148 870 886 3,379 157 
2004 11 64 192 948 963 3,429 211 
2005 13 60 206 971 1,055 3,235 157 
2006 9 60 203 843 1,007 2,362 157 
 
 
 
Note: Arrest data for 2001 are not available. 
Source: Crime in South Carolina, SLED.
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                South Carolina Juvenile Arrest Rates 
 
                                                       Agg. 
Year Murder     Rape  Robbery Assault      B&E  Larceny     MVT 
 
1976 0.11 0.41 1.02 2.66 17.09 31.09 2.99 
1977 0.15 0.39 0.89 2.11 15.28 26.02 2.24 
1978 0.08 0.43 1.03 1.68 16.30 26.40 2.56 
1979 0.16 0.70 1.03 1.77 16.06 27.62 3.14 
1980 0.12 0.38 0.75 2.01 18.33 29.80 2.81 
1981 0.09 0.44 1.03 1.94 19.27 32.01 2.47 
1982 0.02 0.54 0.92 1.56 16.01 33.83 1.92 
1983 0.06 0.52 1.15 1.48 15.26 30.92 1.83 
1984 0.05 0.57 0.98 1.71 14.02 32.51 2.17 
1985 0.10 0.52 0.71 1.98 13.28 34.27 2.74 
1986 0.06 0.61 1.11 2.62 15.60 36.63 3.73 
1987 0.13 0.81 1.07 2.95 16.52 36.21 3.53 
1988 0.07 0.71 0.95 3.11 17.68 36.64 4.74 
1989 0.13 0.69 0.94 3.69 16.53 37.60 5.22 
1990 0.07 0.68 1.21 4.33 16.65 40.45 6.42 
1991 0.27 1.12 2.03 6.13 16.02 40.43 5.58 
1992 0.26 1.23 1.85 8.57 20.47 43.15 6.84 
1993 0.36 1.19 2.51 8.57 19.96 46.26 5.90 
1994 0.36 1.18 3.63 10.25 21.48 52.08 6.51 
1995 0.27 0.77 2.95 9.61 18.74 52.45 4.86 
1996 0.16 0.77 2.87 10.13 19.42 55.53 4.71 
1997 0.38 0.75 2.92 9.79 19.13 52.64 3.94 
1998 0.20 0.88 2.22 9.90 16.74 48.57 3.47 
1999 0.21 0.91 1.49 8.61 13.56 43.42 2.79 
2000 0.08 0.66 1.50 8.22 11.82 38.44 2.53 
2001 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
2002 0.12 0.75 1.54 8.87 9.17 34.18 2.55 
2003 0.11 0.47 1.53 9.01 9.18 35.00 1.63 
2004 0.11 0.66 1.99 9.80 9.96 35.46 2.18 
2005 0.13 0.62 2.13 10.03 10.90 33.42 1.62 
2006 0.09 0.61 2.08 8.62 10.30 24.16 1.61 
 
 
 
Notes: Arrest data for 2001 are not available.  Arrest rates are expressed per 10,000 unit of population. 
Source:  Crime in South Carolina, SLED; Unpublished data, ORS. 
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(2) Number and Characteristics (by offense type, gender, race, and age) of juveniles 
      referred to juvenile court, a probation agency, or special intake unit for allegedly 
      committing a delinquent or status offense. 
  
                                             Juvenile Cases to the Solicitor 
                                          FY 2003/04 Through FY 2007-08 

 
Over the last 5 years, juvenile *cases to the solicitor have decreased 13 percent, while 
the number of **violent/serious cases has remained relatively constant.  Violent/serious 
cases comprised just 9 percent of Family Court juvenile cases in fiscal year 2007-2008. 
 
*A case may consist of one or more offenses charged to a juvenile and processed together.  The most 
serious offense is used to categorize a case when multiple offenses are involved. 
 
**Violent/serious cases include murder, criminal sexual conduct 1st & 2nd degree, assault & battery with 
intent to kill, kidnapping, voluntary manslaughter, armed robbery, arson 1st & 2nd degree, burglary 1st & 2nd 
degree, drug trafficking, and all offenses categorized in the South Carolina Code of Laws as acts against 
persons.   
 
Source: DJJ Annual Statistical Report FY 2007-08 
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The number of violent and serious juvenile cases has decreased 28% since the 
peak year of 1995/96.   
 
 
 
Source: DJJ Annual Statistical Report FY 2007-08 
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Counties with Increases in Juvenile Cases 
 

Between FY 2006/07 and FY 2007/08 
 
 
Rank 

 
County 

 
FY 2006 

 
FY 2007 

Net  
Change 

%  
Change 

     
1 Fairfield 50 175 125 250% 
2 Abbeville 68 101 33 49% 
3 Clarendon 67 90 23 34% 
4 Allendale 92 120 28 30% 
5 Kershaw 225 292 67 30% 
6 Greenwood 581 697 116 20% 
7 Dillon 238 282 44 18% 
8 Marlboro 109 125 16 15% 
9 Barnwell 173 197 24 14% 

10 Anderson 482 543 61 13% 
11 Chester 192 216 24 13% 
12 McCormick 60 67 7 12% 
13 Pickens 485 524 39 8% 
14 Horry 1,922 2,064 142 7% 
15 Marion 351 376 25 7% 
16 Spartanburg 1,053 1,122 69 7% 
17 Oconee 186 197 11 6% 
18 Chesterfield 151 158 7 5% 
19 Colleton 264 275 11 4% 
20 York 1,387 1,436 49 4% 
21 Union 306 316 10 3% 
22 Aiken 731 751 20 3% 

      
 Statewide Total 24,696 23,826 - 870 - 4% 
      
      

Increases in juvenile cases were seen in 22 of the state’s 46 counties.  The greatest 
percentage increase (250%) occurred in Fairfield County, while the state as a whole 
saw a decrease of 4% in juvenile cases.  The greatest net increases were seen in Horry 
(142), Fairfield (125), and Greenwood (116) counties. 
 
 
 
Source: DJJ Annual Statistical Report FY 2007-08 
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Ten Most Frequent Offenses Associated with 
Juvenile Cases to the Solicitor 

 
FY 2007/08 

 
Rank 

 
Offense 

# of Cases 
(n=12,393) 

% of All Cases 
(N=23,826) 

1 Disturbing Schools 2,888 12% 
2 Simple Assault & Battery 1,911 8% 
3 Public Disorderly Conduct 1,421 6% 
4 Shoplifting 1,416 6% 
5 Simple Possession of Marijuana 953 4% 
6 Truancy** 897 4% 
7 Simple Assault 811 3% 
8 Probation Violation V* 757 3% 
9 Incorrigibility** 682 3% 

10 Contempt of Court (Status Offense) 657 3% 
 

In FY 07/08, the ten offenses listed above accounted for over half of the 23,826 juvenile cases 
processed through intake by DJJ.  These included two **status offense (truancy and incorrigibility).  
All criminal charges in the top ten were misdemeanors.  Overall, more than 250 individual offenses 
were involved in juvenile cases forwarded to the solicitor.  Other offenses frequently associated with 
these cases included petty larceny (656 cases), malicious injury to property (589 cases), and 
carrying a weapon on school grounds (589 cases). 

 
*Violation of probation, where probation was given for a category V offense.  Category V offenses are minor, 
misdemeanor-level crimes. 
**Status offenses are offenses that can be charged only against juveniles including truancy, runaway, and 
incorrigibility. 
 
Source: DJJ Annual Statistical Report FY 2007-08 
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APPENDIX TABLE II

FY 2007/2008

All Juveniles
C OUNTY Ages 10 - 16* Juvenile C ases Percent Rate per 1,000
Abbeville 2,681 101 4% 38
Aiken 14,974 751 5% 50
Allendale 1,184 120 10% 101
Anderson 15,986 543 3% 34
Bamberg 1,736 53 3% 31
Barnwell 2,780 197 7% 71
Beaufort 10,516 716 7% 68
Berkeley 16,361 1,323 8% 81
C alhoun 1,554 38 2% 24
C harleston 29,306 2,727 9% 93
C herokee 5,236 235 4% 45
C hester 3,725 216 6% 58
C hesterfield 4,584 158 3% 34
C larendon 3,590 90 3% 25
C olleton 4,310 275 6% 64
D arlington 6,809 344 5% 51
D illon 3,656 282 8% 77
D orchester 11,860 730 6% 62
Edgefield 2,455 94 4% 38
Fairfield 2,459 175 7% 71
Florence 13,415 736 5% 55
Georgetown 5,866 371 6% 63
Greenville 36,160 1,928 5% 53
Greenwood 6,529 697 11% 107
H ampton 2,475 198 8% 80
H orry 16,404 2,064 13% 126
Jasper 2,116 115 5% 54
Kershaw 5,700 292 5% 51
Lancaster 6,167 405 7% 66
Laurens 7,158 286 4% 40
Lee 2,091 72 3% 34
Lexington 22,406 1,011 5% 45
McCormick 873 67 8% 77
Marion 3,969 376 9% 95
Marlboro 3,062 125 4% 41
N ewberry 3,465 266 8% 77
Oconee 6,062 197 3% 32
Orangeburg 9,748 392 4% 40
Pickens 9,659 524 5% 54
R ichland 30,893 1,077 3% 35
Saluda 1,881 90 5% 48
Spartanburg 24,610 1,122 5% 46
Sumter 11,714 309 3% 26
U nion 2,827 316 11% 112
W ill iamsburg 4,525 183 4% 40
York 17,427 1,436 8% 82
Other Jurisdiction 0 3 0% 0
TOTAL 402,964 23,826 6% 59

   D ELINQU ENCY PROCESSING RATE by COUNTY

    Delinquency Processing 
    of Age-Eligible Juveniles

*Population Census Data provided by SC Data Center April 1, 2000.  
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NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT
18 18% 7 7%
54 7% 22 3%
8 7% 15 13%

66 12% 23 4%
6 11% 1 2%

24 12% 28 14%
51 7% 106 15%
89 7% 201 15%
3 8% 0 0%

149 5% 176 6%
22 9% 50 21%
23 11% 8 4%
24 15% 10 6%
10 11% 0 0%
42 15% 45 16%
53 15% 39 11%
44 16% 41 15%
52 7% 68 9%
7 7% 9 10%

22 13% 12 7%
91 12% 36 5%
35 9% 11 3%

162 8% 79 4%
44 6% 87 12%
23 12% 18 9%

134 6% 303 15%
12 10% 16 14%
34 12% 90 31%
58 14% 16 4%
34 12% 46 16%
17 24% 3 4%

112 11% 49 5%
10 15% 4 6%
30 8% 27 7%
37 30% 2 2%
18 7% 36 14%
18 9% 31 16%
39 10% 18 5%
53 10% 84 16%

154 14% 84 8%
18 20% 11 12%

142 13% 69 6%
36 12% 28 9%
26 8% 44 14%
13 7% 36 20%

112 8% 126 9%
Other Jurisdiction 0 0% 1 33%

2,229 9% 2,216 9%

APPENDIX TABLE III
   JUVENILE CASES to the SOLICITOR by COUNTY

Abbeville 101

     FY 2007/2008

ALL CASES         VIOLENT/SERIOUS             STATUS
COUNTY NUMBER

Aiken 751
Allendale 120
Anderson 543
Bamberg 53
Barnwell 197
Beaufort 716
Berkeley 1,323
Calhoun 38
Charleston 2,727
Cherokee 235
Chester 216
Chesterfield 158
Clarendon 90
Colleton 275
Darlington 344
Dillon 282
Dorchester 730
Edgefield 94
Fairfield 175
Florence 736
Georgetown 371
Greenville 1,928
Greenwood 697
Hampton 198
Horry 2,064
Jasper 115
Kershaw 292
Lancaster 405
Laurens 286
Lee 72
Lexington 1,011
McCormick 67
Marion 376
Marlboro 125
Newberry 266
Oconee 197
Orangeburg 392
Pickens 524
Richland 1,077
Saluda 90
Spartanburg 1,122
Sumter 309
Union 316
Williamsburg 183
York 1,436

TOTAL 23,826
3
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The following charts are taken from South Carolina Criminal and Juvenile Justice Trends 2007, 
prepared by the SCDPS Statistical Analysis Center. 
 
Disturbing schools was the most frequently  
reported offense among juvenile cases referred 
to solicitors in FY 06. 
 
TEN MOST FREQUENT OFFENSES FOR  
                JUVENILE REFFERALS 
                                  FY 06 
 
Offense Number Percentage 
 
Contempt of Court 872 3.4% 
Disturbing Schools 2,726 10.6% 
Probation Violation – 
Misdemeanor 947 3.7% 
Public Disorderly Conduct 1,219 4.7% 
Shoplifting 1,446 5.6% 
Simple Assault 1,103 4.3% 
Simple Assault & Battery 2,493 9.7% 
Simple Poss. Marijuana 1,146 4.4% 
Truancy 929 3.6% 
Weapon on School Grounds 769 3.0% 
Total 25,820 100.0% 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
 
 
 
Notes:  The total consists of all offenses including an additional 12,380 other  
offenses not listed. The ten most frequent presented here represent 53% of the total.   
Source: DJJ Annual Statistical Report FY 2005-06. 
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Top Ten Juvenile Offenses Reported to 
South Carolina Solicitors, FY 06
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South Carolina's delinquency rate in FY 05  
was 64.1 per 1,000 children. Horry County had 
 the highest delinquency rate with 118.4 per  
1,000 children. 
 
COUNTIES WITH THE TEN HIGHEST   
  DELINQUENCY REFERRAL RATES 
                               FY 06 

   Rate 
County Number per 1,000 
 
Horry 1,943 118.4 
Charleston 3,369 115.0 
Union 305 107.9 
Newberry 353 101.9 
Marion 402 101.3 
Greenwood 657 100.6 
Lancaster 565 91.6 
York 1,577 90.5 
Allendale 104 87.8 
Berkeley 1,363 83.3 
Cherokee 436 83.3 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note:  Rate is expressed in terms of number of children per 1,000, ages 10 – 16.  
Source: DJJ Annual Statistical Report FY 2005-06. 
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                 Juvenile Delinquency Referral Rate per 1,000 
                                            By County 
                                                FY 06 
 
County Number Rate County Number Rate 
 
Abbeville 100 37.3 Greenwood 657 100.6 
Aiken 897 59.9 Hampton 111 44.8 
Allendale 104 87.8 Horry 1,943 118.4 
Anderson 740 46.3 Jasper 139 65.7 
Bamberg 97 55.9 Kershaw 265 46.5 
Barnwell 181 65.1 Lancaster 565 91.6 
Beaufort 719 68.4 Laurens 414 57.8 
Berkeley 1,363 83.3 Lee 53 25.3 
Calhoun 48 30.9 Lexington 1,113 49.7 
Charleston 3,369 115.0 McCormick 54 61.9 
Cherokee 436 83.3 Marion 402 101.3 
Chester 147 39.5 Marlboro 123 40.2 
Chesterfield 191 41.7 Newberry 353 101.9 
Clarendon 119 33.1 Oconee 191 31.5 
Colleton 273 63.3 Orangeburg 537 55.1 
Darlington 495 72.7 Pickens 503 52.1 
Dillon 282 77.1 Richland 1,256 40.7 
Dorchester 804 67.8 Saluda 67 35.6 
Edgefield 92 37.5 Spartanburg 1,020 41.4 
Fairfield 18 7.3 Sumter 436 37.2 
Florence 1,008 75.1 Union 305 107.9 
Georgetown 423 72.1 Williamsburg 209 46.2 
Greenville 1,621 44.8 York 1,577 90.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: DJJ Annual Statistical Report FY 2005-06. 
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The number of juvenile cases referred to  
South Carolina solicitors in FY 06 decreased 1.5% 
 from FY 05.  Since 1983, the number of 
referrals has increased 135.8%. 
 
            REFERRALS TO THE SOLICITOR 

 Change From 
Fiscal Year Cases Referred Prior Year 
 
1983 10,948  
1984 11,127 +16.4% 
1985 12,507 +12.4% 
1986 16,436 +31.4% 
1987 16,382 -0.3% 
1988 17,856 +9.0% 
1989 18,821 +5.4% 
1990 19,435 +3.3% 
1991 21,608 +11.2% 
1992 22,883 +5.9% 
1993 22,505 -1.7% 
1994 24,767 +10.1% 
1995 26,246 +6.0% 
1996 26,276 +0.1% 
1997 27,690 +5.4% 
1998 28,057 +1.3% 
1999 29,670 +5.7% 
2000 28,969 -2.4% 
2001 29,062 +0.3% 
2002 28,550 -1.8% 
2003 29,031 +1.7% 
2004 27,328 -5.9% 
2005 26,213 -4.1% 
2006 25,820 -1.5% 

Sources: SC Dept. of Youth Services Annual Statistical Reports; DJJ Annual  
Statistical Reports. 
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(3) Number of cases handled informally (nonpetitioned) and formally (petitioned) by gender, 
      race, and type of disposition (e.g., diversion, probation, commitment, residential treatment). 
 
 
                              Family Court Judicial Dispositions in Juvenile Cases 
                                                                  FY 2007/08 
 

The Family Court disposed of 8,415 juvenile cases during FY 2007/08.  Probation 
 was the primary disposition in 61 percent of the cases.   
 
 
 
 
Source: DJJ Annual Statistical Report FY 2007-08 
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Ten Most Frequent Offenses Associated 
with Dispositions of Probation 
FY 2007/2008 

 
 

Rank 
 
Offense 

# of  Cases
(n=2,733) 

% of All Probation 
(N=5,075) 

1 Disturbing School 460 9% 
2 Probation Violation (Category V) 349 7% 
3 Simple Assault and  Battery 349 7% 
4 Contempt of Court (Status Offense) 313 6% 
5 Aggravated Assault and Battery 217 4% 
6 Simple Possession of Marijuana 204 4% 
7 Burglary 2nd Degree (Non-violent) 195 4% 
8 Incorrigibility* 179 4% 
9 Carrying Weapon on School Grounds 179 4% 

10 Probation Violation (Category VI) 146 3% 
 
The ten offenses listed above accounted for 50 percent of all probation dispositions 
during FY 2007/08.   In all, more than 180 individual offenses were associated with  
dispositions of probation.  Other offenses that occurred frequently in association with  
probation were probation violation category III offenses (142) and shoplifting (113).  
 
*Status offenses are offenses that can be charged only against juveniles including truancy, runaway,  
and incorrigibility. 
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Community Case Services 
FY 2007/2008 
 
 
Processing of Juvenile Cases* Number
 
     Juvenile cases forwarded to the solicitor 23,826
     Diverted or dismissed at intake level 15,729
     Dismissed or acquitted at judicial level 457
     School attendance ordered by Family Court 525
     Probation ordered by Family Court 5,075

 
Community Support Services 
 
     Interstate Compact: 
     Probation/parole transferred to South Carolina 217
     Probation /parole transferred to other states 205
     Runaways returned to South Carolina 46
     Runaways returned to other states 45
     Total 513

 
     Community-based Residential Services: 
     Admitted to DJJ-operated group homes 56
     Admitted to marine/wilderness programs as an alternative to 
          commitment to DJJ  177
     Transferred to community residential programs following  
          commitment to DJJ 845
     Placed with multi-agency and other contractual providers 586
     Total 1,664

 
Community Case Management 
 
     Number on probation or parole at close of FY 07-08 4,852
     Juveniles released to the community in FY 07-08 1,923
 
 
 
 
*Excludes those cases pending at the solicitor and judicial levels, certain administrative actions,  
General Sessions Court cases (juveniles tried as adults), and parole revocations. 
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Juvenile Restitution Orders* 
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In keeping with its commitment to the principles of balanced and restorative justice,  
restitution and other forms of offender accountability continue to receive strong  
emphasis within the DJJ. DJJ offers services responsive to victim, community, and  
offender needs. 
 
Both the Family Court and the Juvenile Parole Board may impose restitution in the  
form of community service or monetary reparation.   
 
During FY 2007/08, juveniles were ordered to pay $678,800 in restitution and to  
perform 59,761 hours of community service.   
 

• Restitution and community service that result from juvenile participation in diversion programs such  
• as Arbitration and in-custody Balanced and Restorative Justice projects are not included in these  
• figures. 
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Solicitor Decisions in Juvenile Cases 
 
FY 2007/08 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Solicitors diverted, dismissed, or did not prosecute 57% of juvenile cases in fiscal  
year 2007-2008.  Forty-two percent (43%) of these cases moved forward to the  
Family Court based on decisions to prosecute or issue rule to show cause petitions. 
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Temporary commitments to residential evaluation centers have decreased  
significantly (19 percent), as suspended and final commitments to DJJ custody have  
risen slightly (2 percent) between 2004 and 2008. 
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Ten Most Frequent Offenses Associated with  
Suspended and Final Commitments 
 
FY 2007/08 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 Probation Violation Category V 271 13% 
2 Contempt of Court (Criminal Offense) 138 7% 
3 Probation Violation Category III 130 6% 
4 Probation Violation Category II 118 6% 
5 Probation Violation Category VI 115 6% 
6 Contempt of Court (Status Offense) 99 5% 
7 Simple Assault and Battery 80 4% 
8 Aggravated Assault and Battery 68 3% 
9 Burglary 2nd Degree (Non-violent) 60 3% 
10 Incorrigibility* 46 2% 

 
Technical violations of probation or parole and contempt of court cases collectively accounted for a  
significant proportion of suspended and final commitments to DJJ (46 percent), with four categories  
of probation violations dominating the “top ten” list.  The top ten offenses included one status offense,  
incorrigibility (46 occurrences).  In all more than 150 individual offenses were associated with  
commitments to DJJ.  Another frequently associated offense was simple possession of marijuana with  
38 occurrences. 
 
*Status offenses are offenses that can be charged only against juveniles including truancy, runaway, and  
incorrigibility. 
 
 
                                          
 
  Average Daily Populations 
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                                                  FY 2003/04 through FY 2007/08 

The primary function of regional evaluation centers is to provide comprehensive  
diagnostic services to the Family Court for adjudicated juvenile offenders prior to  
final disposition of cases.  The average daily population in DJJ’s three regional  
facilities for evaluation purposes was at a five-year low in 2007-2008.  Evaluation  
Centers also house the admissions process in which juveniles committed to DJJ at  
disposition are classified and placed into facilities or community-based residential  
programs.  These numbers are included in the “Suspended and Final Commitment  
Population” below.  
 

A variety of residential programs, ranging from community-based options to the  
institutional facility accommodate youth in DJJ custody based on suspended and  
final commitment orders by the courts.  The average daily population of committed  
juveniles has decreased 18 percent since the baseline year of 2003/04. 
 
Distribution of DJJ Juveniles in Residential Beds 
Fiscal Year 2007-2008 (n=1,375) 
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On any given day DJJ is responsible for nearly 1,400 juveniles in residential beds.   
This includes a mix of youth in DJJ custody based on suspended and final  
commitment orders and youth receiving supervision/services in the community that  
need temporary placement. Fifty-six percent of these youth are in hardware secure  
beds (DJJ’s Detention Center, Evaluation Centers, and Long-term Facility), while  
the remainder reside in community based staff-secure placements or foster care. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Suspended and Final Commitments and Average Daily Populations 
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A v e r a g e  D a i ly  P o p u la tio n  in  C o m m itm e n t P r o g r a m s
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A 10-Year Retrospective 

These graphs compare suspended/final commitments to DJJ custody and average  
daily population in 2007-2008 to the levels that existed five and ten years ago.  The  
number of commitments held steady the last decade at approximately 2000 a year.   
The reduction in average daily population over the period is indicative of a shorter  
average length of stay for  juveniles in DJJ custody.  This resulted from the increase  
in the use of short term determinate sentencing, and from measures introduced by  
DJJ to allow good behavior credit in appropriate cases, as well as to credit juveniles  
with time spent in secure custody prior to final disposition. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following charts are taken from South Carolina Criminal and Juvenile Justice Trends 2007,  
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prepared by the SCDPS Statistical Analysis Center. 
 
Probation was the most common disposition in  
South Carolina's family courts during FY 06,  
59% of juvenile cases resulted in probation  
supervision. 
 
JUDICIAL DISPOSITIONS IN FAMILY COURT 
                                      FY 06 
 
Disposition                       Percentage 
 
Dismissed 5% 
DJJ Commitment 20% 
Other  11% 
Probation 59% 
School Order 5% 
Total 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: DJJ Annual Statistical Report FY 2005-06.    
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Admissions to DJJ correctional facilities  
increased 4.6% from FY 05 to FY 06.  Since  
FY 79, admissions have increased  
128.8%. 
 
              INSTITUTIONAL ADMISSIONS 
  
  Change From 
Fiscal Year Admissions Prior Year 
 
1979 853 
1980  825 -3.3% 
1981  876 +6.2% 
1982 743 -15.2% 
1983 776 +4.4% 
1984 709 -8.6% 
1985 730 +3.0% 
1986 799 +9.5% 
1987 866 -8.4% 
1988 697 -19.5% 
1989 847 +21.5%  
1990  888 +4.8% 
1991 1,006 +13.3% 
1992  997 -0.9% 
1993 1,022 +2.5% 
1994 994 -2.7% 
1995 1,071 +7.7% 
1996 1,116 +4.2% 
1997 1,741 +56.0% 
1998 1,999 +14.8% 
1999 2,008 +0.5% 
2000 1,919 -4.4% 
2001 1,922 +0.2% 
2002 1,999 +4.0% 
2003 2,109 +5.5% 
2004 1,977 -6.3% 
2005 1,867 -5.6% 
2006 1,952 +4.6% 
 
Sources: SC Dept. of Youth Services Annual Statistical Reports; DJJ Annual  Statistical Reports.
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(4) Number of delinquent and status offenders admitted, by gender and race, to juvenile 
detention facilities and adult jails and lockups (if applicable). 
 

Juvenile Detention Admissions   
 Pre- and Post- Adjudication   

 
 FY 2003/04 through FY 2007/08 

 
 
 

 
 
Admissions to detention have decreased by 2 percent over the last five years.  Black 
males comprised 51 percent of admissions in FY 2007/08, white males 23 percent, 
black females 13 percent, and white females 9 percent.  The remaining four percent 
consisted of other males and females.  A total of 2,532 juveniles (55 percent of all 
detentions) entered the detention center operated by the Department of Juvenile 
Justice. 
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Ten Most Frequent Offenses Associated with Juvenile Detention  
 

FY 2007/08 

 
 

Rank Offense 
# of Cases 
(n=1,526) 

% All Detention Cases 
(n=4,617) 

1 Simple Assault and Battery 335 7% 
2 Burglary 2nd Degree (Non-Violent)  193 4% 
3 Aggravated Assault and Battery 163 4% 
4 Runaway* 154 3% 
5 Disturbing School 149 3% 
6 Simple Assault 125 3% 
7 Burglary 1st Degree 100 2% 
8 Probation Violation (Category V) 89 2% 
9 Incorrigibility* 74 2% 

10 Public Disorderly Conduct 72 2% 
10 Resisting Arrest 72 2% 

 
In FY 2007/08, the eleven offenses listed above accounted for a third of all juvenile 
detentions in the state.  The top eleven includes two *status offenses (Runaway and 
Incorrigibility). In all, there were more than 200 individual offenses for which juveniles 
were detained.   
 
*Status offenses are offenses that can be charged only against juveniles including truancy, runaway, and    
incorrigibility. 
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APPENDIX TABLE I
     JUVENILES DETAINED (PRE and POST ADJUDICATORY) by COUNTY/JURISDICTION

FY 2007/2008

COUNTY/JURISDICTION JUVENILES DETAINED PERCENT of TOTAL
Abbeville 14 0%
Aiken 90 2%
Allendale 48 1%
Anderson 152 3%
Bamberg 16 0%
Barnwell 29 1%
Beaufort 53 1%
Berkeley 118 3%
Calhoun 3 0%
Charleston 807 17%
Cherokee 14 0%
Chester 49 1%
Chesterfield 11 0%
Clarendon 8 0%
Colleton 68 1%
Darlington 117 3%
Dillon 30 1%
Dorchester 91 2%
Edgefield 22 0%
Fairfield 30 1%
Florence 58 1%
Georgetown 20 0%
Greenville 656 14%
Greenwood 63 1%
Hampton 43 1%
Horry 202 4%
Jasper 38 1%
Kershaw 46 1%
Lancaster 93 2%
Laurens 44 1%
Lee 9 0%
Lexington 86 2%
McCormick 7 0%
Marion 44 1%
Marlboro 17 0%
Newberry 16 0%
Oconee 30 1%
Orangeburg 68 1%
Pickens 86 2%
Richland 202 4%
Saluda 10 0%
Spartanburg 737 16%
Sumter 38 1%
Union 29 1%
Williamsburg 15 0%
York 190 4%
Other Jurisdiction 0 0%
TOTAL 4,617 100%  
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(5) Other social, economic, legal, and organizational conditions considered relevant to 
      delinquency prevention programming. 

 
 

Population Profiles over a 10-Year Span 
FY 2007/08 

 
 % Change 

FY 1999 FY 2004 FY 2008 FY '99 – 2008
 

Cases to the Solicitor 29,670 27,328 23,826 -20% 
Black 54% 56% 58% 
White 45% 42% 39% 
Other 1% 2% 3% 

   
Male 68% 68% 70% 
Female 32% 32% 30% 

   
Residential Evaluations 2,734 2,188 1,778 -35% 
Black 57% 60% 61% 
White 42% 38% 36% 
Other 1% 2% 3% 

   
Male 76% 75% 79% 
Female 24% 25% 21% 

   
Average Daily Population in Evaluation 
Centers 

246 209 181 -26% 

   
Suspended and Final Commitments 2,008 1,977 2,024 1% 
Black 61% 62% 62% 
White 38% 37% 35% 
Other 1% 1% 3% 

   
Male 74% 76% 77% 
Female 26% 24% 23% 

   
Average Daily Population in Commitment 
Programs 

1,100 888 729 -34% 

 
 
This chart presents the juvenile offender population at three points in time and at three 
levels within the juvenile justice system. The increase in suspended and final 
commitments to DJJ custody paired with the decline in average daily population 
indicates more youth coming into custody situations, but staying a shorter amount of 
time. 
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African-American Representation in the Juvenile Justice Systems of 
South Carolina and the United States 

 

 
Source:  South Carolina data retrieved from SC Department of Public Safety (2005-06 DMC Matrix Data) and SC Department of 
Juvenile Justice 2005-06 Annual Statistical Report.  United States Data from “And Justice for Some, 2007” – National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency; Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 2006 National Report. 
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Summary: Relative Rate Index Compared with White Juveniles         
     Reporting Period    July / 2007     

State : South Carolina                                 
through   June  / 
2008     

County: Statewide         

  

Black or 
African-
American

Hispanic 
or Latino Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian 
or other 
Pacific 
Islanders 

American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 

Other/ 
Mixed 

All 
Minorities

2. Juvenile Arrests  2.50 * * * * 1.70 2.45 
3. Refer to Juvenile Court 0.96 * * * * 1.07 0.96 
4. Cases Diverted  1.02 * * * * 0.94 1.02 
5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.38 * * * * 1.67 1.39 
6. Cases Petitioned 1.06 * * * * 1.21 1.07 
7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 0.90 * * * * 0.81 0.90 
8. Cases resulting in Probation Placement 1.03 * * * * 1.14 1.03 
9. Cases Resulting in Confinement in 
Secure    Juvenile Correctional Facilities  1.23 * * * * 1.06 1.22 

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court  ** * * * * ** ** 
Group meets 1% threshold? Yes No No No No Yes   
          
release 10/30/05               

Key:    

Statistically significant results:  
Bold 
font  

Results that are not statistically 
significant  Regular font 
Group is less than 1% of the youth population *  
Insufficient number of cases for 
analysis  **  
Missing data for some element of calculation ---  
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South Carolina’s general population in age categories corresponding to eligibility for the juvenile 
justice system is 38 percent African-American.   Therefore, any juvenile justice population in 
which the African-Americans comprise more than 38 percent is disproportionate to their 
representation in the general population.  Overrepresentation of African-Americans is evidenced 
at several critical junctures in South Carolina’s juvenile justice system including all juvenile 
arrests, arrests for violent crime, delinquency cases before the family courts, detention, and 
juveniles in residential placement.  The degree of African-American overrepresentation is 
consistent with national figures.  The national figures, while dated, remain the most recent 
available.  According to relative rate index (RRI) data for the period of July 2007 to June 2008, 
the statewide RRI for Blacks is 0.96 for referral to juvenile court, 1.38 for secure detention and 
1.23 for secure commitment.  At all other phases of the system, Blacks are underrepresented or 
the data are not statistically significant.  Of the four counties selected for RRI analysis, two had 
high RRI rates for referral and detention (detention rates: Spartanburg, 1.56; Greenville, 1.68).  
 

 Analysis conducted by the University of South Carolina’s Institute for Families in 
Society on the Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) issue was completed in 
December 2004. Results indicate that across the four cohorts studied (n=66,537), the 
juvenile’s legal history was the most important determinant of outcome. High numbers 
of prior detentions increased the likelihood of being detained for the current referral, 
and high numbers of prior commitments increased the chance of being committed 
again.  

 
 After factoring out the influence of age, gender and legal history, minority youth were 

approximately 1.2 times more likely to be detained and committed than white youth, 
but white youth were more likely to be prosecuted than minority youth. Location of 
referral county made a significant difference in the likelihood of being detained. Youth 
from urban settings had a greater probability of detention than those from rural 
counties. After controlling for socioeconomic factors such as educational status, living 
arrangements, history of family delinquency, and family income the following results 
were noted: not being at a normal education level and not living with both parents 
influenced the probability of secure confinement, no disparity existed between minority 
youth and white youth at pre-trial detention in all four cohorts, and no disparity existed 
at R&E in three of the four cohorts. White youth were more likely to be prosecuted in 
all four cohorts, but minority youth were more likely to be committed in two of the four 
cohorts studied.  

 
 Gender did not show a consistent pattern across analysis. The only instance where 

females had statistically significant finding was in the year 2000 data set, at the 
prosecution stage. Females were slightly more likely to be prosecuted than were males 
in this one data set (0.08%) 

 
 The following conclusions are quoted directly from a secondary analysis of DMC that 

included extra legal variables related to school status, family income, history of family 
delinquency, and living arrangements:   

 
It is important to note that this secondary analysis consisted of a very different 
population from the primary analysis because of the large numbers of missing data. In 
the secondary analysis, the number of cases was significantly reduced (1/3-1/2 
depending on the cohort and the decision point).  In addition to less cases being 
analyzed, the smaller data sets have a noticeable increase in the numbers of minorities 
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and in the numbers of males.  Further, the population is older, with more involved legal 
histories (i.e., higher number of prior referrals, more serious current offenses, increased 
prior detentions, increased prior referrals to residential evaluations, and increased 
number of prior commitments). The more involved legal histories would be expected to 
reduce the disparities found in the primary analysis (e.g., less discretion is available in 
decisions to detain and in sentencing when charges are more severe.) In fact, the 
findings in the secondary study do reveal less disparity.  With the addition of the extra-
legal variables, no disparity existed between minority youth and white youth at pre-trial 
detention. In the primary analysis, however, minority youth were more likely to be 
detained. White youth continued to be more likely to be prosecuted. No disparity was 
found in three of the data sets related to dispositions of residential evaluations.  
However, in one data set white youth were more likely to be sent to R & E.  Minorities 
were more likely to be committed for two of the four cohorts.  In the secondary 
analysis, the four extra-legal variables had the most influence at the prosecution and 
residential evaluation decision points. Across the decision points, not being at a normal 
education level and not living with both parents were the two extra-legal variables that 
were significant most often.  
 

State Priority Juvenile Justice Needs/Problem Statements 
    
Secure juvenile detention is the most pressing problem in South Carolina’s juvenile justice 
system and it will be the focus of the state’s efforts and funding, both Formula and Juvenile 
Accountability Block Grant, for the next three years.  The issue involves misuse of 
detention (for minor and status offenses), overuse (excessive lengths of stay due to case 
backlogs, paperwork, and poor communication), and a lack of a continuum of alternatives 
that can bridge the gap between secure detention and release to parents/guardians.   

  
The magnitude of the problem is best illustrated by reviewing detention statistics at the 
county level.  Twenty of the 46 counties securely detained more than 50 juveniles in 
FY2007-2008.  Of 4,617 juveniles detained statewide, the highest number (807, or 17 
percent), was in Charleston County.  Spartanburg County had the second highest number 
(737, or 16 percent).  Five counties (Charleston, Greenville, Horry, Richland, and 
Spartanburg) accounted for 2604, or 56 percent of the total.  Spartanburg and Charleston 
also had the highest detention rates, which were 30 and 28, respectively (Allendale County 
had a higher rate of 41, but only detained a total of 48 youth).  The types of offenses for 
which youth were detained were often minor.    
 
The consequences of the misuse and overuse of secure detention, as well as the lack of 
alternatives, are serious.  Secure facilities in the state are overcrowded, placing a burden 
primarily on the SCDJJ facility located in Columbia.  DJJ’s Detention Center had a drop in 
the daily population of 105 during FY 2007-08.  However, detention rates still exceed the 
Center’s design capacity of 72 beds.  Of a total of 4,617 youth detained statewide in State 
Fiscal Year 2007/08, SCDJJ’s facility held 2,532.  The Charleston County Juvenile 
Detention Center is also overcrowded – with a capacity of 20, its average daily population 
ranges from 22 to 36.  Studies have shown that secure detention increases the likelihood 
that a youth will be securely committed after adjudication.  This issue is more pressing 
because DMC in South Carolina is present at the detention and commitment phases of the 
system, not at referral or prosecution; black youth are more affected than white youth.  
According to relative rate index (RRI) data for the period of July 2007 to June 2008, the 
statewide RRI for Blacks is 1.38 for secure detention and 1.23 for secure commitment.  At 
all other phases of the system, Blacks are underrepresented or the data are not statistically 
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significant.  Of the four counties selected for RRI analysis, two had high RRI rates for 
detention (detention rates: Spartanburg, 1.56; Greenville, 1.68).   
 
In addition to negatively impacting DMC and overcrowding, detention practices are 
causing the state to be noncompliant with the Jail Removal requirement.  In the 2007 
Compliance Monitoring Report, South Carolina had 95 violations of the DSO requirement, 
a rate of 9.25 (25 of these violations were detention related) and 1,089 Jail Removal 
violations, a rate of 112.49, all of which were detention related.  Greenville County, 
through JABG subgrant funding and a considerable amount of local match, was 
constructing a 48-bed Juvenile Detention Facility.  The operation of this facility would 
have enabled the state to regain compliance with the Jail Removal requirement.  This is no 
longer being built due to severe state and local budget cuts, but SCDC and SCDPS will 
continue to work with organizations in Greenville County to develop alternative programs 
to reduce the number of youth in this facility.    

 
The number of youth detained has decreased by 2% over the last 5 years, even as the 
number of juvenile cases to the solicitor has decreased by 13% and the violent crime rate 
has remained relatively constant.  The number of females in secure detention is also a 
concern.  Although the rate of females involved in the juvenile justice system has stabilized 
in the past 5 years, representing 30% of referrals and 23% of final commitments in 
FY2008, females comprise 22% of youth in secure detention facilities and a very high 
proportion of runaways.  According to the Relative Rate Index (RRI) African American 
youth have statistically higher rates occurring at arrest (2.44), detention (1.30) and 
commitment to DJJ custody (1.14).        

 
Custody and detention are governed by state statute 20-7, Subarticle 7.  A youth is eligible 
for detention if the situation meets the criteria of Section 20-7-7210, Subsection B (see 
attached page 3), and the youth cannot be supervised adequately at home or in a less secure 
program or setting.  Although juvenile detention is primarily handled at the state level, the 
decision to detain is made at the local level, and by state statute, local law enforcement 
officers make the decision to detain.  New state detention regulations (as of August 2007) 
prohibit county facilities from holding status offenders for any length of time.  Therefore 
the DJJ Detention facility is the only one in the state that may hold status offenders.  

 
Existing secure juvenile detention facilities: 
Juvenile Detention Centers 

Richland County:  capacity of 32  
SCDJJ (Columbia):  capacity of 132 
Charleston County: capacity of 20 

48-hour secure juvenile holdovers  
York:  capacity of 5, ADP of 5 
Greenville: capacity of 43, ADP of 11 
Myrtle Beach: capacity of 16, ADP of 12 
Liberty:  capacity of 8, ADP of 2 

6-hour juvenile holding facilities 
27 locally operated throughout the state 

 
One root of the detention problem is a lack of alternatives.  Secure detention is the 
preferred, and in most cases, the only available option.  Instead of a range of available 
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detention options, detention is currently a “yes” or “no” question in South Carolina.  The 
existing continuum of sanctions is very limited: 

 33 hardware secure facilities  
 2 JRI (Jail Removal Initiative) facilities with very limited beds available for detention 
 75 homeguard units and 128 passive GPS units are available at SCDJJ; 75% of the units 
are presently in use  

  
A parent or guardian’s unavailability, inability to adequately supervise and monitor their 
child, or frustration with their child also plays a large role in the decision by law 
enforcement or a judge to securely detain a youth.  In addition, many law enforcement 
officers do not have the time or the willingness to locate a parent, guardian, or other elative 
or responsible adult when one is not readily available or suitable.  This issue 
disproportionately affects minority youth.  With the addition of socio-economic variables 
to USC’s DMC study, it found that although minority status itself was not predictive of 
pretrial detention, not being at a normal education level and not living with both parents 
were the two variables that were significant most often of the extra-legal variables that 
were analyzed.   

 
A third factor that contributes to the detention issue regards procedures, training and 
education at the local level.  The detention decision process varies by jurisdiction and 
determining factors may include a combination of officer discretion, departmental policy, 
DJJ recommendation, judicial order, and solicitor’s office policy.  More education and 
assistance are needed at the local level and within the private sector to expand nonsecure 
and staff secure alternatives so that law enforcement and the judiciary will be less inclined 
to assume that secure detention is the only viable option.  Further, an easy-to-use, objective 
risk assessment instrument to assist law enforcement in making the detention decision is 
not currently available.  
 
In summary, the selection of Alternatives to Detention as the priority problem ensures that 
the underlying issues of DSO, Jail Removal, and DMC will be effectively addressed.  Data 
indicate that South Carolina’s problems with these three issues stem from the overuse, 
misuse, and lack of alternatives for secure detention.  

  
3. Plan for Compliance With the First Three Core Requirements of the JJDP Act and the 

State’s Compliance Monitoring Plan 
 
On November 10, 2004 South Carolina was found to have regained compliance with the 
deinstitutionalization of status offenders (DSO) requirement of Section 223 (a)(11) of the 
JJDP Act. Although found in compliance with DSO, South Carolina was found noncompliant 
with the Jail Removal requirement of Section 223 (a)(13). The FFY2009 Formula grant 
allocation, as well as the JABG allocation, will address noncompliance with Jail Removal 
through the development of alternatives to secure detention and the improvement of 
procedures and the decision-making processes.  This focus on detention reform will also have 
a positive impact on the DSO and DMC.  

 
A.  Plan for Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO) 

 
In FY2008, 244 status offenders (an increase of 194 percent from FY2007) were securely 
detained in violation of both state law and the JJDP Act (49 held in adult jails and lockups 
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and 195 held for too long in juvenile detention centers).  The Plan to improve the rate of 
compliance in the detention phase of the system is as follows: 
 The Department of Corrections and SCDPS will continue to monitor and train detention 

facility staff and law enforcement to ensure that they are aware of state law concerning 
status offender detention.  Each secure facility will be site monitored at least once per 
year, with additional training and monitoring to be provided as needed. 

 Alternatives to secure detention is the funding priority for the next three years, and 
solicitations will be issued in both the Formula and JABG funding streams for the 
development of these alternatives. 

 
In FY2008, 36 status offenders (an increase of 200 percent from FY2007) were committed to 
secure institutions in violation of the JJDP Act.  The Plan to improve the rate of compliance 
in the commitment phase of the system is as follows: 
 Alternatives to secure detention is the funding priority for the next three years, and 

solicitations will be issued in both the Formula and JABG funding streams for the 
development of these alternatives.  Because research studies indicate that secure 
detention increases the likelihood of secure commitment, a reduction in the number of 
status offenders securely detained would be expected to reduce the number who are 
securely committed.   

 When status offenders are sentenced to the custody of DJJ, DJJ places them in an 
alternative, nonsecure setting with 45 beds located in Aiken.  It also utilizes five 
nonsecure Wilderness Camps and multi-agency nonsecure group homes throughout the 
state.   

 The South Carolina Department of Education (SCDOE) has developed a status offender 
task force which will be examining several key issues relating to youth including 
increasing the compulsory attendance law, the dropout age and issues relating to the 
disturbing schools law. 

 The South Carolina Center for Truancy and Dropout Prevention (SCCTD) has developed 
a truancy and dropout prevention searchable on-line data base that includes effective 
tools, strategies and available services and resources.  The center has provided technical 
assistance and training to over 600 school personnel in developing research-based and 
cultural sensitive truancy and dropout prevention programs and strategies.  This will be 
continually updated.  

 The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) has 
increased the capacity of local communities to develop community- based evaluations for 
truants by increasing the number of school-based mental health counselors to improve 
comprehensive health, behavior and school attendance.   

 Although judges are now utilizing a new court order format which incorporates the 
language needed to comply with the JJDP Act’s definition of a “valid court order”, orders 
that were issued before this change cannot be revised.  If a 16-year-old status offender 
violates an older order that was issued when they were seven years old, this order is not 
eligible for the Valid Court Order exception.  Thus, a number of these older court orders 
will cause violations for up to 10 years after the implementation of the new court orders.   

 
        B.  Plan for Separation of Juveniles From Adult Offenders  

 
South Carolina has achieved full compliance with the requirements of Section 223(a)(12), 
and assures that adequate plans and resources are available to maintain full compliance. 
Separation of juveniles from adult offenders is a matter not only of state law, but is included 
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in the South Carolina Constitution.  The Department of Corrections and SCDPS monitor each 
secure facility at least once annually for compliance. 

 
The state assures that detention staff who work in collocated juvenile detention facilities are 
required to be trained and certified to work with juveniles.  Per South Carolina’s Minimum 
Standards for Local Detention Facilities prepared by South Carolina Department of 
Corrections, “Before assignment to custodial or supervisory duties, all custodial and 
supervisory personnel shall satisfactorily complete a pre-service course of not less than 
sixteen (16) hours of training.  Training materials, to include but not limited to, lesson plans, 
audio-visual aids, and testing instruments, both generic as well as specific to juvenile 
detention, shall be approved by the South Carolina Law Enforcement Training Council 
[Criminal Justice Academy] according to criteria developed and approved by the Council.”  
The Criminal Justice Academy (CJA) in Columbia, the state’s law enforcement training 
facility, may provide this training periodically upon request and also reviews and approves 
such curricula developed by CJA-certified training officers at local law enforcement 
agencies.  The current lesson plan, as developed by the Myrtle Beach Police Department and 
approved by CJA, is 40 hours in length and includes the following topics: Juvenile Rights, 
Leadership Roles, Interpersonal Sensitivity, Behavior Management, Adolescent 
Development, Behavioral Observation, Basic Health Care, Managing Mentally Disordered 
Youth, Suicide Prevention, Conflict Resolution, and Effective Communication, and Local 
Juvenile Trends.  A copy of this curriculum is available to other jurisdictions and is on file at 
SCDPS. 

 
The state further assures that detained juveniles who have been transferred or waived are 
moved to an adult facility as soon as they reach age 17.  Juveniles who have been convicted 
as adults prior to the age of 17 are committed to DJJ custody until age 17, when they are 
transferred to the Department of Corrections.  While at DJJ, these youth are kept in a separate 
facility which is sight and sound separated. 

 
 C. Plan for Removal of Juveniles From  Adult Jails and Lockups  
 

One facility, York County, has been granted an exception by OJJDP to this requirement 
because it is in the Charlotte, NC Metropolitan Statistical Area.  All facilities in the state 
utilize the transfer or waiver exception.  Facilities that utilize the six-hour hold exception are 
as follows: Anderson County, Aynor, Batesburg, Chesnee, Clemson, Dorchester County, 
Easley, Florence County, Fort Mill, Fountain Inn, Georgetown County, Greenville County, 
Holly Hill, Honea Path, Iva, Horry County, Lake City, Laurens, Mauldin, Myrtle Beach, 
Ninety-Six, North Myrtle Beach, Rock Hill, Simpsonville, Spartanburg County, Travelers 
Rest, Whitmire, Williamsburg County, Williamston.  In CY2008, the state had 898 Jail 
Removal violations. 
 Four were in the Myrtle Beach facility. 
 894 were in the Greenville County facility.  Greenville County, through JABG subgrant 

funding and a considerable amount of local match, was constructing a 48-bed Juvenile 
Detention Facility.  The operation of this facility would have enabled the state to regain 
compliance with the Jail Removal requirement.  This is no longer being built due to 
severe state and local budget cuts, but SCDC and SCDPS will continue to work with 
organizations in Greenville County to develop alternative programs to reduce the number 
of youth in this facility. 
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 Alternatives to secure detention is a funding priority for the next three years, and 
solicitations will be issued in both the Formula and JABG funding streams for the 
development of these alternatives. 
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D. Plan for Compliance Monitoring for the First Three Core Requirements of the 

JJDP Act 
 
(1) Policy and Procedures 
      (See attached SC Compliance Monitoring Policy and Procedure Manual) 
 
(2) Monitoring Authority 

  
All licensed juvenile detention centers, six-hour holdovers, and forty-eight hour 
holdovers are monitored at least once annually.  Often staff from the South Carolina 
Department of Corrections (SCDC) will accompany the Compliance Monitor on the 
physical sight visit.  SCDC’s Division of Inspections is the state agency that has statutory 
authority to inspect, license, cite, and close secure facilities statewide.  During site visits, 
the Compliance Monitor  reviews all juvenile records that list the entry and release dates, 
times, and offenses of each juvenile to look for any violations of the DSO, Separation, 
and Jail Removal core requirements as well as to verify the security level.  However, the 
Compliance Monitor has no state statutory authority to penalize facilities for violations.  
If a violation should occur, it would be reported to SCDC for penalization if required.  
The director of the SCDC Division of Inspections, Blake Taylor, is also an active 
member of the GJJAC.  GJJAC members are encouraged to accompany the Compliance 
Monitor on site visits. 

 
3)   Monitoring Timeline 
 

Policy Month Who What 
CM Barriers and 
Strategies 

 
End of Year 
Discuss at last GJJAC 
meeting. 

Compliance 
Monitor 
OJP Manager 
GJJAC 

Prepare end of year reports 
Prepare materials for Council meeting 
Discuss at Council meeting/Include in Minutes 

1.2 
Leg/Adm. 
Compliance 
Violation Reporting 
Procedures 

 
January – December 
On-Going All Year 

 
Compliance 
Monitor 

Receive and investigate compliance violation 
reports 
Send out CV Forms 
Prepare Compliance Violation Report 
 

1.3 
Description of the  
Required CM Tasks 

 
December – January 
Prior to writing CM 
Grant 

 
Compliance 
Monitor 

Monitoring planning begins. 
Plans finalized in the grant application to 
Council. 
Application reviewed at last GJJAC meeting. 

1.3 
Description of the  
Required CM Tasks 

 
December 

 
Compliance 
Monitor 

Begin annual compliance monitoring cycle. 
 

2.1 
Identification of the 
Monitoring 
Universe  

 
Begin in October 
End no later than 
December 

 
SCDC 
Inspector 

Begin the Identification of the Monitoring 
Universe update. 
Call agency contacts. 
Documentation in Compliance Monitoring 
Universe Notebook. 
 

2.2 
Classification of the  
Monitoring 
Universe 

January – December 
Begin formal process in 
October, 
End no later than 
December; however 
Classification is on-

 
SCDC 
Inspector 

Classification is an on-going process.  Initial 
classification will be conducted in  
coordination with Identification.  Classification 
Will be confirmed during on-site inspections. 
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going.  
2.3 
Inspection of 
Facilities 

 
January – December 
On-Going All Year 

 
OJP 
Compliance 
Monitor 

Inspection of facilities is an on-going process 
which occurs throughout the monitoring year. 
Initial list developed in July. Added to 
throughout the year.  
 

2.4 
Data Collection and 
Data 
Verification 

January – December 
Data is collected and 
verified during 
the entire monitoring 
year. 

Compliance 
Monitor 

Data collection is on-going process.  Typically, 
juvenile holding cell logs will be  
requested from all secure facilities.  Throughout 
the year logs will be reviewed onsite.  In 
December, at the close of the monitoring year, 
juvenile holding cell logs will be requested 
again.  At that time yearly data will be 
compiled.  JDC data is reviewed twice yearly:  
June and December.  It requires data review 
at the facility and data review at the courts.   
        

2.5 
Annual CM 
Monitoring  
Report 

 
March – June 
 

Compliance 
Monitor 

Data is compiled and verified.  The OJJDP 
Annual Compliance Monitoring report 
narrative is written by the OJP compliance 
Monitor and reviewed by the OJP Manager. 
 

2.5 
Annual CM 
Monitoring  
Report 

 
June 31 of each year 

Compliance 
Monitor 

Deadline for submission of the OJJDP Annual 
Compliance Monitoring Report. 
 
 

3.0 
Title V Certification 

March Compliance 
Monitor 
Title V 
Coordinator 

Compliance certification is required prior to 
receipt of a Title V application. The OJP 
compliance monitor ill provide the Title V 
coordinator with a list of facilities that are out of 
compliance.  The  OJP compliance 
 monitor will request, via letter,  
Compliance Plans from all facilities not in 
compliance and will provide copies of those 
plans to the OJP manager and Title V 
Coordinator.  
 

Update P/P Manual January – May Compliance 
Monitor 

Update P/P Manual to reflect changes in 
legislation or Procedures. 

DMC January – December Compliance 
Monitor 

As data is collected throughout the year, data on 
race, sex and Ethnicity is also collected for 
the DMC report.  

Update Brochures, 
Handouts, Forms 

January – December Compliance 
Monitor 

Update information as needed. 

Conference 
Calendar 

January  Update annual conference calendar. 

Training and TA January – December   Provide training and TA as needed. 
Implement NA Pass 
Through 

 
January – December 

 Implement NA Pass Through, work with 
stakeholders on juvenile justice issues. 

 
4)   Violation Procedures 

SCDPS uses DJJ data to supplement detention data from local law enforcement agencies 
in order to determine DSO and Jail Removal violations.  Each   detention facility in South 
Carolina that is licensed by SCDC to securely hold juveniles sends SCDPS a monthly 
detention log of all juveniles held, which includes data on race, gender, age, offense, 
date/time in, date/time out, secure/nonsecure detention status, and to whom they were 
released.  The Compliance Monitor reviews these logs for potential DSO and Jail 
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Removal violations according to the JJDP Act.  Jail Removal only applies to secure 
facilities in SC that are not licensed as juvenile detention centers, and any juvenile log 
entry from such a facility that indicates a youth was held for over six hours is flagged as a 
violation.  There are two categories of DSO requirements: 1) juvenile detention centers, 
where status offenders may be held up to 24 hours, and 2) all other secure facilities, 
where they may never be held securely.  If the facility is classified by SCDC as a juvenile 
detention facility, any status offenders held securely over 24 hours are noted (if the 
juvenile is also charged with a non-status offense, he/she is not considered a status 
offender).  If the facility is an adult facility licensed to hold juveniles for up to 6 hours, 
any status offenders held securely over 6 hours are noted (if the juvenile is also charged 
with a non-status offense, he/she is not considered a status offender and must not have 
any physical or sustained sight or sound contact with adult offenders; both SCDC and 
SCDPS staff monitor for compliance with this).  If a suspected violation is discovered, 
the Compliance Monitor calls the facility immediately to begin an investigation.  The 
times held securely and the charge(s) are verified with detention center staff.  If the 
violation is confirmed, the facility is added to a monthly list to notify the SCDC Director 
of Inspections. 

 
5)  Barriers and Strategies  

The South Carolina Laws and Rules Affecting Youth in the Juvenile Justice System 
states in Section 20-7-72(C) that no child may be placed in secure confinement or ordered 
detained by the court in secure confinement in an adult jail or other place of detention for 
adults for more than six hours.  It also states that juveniles placed in secure confinement 
in an adult jail during this six-hour period must be confined in an area of the jail which is 
separated by sight and sound from adults similarly confined. 
 
In Section 20-7-72(E), it states that a child who is taken into custody because of a 
violation of law which would not be a criminal offense under the laws of this State if 
committed by an adult must not be placed or ordered detained in an adult detention 
facility.  State law also prohibits children ten years of age and younger from being 
incarcerated in a jail or detention facility for any reason.  “Adult jail” or other place of 
detention for adults includes a state, county, or municipal police station, law enforcement 
lockup, or holding cell. 
 
Currently, South Carolina is out of compliance with the Jail and Lockup Removal 
requirement of Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act. South Carolina’s jail removal de 
minimis rate of 96.90 is well above the minimum acceptable rate of 9 per 100,000. The 
priority funding area of Alternatives to Secure Juvenile Detention for both the JABG and 
Formula Grant programs will assist the state in regaining compliance with this mandate. 

 
     South Carolina has developed a Jail Removal issue due to increasing population densities 

and the certification of facilities as 48-hour secure juvenile holdovers.  To address the 
issue, staff from the South Carolina Department of Public Safety (DPS) and Jail 
Inspectors from the South Carolina Department of Corrections (SCDC) met with each of 
the facilities that have caused Jail Removal violations.  The two facilities, Greenville 
County and Myrtle Beach (in Horry County), are actively addressing the issue.  Horry 
County has developed the only approved juvenile detention training curriculum in the 
state and conducts this juvenile specific training for its officers as well as for officers 
from around the state.  The Myrtle Beach Police Department has made this curriculum 
available to other law enforcement and detention facilities, and a copy is on file at 
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SCDPS.  Greenville County, which accounts for the vast majority of the violations (in 
2008, 894 violations, compared to 4 in the Myrtle Beach facility),  through JABG 
subgrant funding and a considerable amount of local match, was constructing a 48-bed 
Juvenile Detention Facility.  The operation of this facility would have enabled the state to 
regain compliance with the Jail Removal requirement.  No longer being built due to 
severe state and local budget cuts; SCDC and SCDPS will continue to work with 
organizations in Greenville County to develop alternative programs to reduce the number 
of youth in this facility.  

 
6)   Definition of Terms 
 (See attached SC Compliance Monitoring Policy and Procedure Manual; section 1.4, 

page 16-23) 
  
7)   Identification of the Monitoring Universe 

The South Carolina Department of Public Safety, Office of Justice Programs 
(SCDPSOJP), is the State Planning Agency responsible for the administration of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended, Compliance 
Monitoring system. All jails, lockups, detention centers, collocated facilities, wilderness 
camps, and group homes (both residential and non-residential) that are approved to hold 
juveniles subject to government or judicial order are identified in the annually updated 
Monitoring Universe and are monitored for compliance with Section 223(a)(12)(A), (13), 
and (14) based on a priority system which places the most restrictive placements higher 
on the list. 

 
The Compliance Monitor maintains a comprehensive list of all licensed facilities that 
hold juveniles on a residential basis, such as juvenile detention centers, six-hour 
holdovers, group homes, wilderness camps, and marine institutes.  This Monitoring 
Universe is updated as the Compliance Monitor visits these facilities.  This Monitoring 
Universe is also updated annually through information from agencies such as the 
Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ), the Department of Social Services (DSS), the 
Department of Corrections (SCDC), and the Sheriff’s Association.  The information on 
the Monitoring Universe includes the name of the facility, address, city and state, zip 
code, phone number, contact person, class code and dates of the monitoring visit.  
Although OJJDP does not establish numeric standards for monitoring facilities, SCDPS 
Juvenile Justice Program policy requires that the secure facilities licensed to hold 
juveniles be monitored at least once annually.  All of this information is maintained in a 
Microsoft Excel Spreadsheet. 

 
8) Classification of Monitoring Universe 

After verification that all appropriate agencies and facilities are listed in the Monitoring 
Universe, the next step is to classify them to determine which facilities require regular 
monitoring for compliance with the JJDP Act regulations. The classification process will 
determine which facilities are secure detention or correctional facilities, adult correctional 
institutions, jails, lockups, or other types of secure or nonsecure facilities.  There are four 
categories used to determine classification of each facility: 
 public or private 
 juvenile facility, adult facility, or both 
 secure or nonsecure 
 residential or non-residential 
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SCDC is responsible by law for the monitoring and inspection of all jails, detention 
centers, and correctional facilities on an annual basis. Its Division of Inspections 
determines if a facility meets sight and sound separation requirements, certifies whether 
the facility complies with standards for detention of juveniles, and engages in data 
collection. All facilities are classified according to standards established by the American 
Correctional Association and adopted by the South Carolina Department of Corrections. 

 
 
9) Inspection of Facilities 

Inspection of facilities is necessary to ensure the following: 
 the facility is classified accurately; 
 review the record keeping system and ensure that adequate and accurate data are 

maintained in order to determine compliance with the core requirements; 
 discuss procedure for reviewing juvenile detention data and how to complete the 

monthly report; 
 build and maintain relationships with community establishments to facilitate 

continuous education about the JJDP Act regulations; and, 
 discuss juvenile issues in the community. 

 
OJJDP does not establish numeric standards for monitoring facilities, but JJ Program 
policy requires that the secure facilities licensed to hold juveniles be monitored at least 
once per year.  Standard forms developed by the JJ Programs are used to record 
information on both secure and nonsecure facilities.  These are maintained in files in the 
Compliance Monitor’s office.  OJJDP’s unwritten policy is to conduct a random sample 
of a minimum of 10% on sight facility inspections.  However, all (100%) secure facilities 
in South Carolina are monitored at least once per year. 

 
10) Data Collection and Verification 

The data collection process is crucial to establishing South Carolina’s compliance with 
the core requirements. 

 
SCDPS and DJJ have a mutual interest in reducing the incarceration rate of status 
offenders and have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding to enable SCDPS to 
audit any individual status offender and jail removal case involving secure detention or 
incarceration that may occur.  

 
To determine the exact degree of compliance of valid court orders with the                         
federal checklist and to determine the accuracy of other potential DSO violations data                         
from DJJ, DJJ provides to SCDPS a minimum of ten percent of secure juvenile 
detentions and incarcerations apparently related to status offenses to audit.  The list will 
be generated by computer on a statistically random basis and will include the DJJ 
Identification Number, Last Name, First Name, Sequence Number of Offense, Hold 
Agency, Date of Incarceration, County, Offense, and Remarks.  The list is copied into an 
Excel spreadsheet, adding columns for status offenders, race, sex, date of birth, original 
charge, sentence, notes, and whether or not the juvenile was adjudicated or in DSS 
custody at the time of the incarceration.  The spreadsheet is then sorted, first by county 
and second by last name.  Cases are noted as status offenders if adjudicated for runaway, 
truancy, incorrigibility, underage drinking, or curfew violation.  DJJ also provides a 
current list of DJJ contact people in each South Carolina county office along with fax and 
phone numbers and a Form 5 for each juvenile.  Upon request by the Compliance 
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Monitor, these local offices provide copies of petitions, rules to show cause, and court 
orders associated with each status offender incarceration to the Department of Public 
Safety.  DJJ allows SCDPS staff access to and use of the DJJ Juvenile Justice 
Management System (JJMS), as well as the opportunity to attend any JJMS-related 
trainings provided to DJJ staff.  Violations found are documented on the Detention 
Reporting Form located in the SCDPS Excel file. 

 
Using data provided by DJJ, SCDPS compares the statistical compilation to actual court 
documentation in each case to ascertain if valid court orders were used, based on the 
federal valid court order check list, from the beginning of each status offender 
incarceration and verify possible VCO violations that occurred during the specified 
period.  Accuracy of data provided by DJJ is checked by cross referencing with court 
documentation.  In addition to verifying valid court orders, this process also verifies DSO 
violations that do not involve violations of valid court orders, ensuring that only true 
status offender incarcerations are included in final numbers reported to OJJDP.  

 
4.  Plan for Compliance with the Disproportionate Minority Contact Core Requirement 
 
Phase I: Identification 
 
(1)  Updated DMC Identification Spreadsheets (Attachment 2) 
 
(2)  DMC Data Discussions 

In South Carolina, the only minorities that meet the one percent threshold are Blacks and 
Other/Mixed.  According to relative rate index (RRI) data for the period of July 2007 to June 
2008, statistically significant DMC rates occur on a statewide basis at the detention (1.39) 
and commitment (1.22) phases of the system.  The statewide RRI for Blacks is 1.38 for 
secure detention and 1.23 for secure commitment.  At all other phases of the system, Blacks 
are underrepresented or the data are not statistically significant.  Four counties were selected 
for RRI analysis, of which two (Greenville and Florence) were selected because they 
participated in the state’s DMC study several years ago and the remaining two were selected 
because they have served as DMC analysis counties (Richland and Spartanburg).  Only one 
county, Greenville, had sufficient cases of Other/Mixed youth for analysis in the remaining 
phases, and the data indicated that these youth were underrepresented.  Two counties had 
DMC at secure detention for Blacks (Spartanburg, 1.56; Greenville, 1.68).  One county had 
rates of cases petitioned for Black youth that were statistically significant (Richland, 1.05).  
Two of the four counties had statistically significant DMC at the secure commitment phase 
(Spartanburg, 1.09; Richland, 1.49).  

 
Phase II: Assessment/Diagnosis 
 
In the past two years, the rate of DMC as measured by RRI has increased at the detention stage 
statewide and in two of the focus counties (Spartanburg and Greenville).  The secure detention 
RRI increased from 1.30 to 1.38 statewide, a trend mirrored by the two counties.  The RRI for 
secure commitment increased from 1.14 to 1.23 statewide and from .92 to 1.02 in Greenville 
County, but decreased in Richland, Spartanburg, and Florence Counties (1.49, 1.09, and 
insufficient number of cases for analysis, respectively). 

 
The 2009-2011 Plan will address these data in a number of ways.  Alternatives to Detention is 
the priority funding area for both the Formula (to include Disproportionate Minority Contact, 
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Diversion, Gangs, and Juvenile Justice System Improvement) and JABG (Detention/Corrections 
Facilities) programs.  These priority areas will support the development of staff secure and 
nonsecure detention alternatives as well as supporting training and technical assistance to 
improve the detention process.  The CLO and the SC’s SAG DMC Subcommittee took the 
opportunity to provide information about DMC to School Counselors to increase their overall 
awareness.  The School Counselors were provided specifics about how to define DMC and far 
reaching effects of the DMC problem because educational disadvantages increases the risk for 
youth to become involved in the juvenile justice system.  The CLO (using JABG grant funding) 
and DJJ have developed a Risk Assessment Instrument for use by law enforcement, which will 
impact the disproportionate referral and secure detention rates.  CLO has also hired a full-time 
DMC Awareness coordinator using Formula grant funding, who will provide training to law 
enforcement, local DJJ staff, and Solicitor’s Offices.  CLO and DJJ are working with local 
jurisdictions to provide assistance in developing detention alternatives.  These efforts are 
expected to improve the rate of DMC at the referral and detention phases, improve compliance 
with Jail Removal, and improve compliance with DSO. 
 
Phase III: Intervention 
 
(1)  Progress Made in FY 2008 
During 2008, six Formula and three JABG subgrants to impact DMC were operational.  Three of 
these were diversion from court, four were prevention and early intervention, and two were state 
level initiatives, the first to increase DMC awareness, provide training and technical assistance to 
local jurisdictions, and improve policies and procedures, and the second to help communities 
develop alternatives to secure detention.  Youth in the prevention/early intervention programs 
improved their grades, attendance, decision-making skills, and behavior.  These factors continue 
to be important because of the study’s findings that after controlling for socioeconomic factors, 
DMC disappeared, and that single-parent households and education level were the most 
significant indicators.  It is anticipated to receive FY09 applications to address the DMC issue 
from Spartanburg and Greenville Counties due to the rate of DMC in these jurisdictions.  
 
The Children’s Law Center (CLC) at the University of South Carolina has implemented two 
projects that address DMC.  The first provided a full-time position to coordinate and disseminate 
information about DMC throughout the state.  DMC information has been posted on the CLC 
website that provides a variety of information relative to DMC issues.  The DMC Project Fact 
Sheet has been revised and updated to reflect accurate DMC information and terminology and 
throughout the grant period, over 1,100 have been distributed.  Three different DMC training 
presentations were created in order to provide individuals and communities with information.  
With support from this Formula subgrant, the GJJAC, the CLC and SCDPS sponsored, for a 
third year, a statewide DMC conference in November 2008.  The conference was attended by 
over 300 representatives of law enforcement, social services, education, private nonprofit, and 
juvenile justice agencies.  Conference evaluations were extremely positive and many participants 
requested that the conference continue to be an annual event.  Requests for DMC-related training 
and information have since increased significantly. 
 
The second subgrant is designed to increase the availability of alternatives to secure juvenile 
detention statewide.  This initiative include detention case tracking assessment, development of a 
detention risk assessment screening instrument (RAI), establishing public defender liaisons to 
review juvenile detention cases, provide statewide training, publish a report on detention in the 
state, review detention statutes and propose model legislation.  A prototype RAI has been 
implemented in Laurens, Greenville, and Aiken Counties.  The project has expedited an average 
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of 16 juvenile detention cases per month and has created and distributed a Public Defender Case 
Expeditor Training Manual and a Juvenile Detention Report. 
 
(2)  DMC Reduction Plan for FY 2009 – 2011: 

     (a)  Activities 
 GJJAC – encourage use of local resources to develop detention alternatives 
 CLO/DJJ - A case expeditor will continue to prioritize and work cases in the DJJ Juvenile 

Detention Center in Columbia, which holds youth from 44 of the state’s 46 counties. 
(Jan-Dec 2009) 

 Detention liaisons/case mangers are funded at the state DJJ detention center and in the 
Berkeley County area of the Lowcountry to reduce inappropriate use of secure detention 
and excessive lengths of stay; a specialized case manager will work with local law 
enforcement in order to  promote local resources and alternatives in lieu of secure 
detention in Berkeley, Dorchester, Orangeburg, Clarendon, Williamsburg, Georgetown 
and Horry Counties. (Jan-Dec 2009) 

 CLO/DJJ – Continue to work with the pilot counties in developing alternatives to secure 
detention and implement detention reform – Spartanburg County and Laurens County are 
currently implementing alternatives programs.  Lexington County is implementing a 
similar program thru local funding.  (Jan-Dec 2009) 

 CLO/DJJ - Host regional DMC trainings. (Jan-Dec 2009). 
 CLO – DMC Coordinator will continue to provide resource materials, training, and 

technical assistance regarding DMC to state agencies, local jurisdictions, and private 
nonprofit organizations. (Jan-Sept 2009) 

 Because research has shown that low socioeconomic status is a primary factor in DMC in 
South Carolina, the state will continue to encourage and provide technical assistance for 
prevention and early intervention among minority youth. (Jan-Dec 2009) 

 DJJ will continue to support a full-time position to address and coordinate detention 
reform. (Jan-Dec 2009) 

 SCDPS/GJJAC - continue to solicit and fund grant applications within both the Formula 
and JABG programs that support detention reform. (Oct-Dec 2009) 

 SCDPS – Continue to provide training for potential applicants explaining the concepts of 
DMC and detention reform and outlining the state strategy at the annual Grant 
Application Workshop each fall. (Nov 2009) 
 

(b)  Timeline 
 South Carolina’s DMC / Detention Reform Work Plan, FY 2009:  See Section 2(a) 

 
(c) Program Description 
 Refer to Section 7, State of the Problem/Program Narrative, and Appendix A, Program 

Highlights, for details. 
 
Phase IV: Evaluation 
Each successful application will be required to contract with a consultant to evaluate the project.  
The evaluation component should be included in the budget as well as the project description, 
but no specific names/organizations should be stated in the application unless they are providing 
the service free of charge.  If the application is awarded funds, state procurement regulations 
must be followed when soliciting and selecting an evaluator.  Successful applicants selecting an 
evaluator should require that the evaluator have substantive experience in program and/or social 
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science research methods and statistical analysis, and should be selected on the basis of an open, 
competitive process as required by State law. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
There is no shortage of research findings that point to the pervasiveness of racial and ethnic 
disparities throughout the juvenile justice system. Typical of such research is the finding that 
disproportionate minority representation is evident at each stage of the juvenile justice system 
and becomes more apparent as youth progress into the system. While minority youth make-up 
about one-third of the juvenile population in the nation, they account for about two-thirds of the 
population in secure juvenile facilities. Similarly in South Carolina, African American and other 
minority youth accounted for nearly seventy percent of juveniles in residential 
placement/custody in fiscal year 2002. 
 
The causes of disproportionate minority involvement in the juvenile justice system reflect two 
primary thoughts:  differential treatment (i.e., minority youth are systematically processed 
differently within the juvenile justice system) and differential offending (i.e., increased rates of 
crime and offending by minority youth have resulted in the overrepresentation of minority youth 
in the juvenile justice system). A significant body of research points to “race” as having effects 
on the processing of minority youth in the juvenile justice system. While there is convincing 
evidence that “race matters” in explaining the large numbers of minority youth in the juvenile 
justice system across the nation, other research has shown the contrary.  
 
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act (JJDP) of 1974, as amended in 1988, requires all 
states to address the disproportionate confinement of minority (DMC) youth.  The Act provides 
that all states must assess the level of such confinement and implement strategies to reduce 
identified disparities. In the 1992 amendments to the JJDP Act, DMC was elevated to a core 
requirement with future funding eligibility tied to State compliance. In the 2002 reauthorization 
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act, Congress requires states to address 
overrepresentation at all points (i.e., contact) versus its previous mandate to address 
disproportionate representation at secure confinement.  
 
South Carolina has identified disproportionate minority confinement as a central concern.  The 
current investigation represents a focused effort to address disproportionate minority contact 
within the state. This analysis uses both a quantitative study and qualitative study to (1) aid in 
further understanding the disparities in the juvenile justice system and (2) to prepare South 
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Carolina for focused action planning. 
 
QUANTITATIVE STUDY 
The data for the quantitative study were provided by the South Carolina Department of Juvenile 
Justice and included information in three areas: (1) demographics, (2) referrals, and (3) 
detentions.  Four data sets were used for this project:1983 Birth Cohort, 1984 Birth Cohort, 2000 
Fiscal Year Family Court Referral Cohort, and 2001 Fiscal Year Family Court Referral Cohort. 
 
The quantitative study investigated whether there were differences in the manner in which 
minority and white youth were processed at four stages or decision points in the juvenile justice 
system: pre-trial detention; prosecution; reception and evaluation; and commitment.  The factors 
that were investigated to find their association with the four decision points were in two 
categories, demographic and legal history.  Three analytic models were run to assess the 
disparity between the races at the various points in the juvenile justice system.  Model 1 included 
only the extra legal variables of gender, minority status and age.  Model 2 added legal history 
variables and Model 3 added referral county location (urban/rural).   
 

Multivariate logistic regression (odds ratio) and relative risk (predictive probability) were used 
for data analysis.  
 
The detailed findings are contained within the full report.  The overall trends are presented here: 

1. The juvenile’s legal history is the most important determinant of outcome.  High numbers 
of prior detentions increased the chance of being detained for the current referral; high 
numbers of prior commitments increased the chance of being committed again. 

2. After factoring out age, gender and legal history,  
• Minority youth were more likely to be detained and committed than white youth.  
• White youth were more likely to be prosecuted than minority youth. 
• No disparity existed between minority and white youth at R & E. 
• Location of referral county made a significant difference in the likelihood of 

being detained. Youth from urban settings had greater probabilities of detention 
than those from rural counties. 

• Gender did not show a consistent pattern across analyses. The only instance 
where females had slightly higher, and significant, odds of an outcome was in the 
year 2000 data set, at the prosecution stage.  Females were just over 0.08% more 
likely to be prosecuted than were males. 

 
QUALITATIVE STUDY 
To provide contextual support to the quantitative study and to support potential local planning 
efforts, qualitative community studies were carried out in three communities within the state. 
Within each community, key informant interviews, focus groups, family court and other 
community observations were used to gain knowledge relative to disproportionate minority 
confinement. 
 
Across the three selected communities, there is significant community concern about the welfare 
of youth and their families.  While there is some interest in the issue of disproportionate minority 
confinement, it is not the primary concern in any of the communities. DMC is largely seen as an 
issue that becomes important when it touches someone personally.  It is not viewed as a priority 
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community issue.  There is a need to help communities become more aware of DMC if it is to 
become a community issue. All three communities recognize that DMC is a problem, agree that 
something needs to be done about the issue, and are actively involved in planning efforts that 
affect minority youth.  However, the primary focus of these community efforts is not DMC. 
Disproportionate minority confinement is generally perceived within the community as an issue 
that is related to social and economic factors (e.g., poverty, single parent households, substance 
abuse, gangs). Not only are these social and economic factors seen as predictors of delinquency, 
thus increasing the large numbers of minority youth who become involved in the justice system, 
they are also seen as factors that lead to inequitable treatment or bias against minority youth (i.e., 
poor black youth from single parent homes are more likely to get harsher treatment than white 
middle-class youth from two-parent homes).  In fact, family court judges acknowledge that often 
family and community resources play more significant roles than offense history in their 
decisions to order youth to secure confinement options. Parents point out clearly that there is 
racial bias and prejudice against black youth.  Communities recognize that systemic issues, 
including differential treatment by race, are factors in DMC. 
 
While communities are not actively addressing DMC as a principal community concern, 
communities are very interested in the welfare of minority youth and their families and are able 
to lead efforts to address DMC.  Communities express that the most effective leadership to 
address the DMC issue should include faith-based leaders, grass-roots leaders, and leaders from 
within the minority community. In the selected communities, there are active community 
partnerships, taskforces, and collaborations already in place addressing youth and family issues.  
Resource development activities are underway in the three communities to support community 
programs that benefit youth and families.  Across the communities, there is a strong interest in 
early intervention programming, programs to strengthen families, school-based alternatives, and 
local community-based alternatives to detention.  Moreover, there are strong tendencies toward 
interracial collaboration among community members, professionals, and leaders. 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS  
While each local community must address its unique situation, the findings from both the 
qualitative and quantitative studies yield important implications for policy and practice to reduce 
DMC in South Carolina.  These implications are presented below: 
 
Implications for State-Level Systems 

1. Given the overrepresentation of minority youth at referral to the juvenile justice 
system and the race effects evident at pre-trial detention, South Carolina should give 
consideration to a study examining the use of the current risk assessment instrument 
in the determination of referral and detention decisions.  

2. South Carolina should give consideration to developing guidelines that aid judges in 
decision-making regarding disposition of cases.  Such guidelines would be expected 
to reduce disparity in commitment decisions by encouraging a focus on the 
relationship between legal factors and disposition and discouraging attention to 
extralegal (e.g., family and community resources) factors.   

3. Funding priority should be given to community groups organized specifically to 
address disproportionate minority contact. Such community groups should be 
encouraged to build partnerships and collaborations across youth- and family-serving 
organizations, including faith-based and grassroots entities. 
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4. Qualitative findings suggest that state level planning with Education, Public Safety, 
Juvenile Justice, other selected youth serving entities, and the current research group 
may be a useful strategy to consider innovations to interrupt the transition from 
school problems to juvenile justice involvement. 

5. Strategies should be developed to ensure equity in legal representation and 
community-based resources for economically disadvantaged youth and their families. 

6. Research and evaluation should regularly examine the effects of all state-level 
prevention and intervention efforts designed to reduce DMC. 

7. Given that DMC is not the primary concern in any of the three study communities 
and given the federal mandate to address this issue, more focused state-level attention 
may be needed.  Enhancing the capacity of the DMC subcommittee of the Governor’s 
Juvenile Justice Advisory Council by broadening its membership and providing 
resources to support its leadership may advance South Carolina’s efforts to reduce 
DMC. 

 
Implications for Education and Training  

1. Elevate the awareness of DMC as a community issue through broad dissemination 
efforts.  

2. Enhance the awareness of public officials to the federal requirement that links 
addressing DMC to receipt of federal funds. 

3. Incorporate DMC as a major component of cultural competence training and other 
educational programs for all juvenile justice staff. 

4. Share DMC research, policies, and practices through public meetings, community 
groups, professional meetings and workshops, web pages, issue briefs, professional 
journals, and other similar venues. 

 
Implications for Community-Based Prevention and Intervention Initiatives 

1. Community efforts should be uniquely developed based on local data-driven evidence 
of DMC and assessments of readiness. 

2.  Considerations at the local level may include attention to following types of  
prevention and intervention initiatives: 
a. community-based alternatives to secure detention and secure confinement 
b. juvenile diversion programs (e.g. youth courts, alternative schools) 
c. academic attendance (i.e., truancy prevention) and performance programs 
d. social skills development 
e. family and peer relations 
f. cultural specific programs that focus on family strengthening and delinquency 

prevention. 
g. cultural specific programs that provide advocacy and support to minority youth 

and their families. 
 

Implications for Research and Evaluation 
1. Statistical models used in the current statewide study should be extended to counties 

and judicial circuits. 
2. The current data sets should be used to study at minimum the following factors that 

may reveal important findings related to DMC: 
a. Type of offense (e.g., truancy, drug) and juvenile justice outcomes 
b. Additional extra legal variables (e.g. social economic status, school status) and 

juvenile justice outcomes 
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c. Additional stages in the juvenile justice system (e.g., waivers, probation, parole) 
 

3. Currently SCDJJ, in collaboration with the SC Data Warehouse (Budget and Control 
Board)  and other agencies  (e.g., Education, Mental Health, Developmental 
Disabilities and Special Needs, Social Services) is examining the relationship of a 
youth cohort served in the juvenile justice system with services and outcomes of other 
human and social services agencies. This initial study is funded by a small grant (one-
time funding) from the National Center for Juvenile Justice. However, there is a need 
for continued research in this area and for additional long-term funding to adequately 
study such issues.  

4. Research efforts should examine data at the level of arrest as well as the level of 
contact with law enforcement that did not result in arrest.  Such “front end” research 
efforts will be able to address law enforcement priorities, polices, and practices in 
relation to the issue of DMC.  

5. Assessment of state level initiatives such as youth courts, juvenile drug courts, 
juvenile arbitration programs should be examined for potential impact on the issue of 
DMC. 

6. Research and evaluation should regularly examine the effects of both local and 
statewide prevention and intervention efforts designed to reduce DMC. 

 
 
 
Phase V: Monitoring 
 
The South Carolina Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Council has funded an Information 
Resource Project to promote a greater awareness and understanding of our DMC issues.  
Through the dissemination of accurate information and the identification of proven initiatives, 
assistance is now available to aid communities to address DMC issues.  The greatest numbers of 
these minority youth are status and minor property offenders.  When sought by a local 
community, less costly alternatives are often more effective than the prosecution and 
incarceration of many non-violent youngsters.  By simply redirecting non-serious offenders into 
alternatives that teach them positive life skills and emphasize the importance of education, many 
minority youth will avoid contact with the juvenile justice system. 
 
The DMC Information Resource Project is an initiative of the Children’s Law Center of the 
University of South Carolina’s School of Law.  The goals of this Project include greater 
awareness of DMC issues within local communities throughout South Carolina, dissemination of 
accurate information, and encouragement of local strategies to address DMC.  Sometimes there 
are misconceptions, misinformation, and emotional responses to this complex and sensitive 
issue.  The DMC Project is based on evidence supported information, analysis of verified data, 
and consideration of research-based programs.  In participating communities, an analysis of local 
data and technical assistance will be offered to assist in the consideration of meaningful 
alternatives to over processing or jailing non-violent cases.  The contact person for the DMC 
Project will initiate meetings with local leaders in counties seeking to learn more about this issue 
and will provide fact-based information regarding DMC. 
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5.  Coordination of Child Abuse and Neglect and Delinquency Programs 
 
A.  Reducing the Caseload of Probation Officers 
The state does not plan to provide incentive grants to reduce the caseload of probation officers.  
DJJ operates an Auxiliary Probation program whereby trained volunteers are assigned up to three 
probation cases under the general supervision of local DJJ staff. 
 
B.  Sharing Public Child Welfare Records with the Courts in the Juvenile Justice System 
In South Carolina, a juvenile’s public child welfare records are available to the court if a juvenile 
is before a court in the juvenile justice system.  South Carolina state law allows judges access to 
juvenile records and information. Currently, interagency coordination and collaboration between 
youth serving agencies is taking place in order to identify appropriate intervention strategies to 
meet the needs of youth, to ensure gaps in services are filled, and to enhance the quality of 
existing services available to youth. These agencies include but are not limited to the South 
Carolina Department of Mental Health (SCDMH), South Carolina Department of Juvenile 
Justice (SCDJJ), and the South Carolina Department of Social Services (SCDSS). Other agencies 
regularly provide information in order to assist with treatment and intervention plans as the needs 
of the child are identified. 
 
C.  Establishing Policies and Systems to Incorporate Relevant Child Protective Services 
Records into Juvenile Justice Records 
South Carolina assures that the state has policies and systems to incorporate relevant child 
protective services records into juvenile justice records for the purposes of establishing and 
implementing treatment plans for juvenile offenders.  It further assures that juvenile offenders 
whose placement is funded through Section 472 of the Social Security Act receive the 
protections specified in Section 471 of such Act, including a case plan and case plan review as 
defined in Section 475 of such Act. 
 
6.  Collecting and Sharing Juvenile Justice Information 
 

Delinquency prevention programs exist outside the formal juvenile justice system on all 
levels in South Carolina including state, local, and private non-profit.  Many delinquency 
prevention efforts occur informally through entities such as nonprofit youth programs, 
churches and fraternal organizations.  Identification of all of these "grass roots" efforts is not 
possible; therefore, only major statewide prevention efforts will be cited.  
 
(a)  TEEN AFTER SCHOOL CENTERS (TASCs) are daily after-school programs that are 
based in local churches, community centers, and other public buildings and staffed by local 
volunteers in communities across the state.  These centers are geared toward juveniles in 
need of additional structure and assistance beyond the normal probation or parole supervision 
that DJJ provides.  TASC programs are designed to reduce the likelihood that program 
participants will be incarcerated.  TASCs provide supervision, structured daily activity, 
service coordination, and counseling to juveniles and their families for up to six months. 
Individual educational enhancements are also developed for children that have had academic 
or social difficulties in mainstream educational settings.  The target population for the TASC 
program includes non-violent juveniles that are at-risk of incarceration, aged 12-17.  
Juveniles can be referred to a TASC program by the Family Court, local school resource 
officers, DJJ or their parents. 
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(b)  DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH: 

 
The Department of Mental Health (DMH) focuses its delinquency prevention efforts through 
a number of initiatives including diversion programs, family preservation programs as well 
as the provision a statewide system of out patient services.  Additionally, DMH provides 
services to youth on probation or parole as well as those who are committed to the 
Department of Juvenile Justice, DJJ. 

 
DMH has had diversion programs located through out the state. These programs focus on 
truancy and status offenders.  Primary objectives are to keep youth in school, in home and 
out of the juvenile justice system.  These programs represent the department's ability to 
collaborate with other entities, DJJ and the school system, to ensure the well being of 
children and families.    
 
DMH has a partnership with DJJ to provide intensive family services using the Multi-
Systemic Therapy Model at six community mental health centers.  DJJ, via block grant 
funding, subcontracts with the department to provide these services for Non Medicaid 
eligible youth involved in the juvenile justice system. 

 
DJJ was recently awarded a Public Safety Grant to fund the out stationing of mental health 
professionals at five county DJJ offices.  The primary focus of this initiative is to reduce the 
over representation of minorities in the juvenile justice system. 

 
DMH provides services to seriously mentally ill youth committed to DJJ.  A federal class 
action law suit filed against DJJ resulted in the formation of a subclass of youth classified as 
seriously mentally ill.  The court found that these youth, though committed to DJJ, because 
of their serious mental illness must be transferred to the agency best qualified to treat them, 
DMH.  Once determined to be seriously mentally ill, a youth is transferred to DMH for 
treatment.   The youth remains committed to DJJ and is under the jurisdiction of the SC 
Board of Juvenile Parole even though he/she is in a DMH approved treatment program. 

  
Family preservation programs funded by either DMH or the Department of Juvenile Justice 
have been established in five service areas statewide. The goals of family preservation 
treatment are to provide enough treatment, education, assessment, and community service 
linkage to adequately impact both the juveniles and their families.  It is designed in such a 
way that the family may correct its deficiencies, remain intact, and provide a healthy 
environment in which the child may also decrease or eliminate his or her at-risk behavior. 

  
The availability and provision of mental health services to juveniles and their families is 
essential to prevent escalation of negative, at-risk behavior and to ultimately assist in the 
prevention of delinquency.  All 46 counties in South Carolina are served by DMH through 
seventeen community mental health centers and 29 satellite offices.  Individual and family 
counseling as well as an array of related program services are available to juveniles and their 
families on an outpatient basis.  Crisis intervention services are available twenty-four hours a 
day. 

  
Mental health services are provided by DMH to incarcerated juveniles in Department of 
Juvenile Justice (DJJ) institutions.  Juveniles who are "subclass" juveniles (i.e., seriously 
mentally ill) are transferred to Mental Health Facilities or private mental health providers and 
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are monitored by DMH.  A case manager works out of the DMH central office and oversees 
the provision of treatment and other services to institutionalized juveniles.  Additionally, 
DMH provides a child psychiatrist, an activity therapist, a nurse practitioner and a 
psychologist to DJJ as institution staff.  In addition to the mental health staff provided by 
DMH, DJJ has its own treatment division that provides individual, group, family, and crisis 
counseling for juveniles. 
  
Mental Health and DJJ Initiatives: 

  
The purpose of the DMH/DJJ initiatives is to insure that appropriate care and services are 
provided to severely emotionally disturbed or mentally ill children and adolescents within the 
state's juvenile justice system. In addition, this initiative serves to engage in collaboration at 
the state and community level to identify the continuum of services needed, to jointly pursue 
the development of these services, to provide or procure these services and to identify 
programs of prevention and early intervention which would prevent children from 
penetrating the juvenile justice system.  In the four counties of Laurens, Spartanburg, 
Marion, and Aiken, DJJ has contracted with DMH to provide a Mental Health Counselor in 
each local office to provide more timely evaluation and treatment in the community. 

  
Status Offender Initiative: 

  
This prevention program addresses parenting, individual responsibility, independence and 
self-sufficiency, cultural reformation, and race. This community-based operation accepts 
referrals from law enforcement, schools, families and various community organizations. 
Mental health counselors work with youth and their parents on a one-on-one basis in their 
homes and home schools to promote appropriate prosocial behaviors in an effort to 
circumvent progression of antisocial behavior and subsequent penetration of the juvenile 
justice system.  

  
Subclass Initiative: 

  
This initiative provides appropriate treatment services to seriously mentally ill children that 
comprise the DMH subclass population. Those youth who are in the custody of DJJ and have 
been identified as a member of the subclass population are transferred to a DMH approved 
therapeutic placement within ninety-days of his/her inclusion into the subclass. At this 
placement youth are provided intensive therapeutic services.  

  
DJJ and DSS Family Preservation / Multi-Systemic Therapy: 
  
These programs work closely with DJJ and DSS to prevent the removal of children from the 
home and seek to stabilize and strengthen the child/family's functioning and adjustment. 
Family preservation is an important clinical intervention component of this program and is 
often used to reunite children with their families. 
  
Interagency System of Care for Emotionally Disturbed Children (ISCEDC): 
  
This program pools services and provides service planning for emotionally-disturbed 
children in DSS custody. ISCEDC is a legislatively-mandated program aimed at placing the 
decision-making responsibility and funding authority for therapeutic residential placements 
at the local level. County-based staffing teams review clinical information to determine 
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eligibility and the initial level of therapeutic care that is needed. Each staffing team includes 
DSS Treatment Services, DSS/Regular Foster Care and DMH. Other agencies such as DJJ, 
school districts, local drug and alcohol abuse agencies participate as needed.  
 A child may be referred for an ISCEDC staffing if he/she is either at-risk or in need of 
therapeutic residential placement. The goals of the program are to ensure that service 
recipients are placed in therapeutic residential placement only when necessary, and to ensure 
that such placement is the least restrictive, most appropriate level of care for addressing the 
child's treatment needs.  
  
Specialized Residential Programs for Under-served Populations of Youth: 
  
DMH partners with public and private agencies to meet the needs of severely emotionally 
disturbed children and adolescents whose needs are too complex to be met by the State's 
current service system. DMH partners with the Governor's Office, Office of Children's 
Affairs to provide start up funding for the development of high management rehabilitative 
services for deaf and emotionally disturbed youth. This program is operated by the Center for 
Change. DMH also partners with the Governor's Office of Children's Affairs, Department of 
Disabilities and Special Needs and the Department of Social Services/Division of Managed 
Treatment Services in the development of New Pathways, which provides high management 
rehabilitative services for dually diagnosed severely emotionally disturbed youth.  

 (c)  DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION: 
 

Delinquency prevention initiatives are ongoing at the state level as well as in individual, local 
school districts.  State level programs within the South Carolina Department of Education 
(SDE) that contribute to the prevention of juvenile delinquency include tech preps, 
communities in school in schools, the task force on multicultural and gender equity, primary 
success and the Carnegie Middle School initiative.  A brief summary of each of these 
projects follows: 
 
Tech Prep: 
 
The Tech Prep initiative has been implemented statewide in regional consortia consisting of a 
technical college and surrounding high schools.  Tech Prep prepares all students for the 
world of work and higher education.  Students in Tech Prep learn to apply reading, writing, 
and mathematics skills to the workplace.  Since technical workers in the future will be 
required to solve complex tasks, students preparing for technical careers must possess higher-
order problem-solving skills.  Students prepared by the rigorous Tech Prep program will have 
increased opportunities to enhance their self-esteem. 
 
Communities in Schools (formerly Cities in Schools): 
 
Communities in Schools is a statewide collaborative project coordinating educational and 
social services for students in Grades 7-12 who are at risk of dropping out of school.  
Communities in Schools programs focus existing community resources on the needs of target 
students attending public schools or alternative educational sites.  The goals of the project are 
to reduce the number of students who drop out of school and to help targeted students realize 
their potential as productive, contributing members of the community. 
 
The Task Force on Multicultural and Gender Equity: 
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The State Board of Education established a Task Force on Multicultural and Gender Equity 
in May 1992 to study multicultural and gender issues related to the educational system and to 
make policy recommendations for textbook and instructional material approval.  Two focuses 
of the task force that are relevant to portions of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act include: 
 
Examining Board policies, practices, regulations, and procedures and recommending 
approaches that will reflect a multicultural and gender-equitable philosophy; 
 
Reviewing the present student assessment efforts and materials for cultural and gender bias 
and recommending assessment approaches that are respectful of cultural and gender 
diversity; 
 
Primary Success: 
 
Primary Success is an ungraded elementary school concept to provide an opportunity to the 
state of South Carolina to implement an educational model designed to reduce the need for 
remedial instruction.  This model for students attending kindergarten through fourth grade 
provides an ungraded environment that allows them to become competent and confident 
learners.  Students participating in the ungraded Primary Success school enter the fifth grade 
less likely to need remedial instruction or retention-in-grade later in their school careers. 
 
The Carnegie Middle School Initiative: 
 
The Carnegie Middle Grade School State Policy Initiative (MGSSPI) worked to stimulate 
statewide reform in middle grades educational policy and practice. The mission of the project 
was to promote widespread implementation of Turning Points, principles of reform and 
promising practices, and to target restructuring efforts on schools serving large numbers of 
disadvantaged youth.  The initiative emphasized the need to create smaller, more personal 
learning environments appropriate for early adolescents.  Primary goals included the 
development of a nurturing school climate that builds on success rather than failure, 
increasing family involvement and relevant teacher training.  This project promoted 
intellectual achievement and healthy development for all adolescents. 
 
The South Carolina Safe Schools Center 
 
In 2001, the South Carolina Center for Safe Schools was created in the Office of Safe 
Schools and Youth Services at the State Department of Education. One of only thirteen 
comprehensive school safety centers nationwide, the Center is a clearinghouse for 
information related to violence prevention; alcohol and drug prevention; coordinates training 
and technical assistance to schools, law enforcement and communities; and evaluates school 
safety. In addition, a youth advisory board was established in conjunction with the Center to 
offer youth a more active role in safe school  and dropout prevention initiatives. The Safe and 
Drug-Free Schools program provides federal  grants to school districts for developing and 
implementing proven effective programs and curricula in the area of drug and violence 
prevention. The program's staff conducts training and provides technical assistance in 
violence and substance abuse prevention for school districts.  
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21st Century Community Learning Centers Program 
 
The 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC) Program is a key component of 
President Bush’s No Child Left Behind Act. It is an opportunity for students and their 
families to learn new skills and discover new abilities after the school day has ended. The 
focus of this program, reauthorized under Title IV, Part B, of the No Child Left Behind Act, 
is to help students meet State and local academic standards. By providing funds for the 
establishment or expansion of academic enrichment activities in community learning centers, 
the 21st CCLC program supports an array of high quality before and after school activities, 
particularly for students attending high-poverty and low-performing schools.  
 
South Carolina Truancy Task Force 
 
In addition, because skipping school is often an indicator of future delinquent and criminal 
activity, the SDE is currently in the process of implementing the eighteen recommendations 
made by the truancy steering committee under the leadership of Judge William Byers and Dr. 
Jay Smink from the National Dropout Prevention Center.  These recommendations illustrate 
the various social, economic and legal implications associated with truancy.  Specifically, the 
recommendations address the treatment of status offenders and the creation of additional 
effective community-based alternative programs for first-time nonviolent juvenile offenders. 
 

 Project CHANCE Youth Court 
 

Project Chance is a youth court program established and monitored by the South Carolina 
Department of Education.  Initial funding for the program was provided by the South 
Carolina Department of Public Safety through a grant from the Juvenile Accountability and 
Block Grant Program (JABG).  Additional funding for the project was also provided by the 
Sisters of Charity Foundation of South Carolina and the South Carolina Bar Young Lawyers 
Division. Project CHANCE holds first-time nonviolent offenders accountable for their 
behavior. This project also allows juveniles to be judged by their peers, teaches them about 
the legal system, and empowers them to serve their communities.  The overall goal of Project 
CHANCE is to keep youths in school and out of the juvenile justice system. 

 

Character Education and Community Collaboration 
 
Character education supports academic achievement, improved discipline and workforce 
readiness through the infusion of mutually agreed upon character traits into all curricula, into 
school activities and into the community. Character education supports and provides 
technical assistance through in-service training, research, a statewide team, conferences and 
direct staff development. Networking and training of schools, districts, communities, 
business and organizations is the key to success. Community collaboration involves the 
following groups and organizations: American Legion, City Year, the SC Bar Association, 
the SC Commission on National and Community Service, and the Youth Learning Institute.  
These entities collaborate with the Department of Education to support higher academic 
standards and greater student achievement through leadership, training, and conferences. 
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Other Department of Education Programs: 
 
The Department of Education coordinates with other state agencies to oversee a 
comprehensive state teen pregnancy prevention program that consists of four major 
components: the Teen Companion Program (DSS), SC Teen Pregnancy Prevention Councils, 
Family Planning Services (DHEC) and required sexuality education that includes 
contraceptive and AIDS education in middle and high schools.  The required education is a 
result of the Comprehensive Health Education Act (CHEA) enacted by state legislation in 
1988. 

Since the passing of the 1994 Safe and Drug Free Schools Act, the Department has provided 
funding and training in proven–effective violence prevention curricula, including “A Peace-
able Place”, “Second Step” and “Life Skills Training”.  In addition, the Department sponsors 
Safe Schools Seminars around the state, provides funding for Teen Institutes and trains local 
educators in effective program planning and evaluation in the areas of alcohol, drug and 
violence prevention. 

 
The Department has established a strong collaborative relationship with the National School 
Safety Center and, with their assistance and expertise, provides school safety workshops for 
administrators.  The Department is also producing an hour-long documentary and training 
videotape on school safety and will telecast segments of the tape as part of a statewide 
teleconference on school safety. 

(d) DEPARTMENT OF ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUG ABUSE SERVICES (DAODAS) 
  

DAODAS is acutely aware of the high correlation between adolescent alcohol and other drug 
use and abuse and the incidence of delinquency and violent youth crime.  Providing the 
highest quality community-based prevention services to address these issues is part of the 
mission of DAODAS.  To this end a variety of community-based initiatives are funded and 
supported. 
 
The Enforcing Underage Drinking Laws program supported by the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) has been awarded annually to the state and 
administered by DAODAS.  The EUDL Community Grants are designed to promote and 
increase the implementation of evidence-based environmental strategies to reduce underage 
alcohol use and its harmful consequences.  Enforcement of existing laws to restrict use and 
access by youth is one of our most useful tools in prevention, and prevention agency/law 
enforcement partnerships can lead to some of our most powerful and sustainable outcomes. 
 
In late December of 2005, four community prevention agencies in documented partnership 
with local law enforcement agencies were awarded EUDL Community Grants in order to 
support their efforts to advance their commitment and implementation of environmental 
prevention strategies for youth alcohol use.  The four recipient sites were Barnwell, 
Clarendon, Spartanburg and York counties, which are located in throughout the state.  Two 
sites (Florence and Lexington/Richland) within the state that have previously established 
successful operations and partnerships through previous years funding will mentor the four 
sites throughout the year.  This mentoring will utilize a “prevention agency to prevention 
agency” and “law enforcement to law enforcement” approach with the recipient sites.  After 
a period of mentoring and training, recipient sites will be expected to implement two 
environmental strategies in 2006:  (1) comprehensive alcohol compliance checks, including 
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publicity of enforcement, law enforcement compliance checks, and frequent merchant 
education and (2) at least one other environmental strategy to be selected during the grant. 
 
The Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment (SAPT) Block Grant, established in fiscal 
year 1993, is the cornerstone of the state’s programs for substance abuse treatment and 
prevention.  Funds are allocated to all 50 states, the territories, the District of Columbia, and 
one Indian tribe based on a formula mandated by Congress, and the program is administered 
by SAMHSA’s Center for Substance Abuse Treatment and Center for Substance Abuse 
Prevention.  SAPT Block Grant funds are intended to be used for a wide range of activities 
related to the abuse of alcohol, the use or abuse of illicit drugs, the abuse of licit drugs, and 
the use or abuse of tobacco products.  The SAPT Block Grant provides states with the 
flexibility to plan, carry out and evaluate substance abuse prevention and treatment services 
provided to individuals and families.  The grant also provides a 20% set-aside for support of 
substance abuse prevention.  States are required to expend their primary prevention services 
funds using six specific strategies described below: 
 
(1) Information Dissemination:  To provide accurate and up-to-date alcohol, tobacco and 

other drug (ATOD) information to the citizens of South Carolina. 
 

(2) Education:  To provide interactive, educational ATOD prevention programs throughout 
South Carolina by funding and supporting multi-session evidence-based prevention 
programs to the citizens of South Carolina. 
 

(3) Alternatives:  To engage targeted high-risk youth populations in activities that provide 
non-traditional, constructive, creative, healthy alternatives to ATOD use, requiring a 
program emphasis on positive adult mentoring and adult/youth interaction 

 
(4) Problem Identification and Referral:  Please note this strategy area is already provided as 

a client-based early-intervention/treatment program provided by all the county alcohol 
and drug abuse authorities.  As an example, student intervention programming is operated 
currently in public and private schools throughout the state for students in the third 
through 12th grade. 

 
(5) Community-Based Process:  To provide services that focus on collaborative efforts that 
help organize, develop, equip, and train local community organizations, coalitions, and 
networks of individuals to enhance their capabilities to reduce the risk and enhance the 
protective factors that prevent the problems associated with ATOD abuse within their 
respective neighborhoods and communities.   
 
(6) Environmental:  To develop and provide initiatives and activities directed at influencing 
changes in statewide and community policies and norms that effect a reduction in the 
incidence and prevalence of ATOD abuse among the citizens of South Carolina. 
 
DAODAS contracts with 34 County Alcohol and Drug Abuse Authorities that serve all 46 
counties in South Carolina to offer a variety of prevention services in each of the six strategy 
areas outlined above.   
 
The Department operates the Governor's Portion of the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and 
Communities Program.  The program funds approximately 16 three-year and 4 one-year 
evidence-based projects in all regions of South Carolina.  Selected via a rigorous selection 
process that includes cost effectiveness as a criterion, each of the projects targets adolescents 
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and uses the DAODAS Standard Outcomes Survey.  This concentrated and results-oriented 
approach will allow the Department to collect longitudinal data that should demonstrate the 
Governor's Program's efficiency and effectiveness. 
 
Broad arrays of adolescent treatment services are available through the county alcohol and 
drug abuse authorities to address the myriad of needs that at- risk adolescents present.  These 
include group and individual counseling, family counseling, multifamily counseling, and 
case management.  Intensive outpatient services are also available within the state system to 
provide a higher level of care.  Adolescents needing intensive treatment services who are not 
able to function well at home because of the severity of their own problems or the lack of a 
supportive home environment: 

 
 William J. McCord Adolescent Treatment Facility:  A residential program, located in 
Orangeburg, SC, provides services tailored to the adolescent’s special needs in a safe, 
supportive environment.   
 
(e) EMPLOYMENT SECURITY COMMISSION: 

 
The Workforce Investment Act (WIA) provides youth services and training through local 
coordination in each of the twelve workforce investment areas in the state.  Youth activities 
under WIA are designed to provide assistance for youth, ages 14-21, in achieving academic 
and employment success.  Through effective and comprehensive activities, a variety of 
options for improving educational and skills competencies are offered.  Each local program 
incorporates appropriate elements consisting of: 

 
• Tutoring and study skills training 
• Alternative secondary school services 
• Summer employment opportunities 
• Work experiences including internships and job shadowing 
• Occupational skills training 
• Leadership development opportunities, which may include community service and peer-

centered activities 
• Supportive services 
• Adult mentoring 
• Follow-up services 
• Comprehensive guidance and counseling 

 
  (f)  DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES: 

 
The South Carolina Department of Social Services (DSS), with its sister agency (Juvenile 
Justice) developed an array of services to meet the needs of children.  The following 
description of services is taken from the DSS 2005-2006 Annual Progress and Services 
Report, Title IV-B Five Year State Plan for Child Welfare Services, Fiscal Year 2005 – 2009.   
 
In all counties: 
- Intake, investigation and assessment 
- Placement prevention services (including evaluations, counseling, parent education, day 
care, purchase of services via flex funding for an array of wrap services) 
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- Emergency and planned placement services (including emergency placement, foster family 
care and residential care). 
Adoption services are provided through four regional adoption offices. The Adoption offices 
provide adoption recruitment, adoption home studies, non-recurring costs, adoption subsidy, 
placement and post adoption services. DSS also has contracts with Child Placing agencies to 
recruit, do home studies and place children adoptively as well as provide post adoption 
services.  Foster children with emotional/behavioral problem are served through four regional 
Managed Treatment Services (MTS) offices operated by DSS throughout the state. When a 
child is identified with emotional/behavioral problems, they are referred by the county office 
to the MTS office who will arrange for an interagency staffing on the child to identify the 
child’s placement needs and the facility that can best meet the individual child’s needs. The 
case, if accepted by MTS, is transferred from the county worker to the Manage Treatment 
Worker who will carry the case from this point forward. An array of services are provided 
through the use of Medicaid funding: Intensive Family services, Therapeutic Child 
Treatment, Clinical Day Programming, Therapeutic Foster Care, Moderate Management 
Rehabilitative Services, High Management Rehabilitative Services, specialized treatment 
services for sexual offenders, supervised independent living, intensive crisis care, and WRAP 
services. 
Prevention Program/Service Description 
The department’s primary mechanism for providing preventive services to families is 
through contracts with local non-profit providers. These contracts are written at the state 
level and included services for intensive in-home based services (family preservation), a 
variety of counseling and parent education services, parent aide services, flexible funding 
(previously described) and child care services through the CCDBG Voucher program.  While 
some of the major services are described below, the Agency also contracts for services that 
may be statewide or unique to a particular county such as Parents Anonymous Of South 
Carolina for local chapter development to counseling through Family Services, Inc. 
Services Provided Through Other Agencies 
Healthy Family Program is a home-visiting program offered to at risk parents with newborn 
children to promote family health, early education and prevent child abuse. Services offered 
through this program include screening for risk factors for abuse, home visits from birth 
through the child’s third birthday, child development training for parents, parenting 
education, along with referral for well baby screenings, immunizations and developmental 
screenings. The program is voluntary and serves families involved with DSS as well as those 
referred by hospitals and other agencies. This program is administered through private 
agencies in five counties and a similar program is administered by DSS in two counties. 
 
After School Programs are school-based (located at schools) and are provided through 
contracts with several private groups through out the state such as The Youth Leadership 
Development Institute operated by the Columbia Urban League, the Paxen Group, South 
Carolina alliance of Boys and Girls Club, Inc based on the Project Learn Model, and the 
Communities in Schools. The location and specific description of each program is described 
in the attached listing of services. Domestic Violence Programs are provided to victims and 
their children under contracts with local providers throughout the state. Services include 
provision of emergency shelter and crisis intervention services, community education and 
awareness about family violence, school-based prevention programs, diagnosis and treatment 
and other services, which may vary with each contractor.  Pregnancy and Parenting Services 
are preventive services to assist parents/expectant parents in identifying their capacity and 
desire to parent their child and/or expected child, planning for the care of their child, and 
identifying services available to assist them in meeting the future needs of the child. DSS 
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adoption staff is prepared to provide these services when approached by parents who may 
desire to surrender their children. 
Support Services 
The following support services are provided to intact families and to prevent placement in 
state custody: 
Services within DSS 
Child Protective Services for children under the age of 18 who are or are alleged to be 
abused, neglected, or exploited or who are at risk of abuse, neglect, exploitation and require 
services to prevent this from happening is the main focus of the department. The services 
include receiving reports; assessing those reports as to occurrence of alleged incident and 
occurrence of future abuse, neglect or exploitation; assessment of family strengths, needs, 
and risk to child’s safety; referral to services and case management services to address the 
factors causing or contributing to the maltreatment. This service is provided on a statewide 
basis.  Child Care Services provide care, education, supervision, and guidance for children on 
a regular basis. DSS through an agreement with the Department of Health and Human 
Services may authorize child day care for families who are the subject of an abuse/neglect 
report. This service raises the child’s visibility in the community, and can be an additional 
safeguard in preventing the child from entering foster care. This service can be utilized as a 
prevention mechanism for a child remaining at home, or as a way to support relative 
caregivers who without child care assistance might not be able to maintain the child in their 
home, thus resulting in the child entering into state custody.  Many of the services listed 
under prevention are also available to provide support services as well. The biggest service is 
the use of flex funding to design services to meet the individual needs of the family. 
Support Services for safe and timely reunification 
The descriptions below provide an overview of some of the services provided by the 
Department to support safe and timely reunification. 
Services within DSS 
A comprehensive needs assessment is used to identify the strengths and needs of children and 
their families through the use of an on-going assessment process. The assessment is used as 
the foundation for development of a service plan in conjunction with the families, child, 
significant others and involved service/treatment providers. An assessment consists of a 
social history, completion of a child safety and risk assessment, an assessment of family 
functioning, an assessment of the child’s needs in the areas of medical, social, educational, 
emotional and other services to include well-being, a psychological assessment if the need is 
indicated, and an EPSDT assessment.  Case management services are provided directly by 
DSS case managers and include regular contact with the child and family to continuously 
assess and identify needs and strengths; to provide referral services for families to needed 
services; to advocate for appropriate support services; to monitor the family’s use of services, 
evaluating the progress toward completion of case goals; and to provide assistance to 
families so that they can identify objectives for the safe return of the child.  Ongoing 
Monitoring and follow-up of the service plan (face to face contacts and telephone contacts) 
will be rendered to assure that the plan is being followed, to identify whether progress is 
being achieved on plan objectives and if not; to make needed revisions to the plan, and to 
ensure that services are coordinated with the active participants in the child’s life. Flexible 
funding is used in order to purchase services on a fee-for-service basis to meet the unique 
needs of individual families and foster/adoptive children. These funds include federal funds 
and state dollars. Purchased services include a broad array of intervention/ treatment services 
to support families including in-home family interventions, counseling, homemaker, 
emergency day care, youth enrichment, transportation and psychological services. DSS also 
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uses flexible funding to meet basic, tangible needs of families such as emergency rent; 
utilities and emergency home repair payments. 
Services Provided Through Other Agencies 
Many services are provided through a referral process or a contract process with other state 
and local agencies. These services range from Mental Health Counselors out-stationed in the 
local county DSS office to provide MH services, Intensive Family services (Family 
Preservation) services by Mental health and/or Alcohol and other Drugs agencies, health 
screening by Dept of Health and Environmental Control and other programs on a local basis. 
Agencies provide services to the child and the family from which they were removed.  
Intensive Family Services (Family Preservation Services) are services offered under 
Medicaid for children and families upon referral and authorization by DSS. They are time 
limited clinical interventions predominantly provided within the home and community 
environment of the identified child. The Intensive Family Services are behavioral, 
psychological, and psychosocial in orientation. They are multi-faceted and include crisis 
management, individual and family counseling, skills training, and coordination and linkage 
with other necessary services, resources and supports to prevent utilization of more 
restrictive residential services. Services are child centered and have a family focus. 
Assessment of needs and treatment planning are strength based and involve a partnership 
with the child and family.  There are still areas in which services are lacking, such as for 
families confronting alcohol and drug issues. Many of the programs are not available in 
every county due to no providers or lack of funding to cover all clients throughout the state. 
Other service areas needing improvement include increasing the number of foster families 
available for teens, increasing treatment options and implementing the availability of all 
components of independent living services to all the counties. 
Independent living has been addressed through the John H. Chafee Foster Care Independence 
Program, which offers important opportunities for expanding the competencies, resiliency, 
and self-confidence of youths transitioning from foster care towards independence. An 
estimated 228 young people leave foster care at age 18 - 21 each year in South Carolina 
without a formal connection to family. These youths are typically in need of services and 
support to assist with their education, physical health, mental health, employment, housing, 
and personal support needs. With the passage of the Chafee Foster Care Independence 
program, DSS has worked with the Department of Health and Human Services to expand 
Medicaid coverage to all young adults who were in Foster Care on their 18th birthday, but 
opted to leave foster care or no longer met foster care criteria.  Medicaid coverage is 
available to the young adults until third 21st birthday.  The Independent Living program seeks 
to help these youths through provision of such services as: youth leadership development, job 
skill development utilizing our Family Independence job Training and Development 
component in the county office, foster youth newsletter, provision of IL scholarship of 
$5,000 for post-secondary education, priority for needs based scholarships and grants at the 
states colleges and universities, IL showers for transitioning youth through an arrangement 
with the Foster Parents Association, and assistance through case management services, 
counseling and financial aid until the youth reaches age 21. 
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7.  Statement of the Problem/Program Narrative 
  
1-A.  State Advisory Group: Provide funding to support the South Carolina State Advisory 
Group, the Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Council (GJJAC).  
Program Area Code: 31 

 
1-B.  Program Goals  
The GJJAC establishes funding priorities, reviews and scores grant applications, and makes 
recommendations to the Governor and to state agencies regarding juvenile justice issues. 
 
1-C.  Program Objectives 
1) Members will serve as resources to guide state juvenile justice policy and practice. 
2) Members will be knowledgeable about juvenile justice issues on the state and national levels. 

 
1-D.  Activities and Services 
 Meet at least four times per year 
 Grants Committee will review and score grant applications 
 GJJAC will review Grants Committee scores and resulting recommendations 
 Attend training conferences to enhance their knowledge of juvenile programs, research, and 

best practices 
 Provide information, coordination, and technical assistance at the national, state and local 

levels 
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1-E.  Performance Measures 
  

# OUTPUT MEASURE OBJECTIVE DEFINITION 
 

REPORTING FORMAT 
 

1 
NUMBER OF SAG 
COMMITTEE 
MEETINGS HELD 

Improve 
planning and 
development 

The number of State Advisory Group (SAG) committee meetings held 
during the reporting period.  Committee meeting documentation or 
minutes are the preferred data sources. 

Number of SAG committee 
meetings 

2 
NUMBER OF SAG 
SUBCOMMITTEE 
MEETINGS HELD 

Improve 
planning and 
development 

The number of State Advisory Group (SAG) subcommittee meetings 
held during the reporting period.  Subcommittee meeting 
documentation or minutes are the preferred data sources. 

Number of SAG subcommittee 
meetings 

3 
ANNUAL REPORT 
SUBMITTED TO THE 
GOVERNOR 

Improve 
planning and 
development 

Report whether the annual report was submitted to the Governor. Was the report submitted? (Yes or 
No response.) 

4 
NUMBER OF 
GRANTS FUNDED 
WITH FORMULA 
GRANTS FUNDS 

Improve 
planning and 
development 

The number of grants funded with Formula Grants funds during the 
reporting period.  Number of grants funded 

5 

NUMBER AND 
PERCENT OF 
PROGRAMS USING 
EVIDENCE-BASED 
MODELS 

Improve 
program 
quality  

The number and percent of programs funded by the SAG using an 
evidence-based model. Evidence-based models include programs that 
have been shown, through rigorous evaluation and replication, to be 
effective at preventing or reducing juvenile delinquency or related risk 
factors, such as substance abuse.  Model programs can come from 
many valid sources (e.g., Blueprints, OJJDP’s Model Programs Guide, 
SAMHSA’s Model Programs, etc.). 

A. The number of programs 
funded using an evidence-
based model 

B. The number of programs 
funded 

C. Percent (A/B) 

6 Number and percent of 
SAG members trained 

Improve 
planning and 
development 

The number and percent of SAG members who participated in a SAG 
training during the reporting period. The number is the raw number of 
SAG members who received formal SAG training.  

A. Number of SAG members 
who participated in training 
during the reporting period 

B. Total number of SAG 
members 

C. Percent (A/B) 

7 
Number of grant 
applications reviewed 
and commented on  

Improve 
planning and 
development 

The number of grant applications reviewed and commented on to guide 
the development of juvenile justice programming in the state. 

Number of grant applications 
reviewed 

8 
Number and percent of 
activities/meetings that 
involve youth  

Improve 
planning and 
development 

At least one-fifth of SAG committee members must be youth members 
(age 24 or younger when elected to the committee).  The youth 
members must be involved in SAG activities, such as meetings. 
Committee meeting documentation or minutes are the preferred data 
sources. 

A. Number of activities/meetings 
attended by youth 

B. Total number of SAG 
activities/meetings  

C. Percent (A/B) 

11 Percent of SAG 
allocation used 

Improve 
program 
efficiency 

The amount of Formula Grants money in whole dollars that are 
allocated and used for SAG activities during the reporting period. 
Program records are the preferred data source. 

A. Dollars used for SAG 
activities 

B. Dollars allocated to SAG 
activities 

C. Percent (A/B) 

# OUTCOME 
MEASURE OBJECTIVE DEFINITION REPORTING FORMAT 

1 
NUMBER AND 
PERCENT OF PLAN 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
IMPLEMENTED 

Improve the 
management 
of the state’s 
JJDP Program 

Number and percent of SAG recommendations for the state Plan 
implemented during the reporting period.  Committee meeting minutes 
is the preferred data source. 

A. Number of recommendations 
implemented 

B. Number of recommendations 
C. Percent (A/B) 

2 
Number of FG-funded 
programs sustained 
after 3 years 

Improve the 
management 
of the state’s 
JJDP Program 

Number of FG funded programs sustained through other funds at the 
end of the 3 -year grant funding cycle. 
 

Number of FG funded programs 
sustained 

3 

Number and percent of 
SAG members show 
increased knowledge 
of their program areas 
(for which they have 
oversight)  
 

Increase 
program 
support 

The number and percent of SAG members who gained a greater 
knowledge of the program areas for which they are responsible (e.g., 
Core Requirement s, state priority funding areas), program through 
trainings or other formal learning opportunities. Appropriate for any 
program whose staff received program-related training. Training does 
not need to have been given by the program. Self-report data collected 
using training evaluation or assessment forms are the expected data 
source. 

A. Number of staff trained during 
the reporting period who report 
increased knowledge 

B. Total number of staff trained 
during the reporting period  

C. Percent (A/B) 

  
1-F.  Budget 
 

Fiscal Year Formula Grant Funds State/Local Private Funds Total 
2009 $30,000 $0 $30,000 
2010 $30,000 $0 $30,000 
2011 $30,000 $0 $30,000 
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1-G.  SMART 
The state will ensure, by Special Condition, that subgrantees will provide physical addresses of 
the locations where the subgrantees will provide services via the Subgrant Information Forms 
that are submitted online to OJJDP.  The state will also ensure that subgrantees will provide a 
map of the service delivery area as part of their application for funding, which will then be 
reported to OJJDP. 
 
Program Description 
 
2-A.  Planning and Administration: SCDPS staff who administer the Formula grant program 
need adequate funding support. 
Program Area Code: 23 

 
2-B. Program Goals  
Provide funding to enable SCDPS staff to effectively administer the Formula grant program. 
 
2-C.  Program Objectives 
1)   Provide technical assistance and training to subgrantees and potential grant applicants 
2)  Ensure that subgrants are operating in accordance with state and federal regulations and 

effectively implementing the programs 
3) Provide staff support to the GJJAC 

 
2-D.  Activities and Services  
 Hold an annual application workshop to explain program funding priorities and application 

requirements 
 Review applications and prepare funding recommendations based on GJJAC Grants 

Committee scores 
 Monitor each subgrantee a minimum of once per funding cycle 
 Reimburse subgrant requests for payment 
 Provide training and technical assistance upon request to local jurisdictions, state agencies, 

and private organizations 
 Prepare federal reports and applications 

 
2-E.  Performance Measures 
 

MEASURE OBJECTIVE DEFINITION 
 

REPORTING FORMAT 
 

1.  FG funds awarded for 
P & A 

Increase organizational 
capacity 

The amount of Formula Grants funds in whole dollars that are 
awarded for planning and administration during the reporting 
period. Program records are the preferred data source. 

FG funds awarded to 
program for services 

7.  # of subgrants 
awarded 

Improve planning and 
development The number of subgrants awarded during the reporting period. Number of subgrants 

11.  Number and percent 
of programs monitored Improve program quality 

The number and percent of programs that were monitored by 
the State with a site visit to assess program implementation and 
compliance. 

A. The number of 
programs monitored 

B. The number of 
programs 

C. Percent (A/B) 

12.  Average time from 
receipt of subgrant 
application to date of 
award 

Improve program efficiency The average time (in days) from receipt of subgrantee grant 
application to date of award. 

A. Total number of 
days from receipt 
of application to 
award date 

B. Number of awards 
made 

C. Percent (A/B) 
1.  Number and percent 
of programs funded 

Improve planning and 
administration 

Number and percent of programs funded in the reporting period 
that directly support the 3-year Plan. 

A. Number of funded 
programs that 
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directly in line with the 3-
year Plan 

support the 3-year 
Plan 

B. Number of programs 
funded 

C. Percent (A/B) 

2.  Number and percent of 
FG programs evaluated 

Improve planning and 
administration 

Number and percent of programs funded in the reporting period 
that were subjected to an outcome evaluation. 

A. Number of funded 
programs that were 
evaluated 

B. Number of funded 
programs 

C. Percent (A/B) 

5.  Average time from 
receipt of subgrant 
application to date of 
award 

Improve program efficiency The average time (in days) from receipt of subgrant grant 
application to date of award during the reporting period. 

A. Total number of days 
from receipt of 
application to award 
date  

B. Number of awards 
made  

C. Percent (A/B) 
 
 

2-F.  Budget 
 

Fiscal Year Formula Grant Funds State/Local Private Funds Total 
2009 $65,680 $65,680 $131,360 
2010 $65,680 $65,680 $131,360 
2011 $65,680 $65,680 $131,360 

 
2-G.  SMART 
 
The state will ensure, by Special Condition, that subgrantees will provide physical addresses of 
the locations where the subgrantees will provide services via the Subgrant Information Forms 
that are submitted online to OJJDP.  The state will also ensure that subgrantees will provide a 
map of the service delivery area as part of their application for funding, which will then be 
reported to OJJDP. 
 
Program Description 
 
3-A.  Compliance Monitoring: Compliance with three of the four core requirements of the 
JJDP Act: DSO, Jail Removal, and Separation 
Program Area Code:  06 

 
3-B.  Program Goals  
Maintain compliance with the core requirements of DSO and Separation and regain compliance 
with Jail Removal. 
 
3-C.  Program Objectives 
1)  Decrease the number of Jail Removal Violations 
2)  Decrease the number of DSO violations 
3)  Maintain compliance with the Separation requirement 

 
3-D.  Activities and Services  
 On-site monitor secure facilities statewide 
 Provide training, technical assistance, and resource materials to detention staff statewide 
 Complete required federal reports accurately and efficiently 
 Maintain GJJAC member involvement in compliance monitoring site visits and data 
 Review detention logs monthly 
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 Assist in revising the state detention statute to make it clearer and easier to understand 
 Monitor and provide assistance to Greenville County as needed to facilitate preparations for 

opening their new 48-bed Juvenile Detention Center by 2009 
 Facilitate a 40-hour juvenile specific training for staff of Greenville’s Juvenile Detention 

Center 
   
3-E. Performance Measures 
  

MEASURE OBJECTIVE DEFINITION REPORTING FORMAT 

4.  FUNDS 
ALLOCATED TO 

ADHERE TO SECTION 
223 (A) (14) OF THE 
JJDP ACT OF 2002 

 

Improve 
monitoring of 
compliance 
 

The amount of Formula Grants and state money in whole dollars 
that are allocated to address compliance with Section 223(a)(14) of 
the JJDP Act of 2002 during the reporting period. This should 
include money dedicated to develop and implement compliance 
monitoring functions (include contracted services).  Also include 
costs of on-line reporting systems.  Program records are the 
preferred data source. 

Dollars allocated to compliance  

6.  Number of activities 
that address compliance 
with Section 223 (a) (14) 
of the JJDP Act of 2002 

Improve 
monitoring of 
compliance 
 

The number of meetings held, monitoring visits conducted, jail 
inspections performed etc. that ensure adherence to this Section of 
the Act.  

Number of activities undertaken  

7.  Number of facilities 
receiving TA 

Improve 
monitoring of 
compliance 

The number of public and private secure detention centers, jails, 
lockups, and correctional facilities receiving technical assistance by 
state or Federal representatives during the reporting period.  

Number of facilities receiving TA 

1.  SUBMISSION OF 
COMPLETE ANNUAL 
MONITORING 
REPORT TO OJJDP 

Increase 
compliance 
with Core 
Requirements  

The complete Compliance Monitoring Report is required to be 
submitted annually to OJJDP.  Complete is defined as the report 
contains all required information without any missing data.  

The complete Annual Compliance 
Monitoring Report is submitted to 
OJJDP  

2.  Number and percent of 
program staff with 
increased knowledge of 
program area  

Increase 
program 
support 

The number of program staff who gained a greater knowledge of 
the compliance monitoring program area through trainings or other 
formal learning opportunities. Appropriate for any program whose 
staff received program-related training. Training does not need to 
have been given by the program. Self-report data collected using 
training evaluation or assessment forms are the expected data 
source. 

A. Number of program staff 
trained during the reporting 
period who report increased 
knowledge 

B. Number of program staff 
trained during the reporting 
period and returning surveys  

C. Percent (A/B) 
  
3-F.  Budget 
  

Fiscal Year Formula Grant Funds State/Local Private Funds Total 
2009 $75,000 $0 $75,000 
2010 $75,000 $0 $75,000 
2011 $75,000 $0 $75,000 

  
3-G.  SMART 
 
The state will ensure, by Special Condition, that subgrantees will provide physical addresses of 
the locations where the subgrantees will provide services via the Subgrant Information Forms 
that are submitted online to OJJDP.  The state will also ensure that subgrantees will provide a 
map of the service delivery area as part of their application for funding, which will then be 
reported to OJJDP. 
 
Program Description 
 
4-A.  Disproportionate Minority Contact: Through the selection of DMC as a priority, the 
state will work to develop alternatives to secure juvenile detention.  Because of the nature of the 
detention situation in South Carolina, the goals, objectives, activities, performance measures, and 
budget of the DMC area will also address #02 Alternatives to Detention, #11 Diversion, #12 
Gangs, and  #17 Jail Removal,. 
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Program Area Code:  10 
 
4-B.  Program Goals  
The goals of DMC are a reduced RRI rate of at the detention phase, a reduced number of 
juveniles detained longer than six hours in adult jails, compliance with the Jail Removal 
requirement, a reduced average length of stay, and a reduced RRI rate at the commitment phase. 
 
4-C.  Program Objectives 
1)  seek local community resources to implement alternatives to secure detention 
2)  increase the number of alternatives in Greenville County 
3)  discourage the use of Scared Straight-type programs that include adult jail tours, interaction 
     with adult inmates, or secure detention as punishment 
4)  increase the number of alternatives to detention by five statewide 
5)  continue to promote the use of a risk assessment by local law enforcement 
6)  revise the state detention statute to be more restrictive while ensuring public safety 
7)  reduce the number of youth securely detained by 40 percent (compared to baseline data from 
     FFY2008-2009) 
8)  increase the number of diversion programs, particularly in those counties that have higher 
     DMC and commitment rates 
 
4-D.  Activities and Services  
 encouraging the use of local resources (to be done by individual GJJAC members as needed) 
 continuation of a detention case expeditor (USC Children’s Law Center) 
 collaboration with law enforcement, prosecutors, judges, DJJ, etc. to revise legislation, 

reduce inappropriate use of secure detention and excessive lengths of stay while protecting 
public safety (GJJAC, CLC) 

 conduct training for public defenders and Bar Association members (CLC) 
 work statewide, particularly with Greenville County, to develop alternatives to secure 

detention and implement detention reform (GJJAC, DJJ, CLC, and appropriate law 
enforcement leaders) 

 continue to encourage the use of risk assessment instruments (DJJ, CLC) 
 continue to support a full time detention reform position (DJJ) 
 solicit and fund JABG and Formula grant applications that support detention reform and 

diversion (GJJAC, SCDPS) 
 facilitate a 40-hour juvenile specific training for Juvenile Detention Center staff (SCDPS, 

CJA, SCDC) 
 
4-E.  Performance Measures 
   

# MEASURE OBJECTIVE DEFINITION REPORTING FORMAT 

1 

FORMULA GRANTS 
ALLOCATED OR 
AWARDED FOR DMC AT 
THE STATE AND LOCAL 
LEVELS  

Increase 
organizational/
system 
capacity 

The amount of funds in whole dollars that are allocated at the state 
level for the DMC Coordinator and awarded for DMC at the state and 
local levels during the reporting period. Program records are the 
preferred data source. 

Dollars allocated and awarded for 
DMC  

2 Number of FTEs funded 
with FG $ 

Increase 
organizational/
system 
capacity 

The number of DMC Coordinators funded with FG funds, as measured 
through the number of Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs), working on DMC 
at the state or local levels during the reporting period. To calculate 
FTE, divide the number of staff hours used by the program and divide 
by 2080. 

Number of Full-Time Equivalent 
DMC Coordinators paid with FG $ 

3 
+ NUMBER OF 
PROGRAMS 

IMPLEMENTED  

Increase 
organizational/
system 
capacity 

This number is provided by the state agency only and should present 
an aggregate of all DMC-related programs implemented. The number 
of state programs in operation at the state and local levels during the 
reporting period. FG files are the preferred data source. 

Number of DMC-related programs in 
operation during the reporting 
period. 
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9 
+ NUMBER OF 

PROGRAM YOUTH 
SERVED 

Improve 
program 
activities 

An unduplicated count of the number of youth served by the program 
during the reporting period. Definition of the number of youth 
served for a reporting period is the number of program youth carried 
over from previous reporting period, plus new admissions 
during the reporting period.  In calculating the 3-year summary, 
the total number of youth served is the number of participants carried 
over from the year previous to the first fiscal year, plus all new 
admissions during the 3 reporting fiscal years.  Program records are 
the preferred data source. 

Number of program youth carried 
over from the previous reporting 
period, plus new admissions during 
the reporting period. 

12 NUMBER OF PLANNING 
ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED 

Improve 
planning and 
development 

The number of DMC-related planning activities undertaken during the 
reporting period.  Activities include number of Memoranda of 
Understanding (MOUs) developed, number of DMC Subcommittee 
meetings held, etc. 

Number of planning activities 
undertaken 

3 Number of minority staff 
hired 

Improve 
system 
effectiveness 

The number of staff of a specific minority group hired during the 
reporting period.  The number of minority staff hired 

5B School attendance 
Improve 
prosocial 
behaviors 

The number of program youth who have exhibited an increase in 
school attendance. Self-report or staff rating are most likely data 
sources. 

A. Number of program youth with 
the noted behavioral change 

B. Number of youth in program 
C. Percent (A/B) 

5D Antisocial behavior 
Improve 
prosocial 
behaviors 

The number and percent of program youth who have exhibited a 
decrease in antisocial behavior. Self-report or staff rating are most 
likely data sources. 

A. Number of program youth with 
the noted behavioral change 

B. Number of youth in program 
C. Percent (A/B) 

12. 

+ NUMBER OF 
CONTACT POINTS 
REPORTING 
REDUCTION IN 
DISPROPORTIONAL
ITY AT THE STATE 
LEVEL 

  

Reduce DMC 

Number of contact points reporting significant disproportionality at the 
state level during the reporting period compared with the last reporting 
period. Contact points include arrest, referral to juvenile court, 
diversion, detention, petition filed, found delinquent, probation, secure 
confinement, and transfer/waiver to adult court.  

Number of contact points (arrest, 
referral to juvenile court, diversion, 
detention, petition filed, found 
delinquent, probation, secure 
confinement, and transfer/waiver to 
adult court) reporting significant 
disproportionality at the state level 
during the current reporting period.  

13. 

+ NUMBER OF 
CONTACT POINTS 
REPORTING 
REDUCTION IN 
DISPROPORTIONAL
ITY AT THE LOCAL 
LEVEL 

Reduce DMC 

Number of contact points reporting significant disproportionalithy at the 
local level during the reporting period compared with the last reporting 
period. Contact points include arrest, referral to juvenile court, 
diversion, detention, petition filed, found delinquent, probation, secure 
confinement, and transfer/waiver to adult court.  

Number contact points (arrest, 
referral to juvenile court, diversion, 
detention, petition filed, found 
delinquent, probation, secure 
confinement, and transfer/waiver to 
adult court) reporting significant 
disproportionality at the local level 
during the current reporting period.  
 

 
4-F.  Budget  

  
Fiscal Year Formula Grant Funds State/Local Private Funds Total 

2009 $243,060 $0 $243,060 
2010 $243,060 $0 $243,060 
2011 $243,060 $0 $243,060 

 
4-G.  SMART 
 
The state will provide physical addresses of the locations where the subgrantees will provide 
services via the Subgrant Information Forms that are submitted online to OJJDP.  Subgrantees 
will also be required to provide a map of the service delivery area as part of their application for 
funding, which will then be reported to OJJDP.  
  
Program Description 
 
5-A.  Jail Removal:  Through the selection of Jail Removal as a priority, the state will work to 
revise policies and procedures regarding secure juvenile detention and commitment.  Because of 
the nature of the detention and commitment in South Carolina, the goals, objectives, activities, 
performance measures, and budget of the Jail Removal area will also address #10 DMC. 
Program Area Code: 17 
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5-B.  Program Goals  
The goals of detention reform are a reduced rate of minority youth in secure detention, a reduced 
number of juveniles detained longer than six hours in adult jails, compliance with the Jail 
Removal requirement, a reduced average length of stay, and reduced number of status offenders 
securely detained. 
   
5-C.  Program Objectives 
1)  seek local community resources to implement alternatives to secure detention 
2)  increase the number of alternatives in Greenville County 
3)  discourage the use of Scared Straight-type programs that include adult jail tours, interaction 
     with adult inmates, or secure detention as punishment 
4)  increase the number of alternatives to detention by five statewide 
5)  continue to promote the use of a risk assessment by local law enforcement 
6)  revise the state detention statute to be more restrictive while ensuring public safety 
7)  reduce the number of youth securely detained by 40 percent (compared to baseline data from 
     FFY2008-2009) 
8)  Increase the number of diversion programs, particularly in those counties that have higher 
     DMC and commitment rates. 

 
5-D.  Activities and Services  

 encouraging the use of local resources (to be done by individual GJJAC members as 
needed) 

 continuation of a detention case expeditor (USC Children’s Law Center) 
 collaboration with law enforcement, prosecutors, judges, DJJ, etc. to revise legislation, 

reduce inappropriate use of secure detention and excessive lengths of stay while 
protecting public safety (GJJAC, CLC) 

 conduct training for public defenders and Bar Association members (CLC) 
 work statewide, particularly with Greenville County, to develop alternatives to secure 

detention and implement detention reform (GJJAC, DJJ, CLC, and appropriate law 
enforcement leaders) 

 continue to encourage the use of risk assessment instruments (DJJ, CLC) 
 continue to support a full time detention reform position (DJJ) 
 solicit and fund JABG and Formula grant applications that support detention reform 

(GJJAC, SCDPS) 
 facilitate a 40-hour juvenile specific training for Juvenile Detention Center staff  

 
5-E.  Performance Measures 
  

# MEASURE OBJECTIVE DEFINITION 
 

REPORTING FORMAT 
 

1 
FG FUNDS 
AWARDED (FOR 
JAIL REMOVAL 

Increase 
organizational 
capacity 

The amount of Formula Grants funds in whole dollars that are 
awarded for jail removal during the reporting period. Program records 
are the preferred data source. 

FG funds awarded to jail 
removal core requirement 

8 
Number and percent 
of site monitoring/TA 
visits conducted 

Improve 
monitoring of 
compliance 

The number of onsite inspection visits made to adult jails or lockups 
by the state Compliance Monitor during the reporting period or the 
number of public and private secure detention centers, jails, lockups, 
and correctional facilities receiving technical assistance by state or 
Federal representatives during the reporting period.  The Annual 
Compliance Monitoring Report is the preferred data source. 

Number of on-site monitoring 
visits or TA visits conducted  

10 Number of RAIs 
developed 

Improve 
planning and 

Report the number of risk assessment instruments developed to 
determine the supervision level of the youth. 

Number of risk assessment 
instruments developed  
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development 

8 
+ NUMBER OF 
PROGRAMS 
IMPLEMENTED 

Increase 
organizational 
capacity 

The number of new programs implemented during the reporting 
period.  

Number of new programs 
implemented 

13 
+ NUMBER OF 

PROGRAM YOUTH 
SERVED 

Improve 
program 
activities 

An unduplicated count of the number of youth served by the program 
during the reporting period. Definition of the number of youth 
served for a reporting period is the number of program youth carried 
over from previous reporting period, plus new admissions 
during the reporting period.  In calculating the 3-year summary, 
the total number of youth served is the number of participants carried 
over from the year previous to the first fiscal year, plus all new 
admissions during the 3 reporting fiscal years.  Program records are 
the preferred data source. 

Number of program youth 
carried over from the previous 
reporting period, plus new 
admissions during the 
reporting period. 

1 

CHANGE IN THE 
NUMBER OF 
VIOLATIONS OF 
THE JAIL 
REMOVAL 
REQUIREMENT 

Increase 
compliance 
with Core 
Requirement 

The change in the number of violations of the jail removal requirement 
during the reporting period compared with the previous reporting 
period, according to the definition in the OJJDP Guidance Manual for 
Monitoring Facilities Under the JJDP Act of 2002.  The Annual 
Compliance Monitoring Report is the Preferred data source. 

A. Number of violations of 
jail removal during the 
current reporting period 

B. Number of violations of 
jail removal during the 
previous reporting period 

C. Percent change (A-B/B) 

2 

Number and percent 
of staff with 
increased 
knowledge of 
program area 

Increase 
program 
support 

The number of staff who gained a greater knowledge of the jail 
removal requirements, alternative services or related program area 
through trainings or other formal learning opportunities.  Appropriate 
for any program whose staff received program-related training. 
Training does not need to have been given by the program.  Self-
report data collected using training evaluation or assessment forms 
are the expected data source. 

A.   Number of staff trained 
who report increased 
knowledge 

B.   Number of staff returning 
surveys 

C.  Percent change (A/B) 

 
5-F.  Budget  

  
Fiscal Year Formula Grant Funds State/Local Private Funds Total 

2009 $243,060 $0 $243,060 
2010 $243,060 $0 $243,060 
2011 $243,060 $0 $243,060 

 
 
5-G.  SMART 
 
The state will provide physical addresses of the locations where the subgrantees will provide 
services via the Subgrant Information Forms that are submitted online to OJJDP.  Subgrantees 
will also be required to provide a map of the service delivery area as part of their application for 
funding, which will then be reported to OJJDP. 
 
8.  Subgrant Award Assurances 
 
The state assures that it will, to the extent practicable, give priority in funding to evidence-based 
programs and activities.  Potential subgrants statewide are specifically apprised of the DSG 
Model Programs Database and other model program websites in the annual Application 
Workshop and are encouraged to utilize these models.  Links to these sites are provided on the 
SCDPS website and on handouts. 

   
The state further assures that it will not continue to fund a program if the recipient fails to 
demonstrate substantial success in meeting the original program goals in the preceding two 
years.  Subgrantees are required to reapply annually for continuation (up to a maximum of three 
years total funding), and this application must include performance data on the progress the 
program has made in meeting its original objectives.  The scoring sheet specifically includes a 
section for this requirement, and it is also provided verbally and in writing at the Application 
Workshop and in the Request for Proposals on the website. 
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9.  State Advisory Group Membership 
 

State Advisory Group Membership Roster 
 

  
 

Name 

 
 

Represents

 
F/T 

Govt

 
 

Youth 
Member

 
 

 
Date of 

Appointment

 
 

Residence 

1)  
 

 
 
Patricia 
Denkler, 
Chair 

 
 

D3, E 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

5-31-05 

 
801 Prince Street 
Beaufort, SC  29902 
843.252.1717 
patricianne@islc.net  

2)   
 
Capt. LaLita 
Y. Ashley 

 
 

B 

 
 

X 

 
 

 
 

5-19-90 

 
635 Camellia St., NW 
Aiken, SC  29801 
803.221.7224 
Lashley@cityofaikensc.gov  

3)   
 
Judge 
William R. 
Byars, Jr. 
(ret.) 

 
 

C G 

 
 

X 

 
 
 

 
 

2-14-00 

 
SC Department of Juvenile 
Justice 
PO Box 21069 
Columbia, SC 29212 
803.896.5940 
bbyars@scdjj.net  

4)   
 
Jorge 
Calzadilla 
 

 
 

C, F 
 

 
 

X 
 

 
 

 
 

10-17-95 
 

 
Clemson University 
Box 340315 
Clemson, SC  29634 
864.650.8188 
jclzdll@clemson.edu  

5)   
 
Lee Catoe 

 
 

C 

 
 

X 

 
 
 

 
 

7-31-08 

 
DAODAS 
101 Executive Center Dr, Suite 
215 
Columbia, SC  29210 
803.896.5551 
leecatoe@daodas.state.sc.us   

6)   
 
Karen Chinn 
 

 
 

E, G, H 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

2-14-00 
 

 
Chinn Planning Inc. 
110 S. Saluda Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29205 
803.779.1999; 803.779.1999 
kchinn@sc.rr.com  

mailto:patricianne@islc.net�
mailto:Lashley@cityofaikensc.gov�
mailto:bbyars@scdjj.net�
mailto:jclzdll@clemson.edu�
mailto:leecatoe@daodas.state.sc.us�
mailto:kchinn@sc.rr.com�
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7)  
 

 
 
Harry W. 
Davis, Jr., 
Esq. 
Vice Chair  

 
 

C 

 
 

X 

 
 
 

 
 

2-14-00 

 
USC Children’s Law Center 
1600 Hampton Street, 5th 
Floor 
Columbia, SC  29208 
803.777.1795 
hwdavis@gwm.sc.edu  

8)   
 
Chief 
Wendell 
Davis 

 
 

B 

 
 

X 

 
 
 

 
 

9-25-08 

 
 3744 Lake Marston Drive 
Orangeburg, SC  29118 
803.533.5922 
wdavis@orangeburgdps.org  

9)   
 
John Dewese 

 
 

E, H 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

10-17-95 

 
13653 State Hwy 200 
Winnsboro, SC  29180 
803.289.4072 
johndewese@truvista.net  

10)   
 
John D. 
Elliott (Jay), 
Esq. 

 
 

B3 

 
 

 
 

 
 

6-17-87 

 
Attorney at Law 
323 South Bull St. 
Columbia, SC  29205 
803.771.8912; 803.858.9236 
jayel@mindspring.com  

11)   
 
Stevens B. 
Elliott, Esq. 

 
 

C 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

8-28-08 

 
320 Laurel Springs Rd 
Columbia, SC  29206 
803.254.7980   
Stevenselliott@bellsouth.net  

12)  
 

 
 
Dr. Fred 
Ettline 
 

 
 

D7 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

5-19-90 

 
39 South Hampton Drive 
Charleston, SC  29407 
843.766.9308 
ettlinef@bellsouth.net  

13)  
 

 
 
Bob 
Hallman, 
Esq. 

 
 

B3 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

8-21-08 

 
914 Richland St, Suite A-101 
Columbia, SC  29201   
803.252.7350  
 bob@bobhallman.com  

14)   
 
Dr. Kathleen 
Hayes 

 
 

C2, H 

 
 

X 

 
 
 

 
 

7-31-08 

 
SC Department of Social 
Services 
PO Box 1520 
Columbia, SC  29202 
Kathleen.hayes@dss.sc.gov, 
803.898.7360  
 

15)  
 

 
 
J. Harold Hill 

 
 

E 

 
 

 
 

 
 

6-17-87 

 
1010 Hanging Rock Road 
Boiling Springs, SC  29316 
888.574.1400; 864.578.1700 
C21hhill@aol.com  

mailto:hwdavis@gwm.sc.edu�
mailto:wdavis@orangeburgdps.org�
mailto:johndewese@truvista.net�
mailto:jayel@mindspring.com�
mailto:Stevenselliott@bellsouth.net�
mailto:ettlinef@bellsouth.net�
mailto:bob@bobhallman.com�
mailto:Kathleen.hayes@dss.sc.gov�
mailto:C21hhill@aol.com�
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16)  
 

 
 
Chief Patty 
Patterson 

 
 

B 

 
 

X 

 
 
 

 
 

8-28-08 

 
2 Hallmark Lane 
Sumter, SC  29154 
803.436.2737   
ppatterson@sumter-sc.com 

17)   
 
Rev. Robert 
Reid 

 
 

A, E 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

9-26-08 

 
1009 Lauren Lane 
Goose Creek, SC  29445 
843.553.5300 
Rjreid5@comcast.net  

18)   
 
Dr. Jim Rex 

 
 

C4 

 
 

X 

 
 
 

 
 

7-31-08 

 
SC Department of Education 
Post Office Box 1208 
Columbia, SC  29211 
803.734.8491 

19)  
 

 
 
Lt. Chris 
Ross 

 
 

B 

 
 

X 

 
 
 

 
 

2-14-00 

 
1106 San Jose Lane 
Hanahan, SC  29406 
843.822.1080; 843.991.1134 
rossc38@comcast.net  

20)   
 
Dr. Blake E. 
Taylor, Jr. 

 
 

B 

 
 

X 

 
 
 

 
 

10-19-95 

 
157 Hickory Meadow Rd 
Lexington, SC  29072 
803.896.8502 
taylor.blake@doc.state.sc.us  

   21)  
 
Angel 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

X 

 
 

9-10-08 

 
 4537 Outwood Drive 
Ladson, SC  29456 
843.214.0688 
Caitlin Dawkins, DJJ, 
843.834.3977 
ckjohn@scdjj.net  

   22)    
 
Daveesha 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

X 

 
 

9-10-08 

 
SC Department of Juvenile 
Justice 
4900 Broad River Rd 
Columbia, SC  29212 
Ray Cavanaugh, Special 
Projects Mgr 
803.896.7632 
rmcava@scdjj.net 

23) 
 
 

  
Delsean 
 

    
X 

 
 

10-2-08 

 
SC Department of Juvenile 
Justice 
4900 Broad River Rd 
Columbia, SC  29212 
Ray Cavanaugh, Special 
Projects Mgr 
803.896.7632 
rmcava@scdjj.net  

mailto:ppatterson@sumter-sc.com�
mailto:Rjreid5@comcast.net�
mailto:rossc@comcast.net�
mailto:taylor.blake@doc.state.sc.us�
mailto:ckjohn@scdjj.net�
mailto:rmcava@scdjj.net�
mailto:rmcava@scdjj.net�
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24) 
 

  
Oliver 
 

   
   

  
X 

 
 

10-2-08 

 
SC Department of Juvenile 
Justice 
4900 Broad River Rd 
Columbia, SC  29212 
Ray Cavanaugh, Special 
Projects Mgr 
803.896.7632 
rmcava@scdjj.net  

25) 
 
 

  
Shaquinda 
 

    
X 

 
 

10-2-08 

 
SC Department of Juvenile 
Justice 
4900 Broad River Rd 
Columbia, SC  29212 
Ray Cavanaugh, Special 
Projects Mgr 
803.896.7632 
rmcava@scdjj.net  

 

mailto:rmcava@scdjj.net�
mailto:rmcava@scdjj.net�
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10. Formula Grants Program Staff 
 

Office of Accounting-Grants

Valerie Sadaka 
Manager 

Mary Ulness 
Victim Services 

Peggy McBride 
Criminal Justice Programs   5% RSAT, 5% PSN,  

6% Forensic 

Peggy McBride 
Juvenile Justice  

44% Formula, 30% JABG, 10% State 

Lynn Medlin 
Victim Services 

Audrey Roberts 
Victim Services 

   Penny Baskin 
Criminal Justice Programs 

95% JAG, 5% State

Courtney Dickey 
Juvenile Justice 

 20% Formula, 13% JABG 

  Courtney Dickey 
Criminal Justice Programs 

57% JAG, 10% State 
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Burke Fitzpatrick, Administrator  
14% Formula, 8% JABG, 31% JAG,  

5% PSN 

Linda Kennedy 
Administrative Coordinator 

B.J. Nelson 
Victim Services 

Laura Whitlock 
Criminal Justice Programs 

 44% JAG, 5% RSAT, 5% PSN,  
14% Forensic 

Laura Whitlock 
Juvenile Justice Programs 

15% Formula, 11% Jail Compliance,  
1% JABG, 5% Title V 

Rob McManus 
CJ Statistical Analysis Centers  

5% PSN 

 
Vacant 

Lynn Graham 
Program Coordinator 

Jennifer Sandidge 
Program Coordinator 

Virginia Funk-Currie 
Program Coordinator 

 
Vacant 

Terri Reed 
Administrative Assistant 

 95% JAG  5% RSAT 

Vacant 
 

Bonnie Burns 
Program Coordinator 

 35% JAG,  5% RSAT, 10% JABG,  
50% State 

John Stuart 
Program Coordinator    

100% JAG                       

 
Vacant 

 
Vacant 

Cheryl Anderson 
Program Coordinator 
Compliance Monitor 

 
Vacant 

 
Vacant 

  

OOffffiiccee  ooff  JJuussttiiccee  PPrrooggrraammss 



Juvenile Justice Specialist Job Duties 
 

1.  Provide overall administration of the Juvenile Justice and Criminal Justice grant programs. 
2.  Develop strategies for the CJ and JJ programs (Title II Part B Formula, Juvenile 
Accountability Incentive Block Grant, RSAT, Justice Assistance Grant, and reimbursement 
aspects of Project Safe Neighborhoods). 
3.  Provide support to the Governor's Juvenile Justice Advisory  Council (GJJAC) and other 
program related agencies and organizations. 
4.  Direct the provision of technical assistance to state and local agencies. 
5.  Evaluate current legislation and policy and, upon analysis, make recommendations for 
criminal and juvenile justice system improvements. 
 
 
 

 

 
 

Compliance Monitor Job Duties 
 
 
1.  Provides records review and on-site monitoring of facilities licensed to hold juveniles; prepares 
the Annual Monitoring Report and verifies the accuracy of the data. 
2.  Initiates preparation of the State Advisory Group Annual Report to the Governor and prepares the 
compliance monitoring portion of this report; updates the monitoring universe on an annual basis; 
prepares and edits the compliance monitoring portions of the Three-Year Plan and Annual Updates. 
3.  Tracks the impact of relevant subgrants on state compliance with the four core principles of the 
JJDP Act. 
4.  Participates in and aids in planning and conducting workshops and training opportunities deemed 
appropriate and necessary by the office and performs other juvenile justice related duties as assigned 
5.  Develops data, compiles technical research reports and relates information to current statewide 
system needs/gaps to establish funding priority in the areas of criminal justice for Juvenile Justice 
Formula grant program.  Prepares strategies and criteria to be included in the annual application, 
guidelines and procedures document.  Presents criteria for the funding of projects at annual funding 
guidelines workshops.   
6.  Reviews JJ Formula applications in accordance with federal regulations and policy directives.  
Prepares and publishes recommendations for Formula projects to be funded for submittal to the 
Public Safety Coordinating Council. 
7.  Schedules and conducts on-site monitoring visits of all Formula projects to ensure compliance 
with policies/procedures/regulations.  Desk monitors all assigned projects on a monthly basis to 
ensure compliance with implementation schedules, grant terms and conditions and special 
conditions. 
8.  Reviews and approves training requests for pertinence to project and in accordance with 
budgetary requests; disseminates additional training information to subgrantees via e-mail. 
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Juvenile Justice Program Coordinator 

 
1.  Develops data, compiles technical research reports and relates information to current 
statewide system needs/gaps to establish funding priorities for JAG, PSN, and JABG.  Prepares 
strategies and criteria for projects to be included in the annual applications, guidelines and 
procedures document.  Presents criteria for the funding of projects at annual funding guidelines 
workshops.  Develops desirable projects with both state and local agencies on a statewide basis 
through knowledge of federal program recommendations/regulations.  Conducts extensive 
research describing successful and effective programs in assigned areas. 
2.  Reviews JAG, PSN, and JABG applications in accordance with federal regulations and policy 
directives.  Prepares and publishes recommendations for JAG and JABG projects to be funded 
for submittal  to the Public Safety Coordinating Council, and for PSN projects to be submitted to 
the US Attorney's Office (USAO). 
3.  Schedules and conducts on-site monitoring visits of JAG, PSN, and JABG projects to ensure 
compliance with policies/procedures/regulations.  Desk monitor all assigned projects on a 
monthly basis to ensure compliance with implementation schedules, grant terms and conditions 
and special conditions. 
4.  Prepares required JABG reports for submission to the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention, to include a summary of subgrant activities and an assessment of 
effectiveness; coordinates with the GJJAC to develop an annual JABG coordinated enforcement 
plan, to include an assessment of the state system of graduated sanctions   
5.  Coordinates with the USAO in administering PSN and preparing PSN plans and required 
federal reports. 
6.  Researches additional funding opportunities for state and local law enforcement agencies; 
informs administrator of new funding streams; submits information to website master to include 
on Office of Justice Programs website. 
7.  Provides records review and on-site monitoring of facilities licensed to hold juveniles; 
prepares the Annual Monitoring Report and verifies the accuracy of the data.   
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OMB Number 1121-0150 
Expires: September  30, 1996 

 
 

CERTIFIED ASSURANCES 
 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT 
 

 
This checklist has been developed to reduce the amount of paperwork required by 
applicant states under the JJDP Act.  States need only certify that the requirements cited 
below have been met.  In cases where requirements cannot be certified, justification 
must be presented along with a statement as to when the omission will be corrected.  
Refer to 28 CFR Part 31. 
 
1. Plan Supervision, Administration, and Implementation 

Pursuant to Section 223(a)(1) and (2) and Section 291(c) of the JJDP Act, the 
Grantee assures that it is the sole agency responsible for supervising the 
preparation and administration of the plan and has the legal authority to 
implement the formula grant plan required by Section 223 of the Act. 

 
YES     X         NO       _        

 
2. Planning and Administration Funds. Pursuant to Section 222(c) of the JJDP 

Act, the Grantee assures that planning and administration funds will be made 
available to units of local government on an equitable basis (indicate on 
Attachment A the amount of planning and administration funds allocated to the 
state and indicate below the amount that units or combinations of units of general 
local government will receive).   The Grantee further assures that the total of 
such funds shall not exceed 10 percent of the total JJDP award and will be 
matched dollar for dollar, in cash. 

 
YES    X             

 NO ____             
 
Planning and Administration     % of P&A Funds  
Pass-through Funds:         Passed through: 

 
 $   10%               10  % 
 
3. Supervisory Board.  Pursuant to Section 223(a)(1) and Section 291(c) of the 

JJDP Act, the Grantee: 
 

(a) Assures it has a supervisory board which has responsibility for 
supervising the preparation, administration, and implementation of the 
formula grant plan required by Section 223 of the Act. 

 
YES    X                 NO_____                

 
(b) Assures that the following board, indicated with a check serves as the supervisory 

board (check only one). 
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 X   The State Advisory Group appointed under Section 223(a)(3). 

 
     A broad-based law enforcement and criminal justice supervisory board 

(council) meeting all the requirements of Section 402(b)(2) of the Justice 
System Improvement Act of 1979.  Provide a list of all current supervisory 
board members including their dates of appointment and how each meets 
the membership requirements specified in Section 402(b)(2) of the Justice 
System Improvement Act of 1979 (see Appendix F). 

 
           A board with balanced representation of juvenile justice interests which 

has been specifically approved by the OJJDP Administrator.   
 

(c) Assures, if applicable, by having a broad-based law enforcement and criminal 
justice supervisory council serving as the supervisory board, that such a board has 
been continuously maintained since the enactment of the Justice System 
Improvement Act of 1979.  The Grantee further assures that such board's 
membership includes the chairperson and at least two additional citizen members 
of the State Advisory Group and that any executive committee of the board 
includes the same proportion of juvenile justice advisory group members as are 
included in the board membership.   

 
YES                                       NO _____              

 
NOT APPLICABLE       X        

 
4. Juvenile Justice Advisory Group.  Pursuant to Section 223(a)(3) of the JJDP Act, the 

Grantee: 
 

(a) Shall provide a list of all current advisory group members (use the Appendix E 
format), including their respective dates of appointment and how each member 
meets the membership specified in this Section of the Act.  Members appointed 
prior to their 24th birthday (youth-members) are identified as well as those 
members who also serve on a separate supervisory board if one exists.  The 
Grantee assures that the information on the SAG listing is accurate and current. 

 
YES    X                        NO_____               

 
(b) Assures that three members who have been or are now under the jurisdiction of 

the juvenile justice system have been appointed to the advisory group. 
 

YES    X                       NO_____               
 

(c) Assures that it will comply with the requirements of Section 222(d) of the JJDP 
Act. 

 
YES    X                       NO_____               

 
(d) Assures that a majority of the state Advisory Group members and the chairperson 

are not full-time employees of the Federal, State, or local government. 
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YES    X                        NO_____                
 

(e) Assures that it complies with all requirements of Section 223(a)(3) of the JJDP 
Act. 

 
YES    X                        NO_____                

 
(f) Assures, if applicable pursuant to Section 223(b) of the JJDP Act, that the State 

Advisory Group's advice and recommendations have been received and 
considered by the supervisory board prior to approval and submission to OJJDP. 

 
YES                              NO_____                 

 
NOT APPLICABLE      X         

 
5. Consultation with and Participation of Units of General Local Government and 

Indian Tribes. Pursuant to Sections 223(a)(4), (5) and (6) of the JJDP Act, the Grantee 
assures that:  

 
(a) Units of general local government or combinations of such units have been 

actively consulted and have participated in the development of the state plan. 
 

YES    X                          NO_____       
          

(b) Indian tribes, a combination of eligible Indian tribes, or an organization(s) 
designated by qualifying tribes within the state have been actively consulted in the 
state plan development which adequately takes into account the juvenile justice 
needs and request of those Indian tribes within the state that perform law 
enforcement functions. 

 
YES                                 NO_____                
NOT APPLICABLE       X         

 
(c) Every effort has been made to incorporate the needs of such units into the state 

plan. 
 

YES     X                          NO_____                
 
(d) The Chief Executive Officer of each major unit of general local government has 

been given the opportunity to assign responsibility for the preparation and 
administration of its part of the state or the supervision thereof to an appropriate 
local agency. 

 
YES     X                         NO_____               

 
6. Pass Through Requirements. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(5) of the JJDP Act, the 

Grantee assures that: 
 

(a) The amount and percentage of funds specified below will be passed through to 
units of general local government and to local private agencies and to eligible 
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Indian tribes.  For purposes of this requirement, local private agency is defined as 
a private nonprofit agency or organization that provides program services within 
an identifiable unit or combination of units of general local government.  (In 
calculating the minimum pass through amount, the state takes the total formula 
grant award, subtracts the 5% SAG allocation, then multiplies by 66 2/3 percent.) 

 
YES     X                NO_____               
 
Total Award (less SAG Allocation):              $  814,000 

 
Pass-Through:   $  81,400    
 
Percentage:          10%        

 

For information regarding a waiver of the 66-2/3 percent pass-through 
requirement, see OJJDP Guideline 4040.4 (Appendix J).  Note that planning and 
administration funds passed through to units or combination of units of local 
government under Section 222(c) and reported in assurance "2" above and the 
Indian pass through funds reported in assurance "6.b." below may be included in 
meeting the total Section 223(a)(5) pass-through requirement. 

 
(b) A program has been developed in the amount specified below for Indian tribes 

that perform law enforcement functions.  The Grantee further assures that the 
program budget is no less than the required minimum amount of Indian pass 
through funds.  See Appendix H for calculating the Indian pass through 
proportion. 

 
YES                          NO_____                

 
NOT APPLICABLE        X       Indian Pass Through:  $________                  

 
7. Equitable Distribution of Juvenile Justice Funds and Assistance.   Pursuant to Section 

223(a)(6) of the JJDP Act, the Grantee assures that: 
 

(a) The state will adhere to procedures which ensure equitable distribution of JJDP 
Act formula grant program funds within the state. 

 
YES     X                  NO_____                

 
 (b) The problem and need analyses have examined the needs of disadvantaged youth 

and that assistance will be available equitably to deal with special juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention program needs identified for these juveniles. 

 
YES      X                 NO_____                

 
8. Concentration of State Effort.  The Grantee assures that pursuant to Section 

223(a)(7)(A) of the JJDP Act, a plan for the concentration of state efforts as they relate to 
the coordination of all state juvenile delinquency programs with respect to overall policy 
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and development of objectives and priorities for all state juvenile delinquency programs 
and activities is on file.  

  
YES      X                   NO_____                

 
9. Participation of Private Agencies.  Pursuant to Section 223(a)(8) of the JJDP Act, the 

Grantee assures that private agencies have been actively consulted and allowed to 
participate in the development and execution of the state plan and there is coordination 
and maximum utilization of existing juvenile delinquency programs and other related 
programs, such as recreation, education, special education, health, and welfare within the 
state. 

 
 YES       X                 NO_____                
 
10. Advanced Techniques.  The grantee assures that at least 75 percent of the JJDP Act 

funds, other than funds made available to the State Advisory Committee, will be used to 
support advanced-technique programs as identified in Section 223(a)(9)(A-S).  

 
YES     X                   NO_____                

 
11. Analytical and Training Capacity.  Pursuant to Section 223(a)(10) of the JJDP Act, the 

state assures that it will develop and conduct research, training, and evaluation activities 
appropriate to the state's needs. 

 
YES     X                  NO_____                

 
12. Equitable Treatment.  Pursuant to Section 223(a)(15) the grantee assures that youth in 

the juvenile justice system are treated equitably on the basis of gender, race, family 
income, and mentally, emotionally, or physically handicapping conditions.  

 
YES     X                  NO_____                

 
13. Strengthening and Maintaining Family Units.  Pursuant to Section 223(a)(16) of the 

JJDP Act, the Grantee assures that consideration will be given to and the assistance will 
be available for approaches designed to strengthen and maintain the families of 
delinquent and other youth and that family counseling during the incarceration of juvenile 
family members and coordination of family services will be provided where are 
appropriate and feasible. 

 
YES     X                  NO_____                

 
14. Right of  Privacy for Recipients of Services.  Pursuant to Sections 223(a)(17) and 296 

of the JJDP Act, the Grantee assures that procedures have been established to ensure that 
programs funded under the JJDP Act shall not disclose program records containing the 
identity of individual juveniles.  Exception to this requirement: (a) authorization by law; 
(b) consent of either the juvenile or his legally authorized representative; or (c) 
justification that otherwise the functions of this title cannot be performed.  Under no 
circumstances may public project reports or findings contain names of actual juvenile 
service recipients. 
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YES    X                NO_____                
 
15. Equitable Arrangements for Employees Affected by Assistance in this Act.  Pursuant 

to Section 223(a)(18) of the JJDP Act, state assures that it has established all terms and 
conditions for the protection of employees affected by the JJDP Act.  

 
YES    X                NO_____                

 
16. Fiscal Control and Fund Accountability.  Pursuant to Section 223(a)(19) of the JJDP 

Act, the Grantee assures that fiscal control, fund accounting, auditing, monitoring, 
evaluation procedures and such records as OJJDP prescribe shall be provided to assure 
fiscal control, proper management and efficient disbursement of funds received.  This 
requirement applies to funds disbursed by units of local government and entitlement areas 
as well as to funds disbursed directly by the Grantee. 

 
YES     X               NO_____                

 
17. Non-Supplanting.  Pursuant to Section 223(a)(20) of the JJDP Act, the Grantee assures 

that the formula grant funds will be so used as to supplement and increase (but not 
supplant) the level of the state, local, and other non-Federal funds that would in the 
absence of the formula grant funds be made available for programs, and will in no event 
replace such state, local, and other non-Federal funds. 

 
YES     X                NO_____                

 
18. Annual Performance Report.   Pursuant to Section 223(a) and Section 223(a)(21) of the 

JJDP Act, the Grantee assures that the state will at least annually review the formula 
grant plan and submit to the OJJDP Administrator an analysis and evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the programs and activities carried out under the formula grant plan and 
any modifications in the plan, including the survey of state and local needs.  Such report 
will describe the progress in implementing programs contained in the plan and will 
describe the status of compliance with the state plan requirements. 

 
YES     X                NO_____                

 
 
 
19. Comprehensive and Coordinated Services.  Pursuant to Section 223(a)(24) the Grantee 

assures that program fund allocations in excess of 105% of the amount a State received in 
fiscal year 2000 will be expended through or for programs that are part of a 
"comprehensive and coordinated system of services".  

 
YES    X                 NO_____                

 
20. Lobbying.  Pursuant to Section 294(c) of the JJDP Act, the Grantee assures that funds 

paid pursuant to Section 223(a)(9)(D) of the Act to any public or private agency, 
organization or institution or to any individual (whether directly or though a state 
criminal justice council) shall not be used to pay for any personal service, advertisement, 
telegram, telephone communication, letter, printed or written matter, or other device, 
intended or designed to influence a member of the Congress or any other Federal, State, 
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or local elected official to favor or oppose any Act, bills, resolutions, or similar 
legislation, or any referendum, initiative, constitutional amendment, or any similar 
procedure by the Congress, any State legislature, any local council, or any similar 
governing body, except that this assurance shall not preclude such funds from being used 
in connection with communications to Federal, State, or local elected officials, upon the 
request of such officials through proper official channels, pertaining to authorization, 
appropriation, or oversight measures directly affecting the operation of the program 
involved.  

 
The Grantee further assures, pursuant to Section 319 of Public Law 101-121, to comply 
with the provisions of this law as it relates to lobbying activities and the disclosure of 
such lobbying activities.  See Appendices I and J. 

 
YES     X                 NO_____                

 
21. Bio-Medical Experimentation.  Pursuant to Section 291(d) of the JJDP Act, the Grantee 

assures that no formula grant funds will be used for any bio-medical or behavior control 
experimentation on individuals or any research involving such experimentation. 

 
YES     X                NO_____                

 
22. Open Meetings and Public Access to Records.  The Grantee assures that it, the 

supervisory board established pursuant to Section 291(c)(1), and the state advisory group 
will follow applicable state open meeting and public access laws and regulations in the 
conduct of meetings and the maintenance of records relating to their functions. 

 
YES     X                NO_____                

 
23. Fund Termination.  The grantee understands that this grant may be terminated of fund 

payments suspended or discontinued by OJJDP if the state substantially fails to comply 
with the provisions of the JJDP Act, P.L. 102-586, or regulations promulgated 
thereunder. 

 
YES    X                 NO_____                

 
 
 
 
 
24. Match Requirements for Juvenile Justice Programs.  The grantee assures that: 
 

(a) Financial assistance extended under the provision of the JJDP Act shall be 100 
percent of approved costs of any program or activity with the exceptions of 
planning and administration funds and construction activities. 

 
(b) Financial assistance for construction programs and projects shall be limited to not 

more than 50 percent of the cost of construction.  In addition, construction using 
funds available under the Juvenile Justice Act is limited to innovative community-
based facilities for less than twenty persons.  All such programs and projects shall 
be subject to prior OJJDP approval and on guidelines promulgated by the 
Administrator.  

 
YES      X             NO_____                
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25. Reports.  The applicant assures that it shall maintain such data and information and 
submit such reports in such a form at such times and containing such data and 
information as OJJDP may reasonably require to administer the program. 

 
YES     X                NO_____                

 
26. Drug-Free Workplace.  The applicant assures that it will comply with Title V of the 

Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 and regulations promulgated by the Federal Government to 
maintain a drug-free workplace.  See Appendix J. 

 
YES     X                NO_____                

 
27. Debarment and Suspension.  The applicant assures it will comply with Executive Order 

12549, Debarment and Suspension, 28 CFR Part 67, Section 67.510. 
 

YES     X                 NO_____                
 
28. Release of Information. The applicant acknowledges that all records, papers and other 

documents kept by recipients of JJDP funds, and their subgrantees and contractors, 
relating to the receipt and disposition of such funds, are required to be made available to 
the Office.  These records and other documents submitted to OJJDP and its grantees 
pursuant to other provisions of the Act, including plans and applications for funds, are 
required to be made available to OJJDP under the terms and conditions of the Federal 
Freedom of Information Act, 5 USC 552. 

 
YES    X                 NO_____                

 
29. Published Material.  The applicant assures that all published material and written 

reports submitted under this grant or in conjunction with contractors under this grant will 
be originally developed material unless otherwise specially provided in the grant or 
contract document.  When material, not originally developed, is included in the report it 
will have the source identified.  This identification may be in the body of the report or by 
footnote.  This provision is applicable when the material is in a verbatim or extensive 
paraphrase format. 

 
YES     X                 NO_____                

 
30. Copyrights and Rights in Data.  The applicant acknowledges that where activities 

supported  by this grant produce original computer programs, writing, sound recordings, 
pictorial reproductions, drawing or other graphical representation and works of any 
similar nature (the term of computer programs included executable computer programs 
and supporting data in any form), the government has the right to use, duplicate and 
disclose, in whole or in part in any manner for any purpose whatsoever and have others to 
do so.  If the material is copyright able, the grantee may copyright such, but the 
government reserves a royalty-free non-exclusive and irreversible license to reproduce, 
publish, and use such materials in whole or in part and to authorize others to do.  The 
grantee shall include provisions appropriate to effectuate the purpose of this condition in 
all contracts of employment, consultants agreements, contract, or subgrants. 

 
YES    X                 NO_____                
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31. Electronic Surveillance.  Under 18 USC 2512, transactions involving devices "primarily 
useful for the purpose of the surreptitious interception of wire or oral communication", 
advertising which promotes the use of any devices for such purposes are prohibited, 
unless, the case of the state officer, his conduct with regard to such a device falls within 
"the normal course of activities of.... (the) state...." 18 (USC 2512 (2)(b)).  Normally, 
officers of a state which has no enabling statute under 18 USC 2516(2) would have no 
occasion to use, possess, or otherwise deal with devices within the scope of 18 USC 
2512(1).  Without such legislation only consensual use is permitted.  No grants relating to 
such devices and their use will be authorized in states which do not have enabling 
legislation unless special justification, as explained below, is furnished.  Accordingly, all 
applications that list the acquisition of equipment, with either federal or matching funds, 
that may be utilized for electronic surveillance purposes, in a state that does not have an 
enabling legislation, must include as part of the budget narrative for such equipment the 
following information. 

 
1. A complete description of each item or equipment to be obtained. 

 
2. A statement of how each item of equipment will be used. 

 
3. The legal citations and justifications for the purchase and intended use of each 

item of equipment. 
 

4. A description of the controls to be established over access to, the use of, and 
ultimate disposal of such equipment. 

 
Each subgrantee application must contain the following statement signed by the Project 
Director:  "(Applicant) agrees not to purchase or use in the course of this project any 
electronic, mechanical, or other device for surveillance purposes in violation of 18 USC 
2511 and any applicable state statute related to wiretapping and surveillance." 

 
The grantee assures to review all subgrant applications for compliance. 

 
YES     X               NO_____                

 
 
 
32. Patents.  The grantee assures that if any discovery or invention arises or is developed in 

the course of, or as a result of work performed under this grant, the grantee shall refer the 
discovery of invention to OJJDP.  The grantee hereby agrees that determination of rights 
to inventions made under this grant shall be made by the Administrator of OJJDP or his 
duly authorized official representative, who shall have the sole and exclusive powers to 
determine whether or not and where patent application should be filed and to determine 
the disposition of all rights in such inventions, including title which may issue thereon.  
The determination of the Administrator, or his duly authorized representative shall be 
accepted as final.  In addition, the grantee hereby agrees and otherwise recognizes that 
the Government shall acquire at least an irrevocable non-exclusive royalty free license to 
practice and have practiced throughout the world for governmental purposes any 
invention made in the course of or under this grant.  The grant shall include provisions 
appropriate of effectuating the purpose of this condition in contracts or subgrants. 

 
YES     X                NO_____                
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CERTIFICATION 
 

I certify that the programs proposed in this application meet all the requirements of the 
JJDP Act, that all the information presented is correct, that there has been appropriate 
coordination with affected agencies, and that the application will comply with provisions 
of the Act and all other Federal laws.  By appropriate language incorporated in each 
grant, subgrant or other document under which funds are to be disbursed, the undersigned 
assures that the applicable conditions above will be applied to all recipients of assistance. 

 
I do hereby certify that, if violation of any of these assurances of the JJDP provisions 
occurs, OJJDP will be promptly notified in writing.  
 
____________________________   ____________________ 
Authorized Official       Date 

            Burke Fitzpatrick 
            Administrator 
  Office of Justice Programs 
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March 17, 2009 
 
 
_________________ 
OJJDP Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention 
810 7th Street, NW 
Washington, DC  20531 
 
Dear Administrator ________: 
 
Based on the statewide juvenile justice administration expenditure survey completed in October 1998, we 
respectfully request a waiver of the standard 75% pass-through for the Juvenile Accountability Block 
Grant program.   
 
The survey data indicate that the state bears 91% of the financial responsibility for the administration of 
the juvenile justice functions in the state.  South Carolina has a centralized, state-administered juvenile 
justice system and a Unified Family Court Judicial System which handles the majority of court cases 
involving youth under the age of 17.  The figure of 91% reflects costs incurred by the state for the 
provision of services which include indigent defense, drug testing and treatment, detention and release 
screening, intake services, probation and aftercare supervision, restitution programs, institutional 
treatment, institutional education, Interstate Compact administration, one third of the cost of detention in 
the state juvenile detention facility, and diagnostic and evaluation services.  The local figure of 9% 
reflects costs incurred by local jurisdictions for prosecution, detention (either for the operation of local 
facilities or two thirds of the cost of detention in the state-run juvenile detention facility), the 
transportation of youth to the state detention facility, and a portion of court-appointed defender and other 
court-related costs.  A summary of the state and local expenditure data is attached.   
 
The conditions that existed to establish the additional waiver percentage have changed in favor of the 
state several years ago, but to alleviate the burden on local jurisdictions of gathering budget information, 
the state is willing to forego an increase in the pass-though percentage.  The amount of money that a local 
jurisdiction must contribute to the state for the detention of a juvenile has been reduced by two-thirds.  
This reduction in the required local contribution was the result of a lawsuit by the state’s Municipal 
Association and has alleviated tensions between the state and local jurisdictions.  The majority of costs 
for local jurisdictions are incurred in operating juvenile correction and detention facilities. Only two of 
the 46 counties have juvenile detention facilities and two have holdover facilities.  All commitment costs 
are borne by the state. 
 
Graduated sanctions for youth in the state are primarily funded through the state and are administered 
through the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) and the 16 Solicitors’ Offices (prosecutors).  These 
include juvenile arbitration, afterschool reporting centers, truancy programs, drug courts and youth courts.  
Some drug courts and youth courts are funded locally through a county, a town, or a school district.  DJJ 
works in collaboration the state’s 16 Solicitors to provide arbitration programming for first time juvenile 
offenders charged with committing a nonviolent crime. During FY04-05, 34 percent of the 23,821 
juvenile cases to solicitors were diverted from court.   
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The state has a unified Family Court, and most of the costs for judges, prosecutors, and administration are 
borne by the state through Division of Court Administration within the state Judicial Department and the 
South Carolina Commission on Prosecution Coordination.  Juvenile probation services are provided by 
the state through DJJ.  There is currently one prosecutor funded through JABG. 
 
The majority of juvenile record-keeping is maintained by the Department of Juvenile Justice, the 16 
Judicial Circuits, and the State Law Enforcement Division (SLED), which are completely state funded.  
Local law enforcement agencies, as well as locally funded detention centers that are certified to hold 
juveniles for a limited time, are also locally funded and maintain arrest and detention information.  DJJ 
also records detention information regarding youth held in these local detention centers, and all arrest 
information is reported to SLED. 
 
Restorative justice programs are primarily funded through the Department of Juvenile Justice.  DJJ has 
adopted the principles of Restorative Justice and has been selected as a demonstration model in two 
national projects.  In February 2003 the US Department of Justice’s Balanced and Restorative Justice 
(BARJ) Project selected DJJ as one of only five national demonstration models for balanced and 
restorative justice in the country. This status enables DJJ to obtain technical assistance, helping the 
agency to systematically expand our restorative justice practices statewide.  In October 2003 the 
American Prosecutors Research Institute (APRI) selected South Carolina as one of only four national 
demonstration sites in the country to develop and test a “juvenile justice report card.”  This demonstration 
project will build a core set of juvenile justice performance measures for potential use nationwide. The 
performance measures are based upon restorative justice practices. Some examples of restorative 
practices that have been implemented by DJJ include: 
 

• Restitution programs for victims  
• Community service projects 
• Victim impact classes and panels 
• Offender apology letters to victims 
• Conflict resolution training 
• Victim and offender mediation 
• Community arbitration 
• Community involvement in DJJ 
• Community policing initiatives 
• Victim notification initiatives 
• Arbitration Programs 
• Habitat for Humanity service projects - youth who are incarcerated build and donate Adirondack 
chairs to each new Habitat homeowner.  Additional chairs are also produced and sold in order for the 
youth to earn money needed to pay back victims of crime, to pay for their GED exams, and to 
purchase supplies for the chair building project. 

 
The juvenile court and juvenile probation officers are funded entirely by the state, as are juvenile 
correctional personnel and personnel at the juvenile detention center operated by the Department of 
Juvenile Justice in Columbia.   
  
On September 27, 2005, every mayor and city, county, and town administrator in the state, state agencies, 
and private nonprofit organizations who have requested to be on our mailing list (a total of 1,200) were 
mailed the announcement of our annual application workshop (copy attached).  The pass-through waiver 
request was explained and readers were directed to the form on the SCDPS website for comments and 
questions.  This information was also provided to attendees at the statewide grants workshop and was 
specifically addressed in the workshop presentation.  The information included the name, address, 
facsimile number and toll-free telephone number of the state Juvenile Justice Specialist and specifically 
encouraged local units of government to provide feedback concerning the proposed application for a pass-
through waiver.  Of the comment forms that were returned, no negative responses were received.   
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South Carolina requests that its pass-through percentage be reduced to 10%.  This reduction would 
continue to give the state flexibility to consider funding meritorious grant applications from state agencies 
to provide better services to juveniles statewide, particularly to develop more graduated sanctions options 
and community-based alternatives to secure commitment and detention.  Thank you for your 
consideration of this request.  Should you have any questions, please contact me or Ms.  Laura Whitlock 
at (803) 896-8713. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Burke O. Fitzpatrick 
Administrator 
 
 
Enclosures 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 
TO:  Potential Applicants 

Criminal and Juvenile Justice Grant Programs 
 
FROM: Burke Fitzpatrick, Administrator 
 
RE:  Grant Solicitation Workshop 
 
DATE: October 1, 2008 
 
The South Carolina Department of Public Safety, Office of Justice Programs, is pleased to 
announce a combined solicitation for FFY 2008 criminal and juvenile justice grant programs. 
The Office of Justice Programs will host a Grant Solicitation Workshop on Wednesday, 
November 5, 2008 in the auditorium at the University of South Carolina at Sumter in Columbia. 
A map is available online at www.state.sc.us/scdah/location.htm.  The workshop will be held 
from 9:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m., with registration beginning at 9:00. 

 
The workshop will provide state and local units of government, as well as nonprofit 
organizations, with information about the types of funds available, the application process, due 
dates, funding priorities, and tips for successful grant writing. All applications must be submitted 
via the Grants Management Information System (GMIS) at www.scdps.org/ojp.  Signatures are 
not necessary for these electronic submissions.   
 
South Carolina expects to receive approximately eight million dollars through the U.S.  
Department of Justice for the following grant programs: Justice Assistance Grants; the Forensic 
Science Improvement Act; the Project Safe Neighborhoods and Anti-Gang Initiative; the 
Juvenile Accountability Block Grant; the Juvenile Justice Formula Grants and the Juvenile 
Justice Title V Local Delinquency Prevention Grant. 
 
For planning purposes, we ask that you e-mail Terri Reed at TerriReed@scdps.net indicating 
your intent to attend the workshop by October 26, 2008. Seating is limited.  If you are unable to 
attend, application information will be posted on our website.  You may also request it by mail 
after the workshop. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding the workshop, please call 803-896-8709. 
 
BF:tr 
 
Enclosure 

http://www.state.sc.us/scdah/location.htm�
http://www.scdps.org/ojp�
mailto:TerriReed@scdps.net�


Juvenile Justice Formula and JABG Grant  
Pass-Through Waiver Request  

Comment Form 
 

In the Formula grant program, states are required to pass through, or subgrant, a minimum of 
two-thirds of their federal award each year to local areas.  In the Juvenile Accountability Block 
Grant (JABG) program, this portion is seventy-five percent.  States may apply to the federal 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention for a waiver of this requirement.  Because 
South Carolina’s juvenile justice system is centralized and the state bears over ninety percent of 
the costs for juvenile services, the state has applied for and been granted this waiver in previous 
years and plans to apply again.  This pass-through waiver does not mean that state agencies will 
be given any funding preference over local units of government.   

 

Please provide us with your comments about this request by checking the statement below that 
most reflects your opinion. 

 

 I understand and approve of the state’s intent to request a waiver of the pass-through 
requirement. 
 
 I understand and disapprove of the state’s intent to request a waiver of the pass-through 
requirement. 
 
 I do not understand the pass-through requirement.  (Please contact Laura Whitlock at 
(803) 896-8713 or laurawhitlock@scdps.net for clarification.) 
 
 
Name:       Agency:      
Telephone Number:          
 
COMMENTS: 
 

mailto:laurawhitlock@scdps.net�
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State Juvenile Justice Administration Cost Form 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

# Juvenile Justice Administration Cost Factor FY 1994-1995 FY 1995-1996 FY 1996-1997 Total 
1 S.C. Department of Juvenile Justice Total State Budget 

 
40,498,020 43,450,277 68,333,504 152,281,800 

2 Total Other Funds Expended by DJJ (Federal, Foundations, etc.—
excluding reimbursements for detention from users) 
 

8,811,202 15,322,848 15,084,635 39,218,685 

3 Fees actually paid (not just billed) for detention of juveniles by 
non-state jurisdictions. 
 

1,551,076 2,242,076 505,242 4,298,394 

4 State cost related to Family Courts for juvenile proceedings.  
[NOTE:  Separate data on cost of juvenile vs. other family court 
expenses may not be available.  You may use a mathematical 
formula showing the proportion of juvenile cases to overall case 
load, or other similar factor.] 
 

5,999,907 6,244,043 7,241,997 19,485,947 

5 State cost of prosecutors in juvenile justice proceedings [NOTE:  
May require mathematically derived proportion of total cost.] 
 

 

6 State cost of court-appointed defenders in juvenile proceedings for 
the most recent three years. 
 

56,152 43,588 99,740 

7 Other state juvenile justice administration costs. 
 

 

  Total 215,384,566 
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Local Juvenile Justice Administration Cost Form 
 

# Juvenile Justice Administration Cost Factor FY 1994-1995 FY 1995-1996 FY 1996-1997 Total 
1 Cost of construction, expansion or renovation of local juvenile 

holdover, detention or confinement facilities. 
1,500,000 418,986 1,918,986 

2 Cost of operating local juvenile holdover, detention or 
confinement facilities. 

2,348,860 2,429,596 2,433,019 7,211,475 

3 Cost of training personnel for local juvenile holdover, detention 
or confinement facilities. 

3,148 3,230 945,450 951,828 

4 Fees actually paid (not just billed) for detention of juveniles by 
non-state jurisdictions. 

1,551,076 2,242,076 505,242 4,298,394 

5 Local cost related to Family Courts for juvenile proceedings.  
[NOTE:  Separate data on cost of juvenile vs. other family court 
expenses may not be available.  You may use a mathematical 
formula showing the proportion of juvenile cases to overall case 
load, or other similar factor.] 

680,439 755,030 857,339 2,292,808 

6 Local cost of prosecutors in juvenile proceedings for the most 
recent three years. 

693,855 1,043,154 1,062,928 2,799,937 

7 Local cost of court-appointed defenders in juvenile proceedings 
for the most recent three years. 

450,787 468,054 463,533 1,382,374 

8 Other local juvenile justice administration costs (Transportation 
and overtime costs). 

85,126 104,294 125,712 315,132 

  Total 21,170,934 
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Appendix A: Program Highlights 
                       

Juvenile Justice Programs 
Subgrant Updates 

January 2009 
 
 

Grant 
Funding 
Stream 

Agency/ 
Program 
Location 

Program 
Title 

Amount Contact 
Person / 

Telephone

Grant 
Period

Annual 
Target 

Population

Program 
Description 

Highlights 

    
Formula 
1J04006 

 
 

1J05010 
 
 

1J04017 

City of 
Lancaster 

Lancaster 
Scholars 
Project 

$54,519 
 
 

$54,519 
 
 
 

$54,519 

Lavilla 
Brevard 

(803) 283-
3915 

lbrevard@ma
il.lcsd.k12.sc

.us  

10/1/04 
– 

9/30/05 
 

10/1/05 
– 

9/30/06 
 
 

10/1/06 
–  

9/30/07 

Between 30 
and 50 at-
risk minority 
youth living 
at Carolina 
Courts 
housing 
project  

This program will 
provide tutoring, 
computer instruction 
and substance abuse 
prevention classes. 
Program will also 
provide parenting 
classes to those who 
have children 
participating in the 
program.  

During the third year of 
this project, 32 students 
were served.  96% of 
the students 
demonstrated an 
increase in academics; 
90% of the students 
scored basic or 
proficient on PACT test 
with significant 
improvement.  95% of 
the students attend 
school regularly; 10% 
of the students showed 
a reduction in attitude 
favorable to the use of 
tobacco, alcohol or 
drugs; 96% of the 
students demonstrated 
an increase in school 
performances.  

mailto:lbrevard@mail.lcsd.k12.sc.us�
mailto:lbrevard@mail.lcsd.k12.sc.us�
mailto:lbrevard@mail.lcsd.k12.sc.us�
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Formula 
1J04008 

 
 

1J05006 
 
 

1J04015 

SC 
Department 
of Mental 

Health 

Fairfield 
Status 

Offender/Dive
rsion Project 

$48,832 
 
 

$48,683 
 
 
 

$48,683 

Melvin 
Haywood 
(803) 737-

3039 
Mth70@dmh

.state.sc.us  

10/1/04 
– 

9/30/05 
 

10/1/05 
– 

9/30/06 
 
 

10/1/06 
–  

9/30/07 

25 Fairfield 
County youth 
ages 12-16 
who have 
been 
identified as 
truant, have 
been court 
ordered to 
attend 
school, or 
have been 
referred to 
the Fairfield 
County 
School Board 
for disruptive 
behavior 

Participants will have 
an individualized 
treatment plan 
developed for them by 
a Mental Health 
Counselor. Services 
will be based on the 
Multi Systemic 
Therapy Model (MST) 
and include individual 
and family counseling, 
mentoring, and 
monitoring;  the 
Mental Health 
Counselor will also 
visit families in their 
homes and assist with 
tutoring arrangements 
and transportation as 
needed; both 
psychiatric medication 
and nursing services 
will be available 

In the third year of this 
project, 25 youth were 
served; no youth were 
referred to Fairfield 
County Solicitors 
office; 48% improved 
their school attendance; 
60% of students served 
earned a GPA of at 
least 2.0; 69.5% of 
students showed less 
behavior problems at 
school.  Four youth 
completed program 
requirements.  

Formula 
1J02008 

 
1J04011 

 
 
 

1J04018 
 

SC 
Department 
of Juvenile 

Justice 

Teen After 
School 
Centers 
(TASC) 

$48,825 
 
 

$48,825 
 
 
 

$48,825 

Yolanda 
Cornish 

(803) 896-
6905 

yecorn@scdjj.net  

6/1/04 – 
5/31/05 

 
10/1/05 

– 
9/30/06 

 
 

10/1/06 
–  

30 youth in 
grades 6-9 
who are at-
risk for 
committing 
truancy, or 
other status 
offenses, 
and/or have a 
history of 

This program will 
establish three Teen 
After School Centers 
(TASC) in the 
counties of Richland, 
Greenville, and 
Charleston. 
These sites will 
provide tutoring, 
community service 

During the third year of 
this project, 80 youth 
were served.  There 
were 66 students that 
successfully completed 
the program.  Of the 
four sites, 53 students 
have indicated 
improvement in 
attendance by youth 

mailto:Mth70@dmh.state.sc.us�
mailto:Mth70@dmh.state.sc.us�
mailto:yecorn@scdjj.net�
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9/30/07 delinquent 
behavior. 
 

projects, arts and 
crafts, and mentoring. 
Participants will be 
referred by local DJJ 
staff, law enforcement, 
and Family Court, and 
parents.  

since enrolled in 
TASC.  80% of the 
students enrolled have 
improved school 
attendance rate.    

Formula 
1J04004 

 
1J05012 

 
 

1J05014 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Boys and 
Girls Clubs 

of the 
Midlands 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project You 
Turn 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$65,500 
 
 

$65,500 
 
 

$65,500 

Carter Clark 
(803) 252-

9578 
Carter@BG
CMidlands.o

rg  
 
 
 
 
 

10/1/04 
– 

9/30/05 
 

10/1/05 
– 

9/30/06 
 

10/1/06 
–  

9/30/07 
 
 
 
 

50 youth in 
grades 8 and 
9 ages 10-16 
attending 
Hand Middle 
School and 
Dreher High 
School. 
Participants 
are selected 
based on 
their history 
of 
absenteeism 
and 
behavioral 
issues. 

This program is based 
on two phases, an 
intervention phase and 
a prevention phase. 
Through participation 
youth will learn 
decision-making 
skills, conflict 
resolution and anger 
management skills, 
and career exploration 
techniques. 
Participants will also 
be provided 
educational assistance 
through tutoring. 

In the third year of this 
project, 50 at risk youth 
were recruited from the 
targeted schools and 
DJJ.  Based on report 
cards and attendance 
records from the 
schools, more than 
80% of the youth 
showed a decline in 
their truancy levels.  At 
least forty (40) of the 
youth attend the club 
regularly.  The youth 
attend the club on a 
daily basis.  The 
average daily 
attendance is 80% at 
least three days a week.  
The rate of suspensions 
dropped by over 70%; 
there were no 
expulsions during this 
grant cycle. 

mailto:carter@BGCMidlands.org�
mailto:carter@BGCMidlands.org�
mailto:carter@BGCMidlands.org�
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Formula 
1J03009 

 
 
 

1J04016 
 
 
 

1J07002 

10th 
Judicial 
Circuit 

Solicitor’s 
Office 

Early 
Intervention 

Truancy 
Program 

$130,777 
 
 
 
 

$130,777 
 
 
 

$130,777 

Kellie 
Herlong, 

(864) 260-
1027 

kellie@soli1
0th.com   

 
 
 
 
 

Amy Garrett 
(864) 260-

1027 
amygrt@yah

oo.com 

10/1/05 
– 

9/30/06 
 
 
 

10/1/06 
–  

9/30/07 
 
 

10/1/07 
– 

9/30/08 

350-400 
truant youth 
in Anderson 
and Oconee 
County 
schools 

Designed to reduce the 
number of status 
offenders, particularly 
minority youth, who 
are committed to the 
Department of 
Juvenile Justice .  A 
Truancy Task Force 
team formed by the 
Tenth Circuit 
Solicitor's Office will 
oversee a Truancy 
Hearing Officer and 
program assistant. 
who will hear cases, 
assist in preparation of 
intervention plans, and 
coordinate services.   

During the third year of 
this program, 233 out 
of the 313 youth have 
less than 5 unlawful 
absences since entering 
JDPP based on school 
attendance records.  
The 233 youth have 
cooperated with 
recommendations and 
abided by the Hearing 
Officer’s rulings.    
These were the cases in 
which the school 
districts would have 
normally filed a 
petition to send to 
Family Court but 
instead agreed to place 
them in JDPP.  In the 
Fall of 2006, JDPP was 
asked to present at the 
Truancy Roundtable 
Meeting sponsored by 
the SC Department of 
Education.  Spring of 
2007, JDPP completed 
an extensive interview 
with the local 
newspaper regarding 
truancy and drop-outs.  
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Formula 
1J05004 

 
Title V 

1L05002 
 

1L05003 
Formula 
1J06006 

Edgefield 
County 

Tri-County 
DMC 

Arbitration 
Coordinator 

$50,632 
 
 

$50,632 
 
 

$50,632 

Kathryn 
Barton 

(803) 785-
8384 

kbarton@lex
-co.com  

10/1/05 
– 

9/30/06 
 

10/1/06 
– 

9/30/07 
 

10/1/07 
– 

9/30/08 

100 first-
time, 
nonviolent 
juvenile 
offenders 
from the 
formal court 
system in the 
Eleventh 
Judicial 
Circuit 
counties of 
Edgefield, 
McCormick, 
and Saluda 

A diversion program 
that incorporates the 
principles of 
restorative justice by 
holding the offenders 
accountable and 
addressing the needs 
of victims, to include 
restitution.  The 
juveniles will be 
referred to Community 
Juvenile Arbitration, a 
voluntary 
mediation/arbitration 
restorative justice 
process where a 
trained volunteer 
arbitrator conducts a 
hearing; addresses the 
issue of 
Disproportionate 
Minority Contact with 
the juvenile justice 
system and will 
establish a DMC 
Advisory Board to 
consider additional 
ways to address DMC 
in the judicial circuit. 

In the third year, 109 
youth were served; 
83% completed the 
program; only one of 
these youth reoffended; 
4 new volunteer 
arbitrators were 
trained; youth have 
performed 814 hours of 
community service, 
written 50 essays and 
letters of apology, paid 
$2,119.65 in restitution 
to victims, and donated 
$340 to charity; youth 
have also participated 
in anger management 
training, a ropes course, 
job interviews, and had 
drug assessments.  The 
commitment rate for 
minorities has been 
reduced as a result of 
this program. 

mailto:kbarton@lex-co.com�
mailto:kbarton@lex-co.com�
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Formula 
1J05013 

 
1J06001 

 
 

1J06005 - 
1J07001 

University 
of South 
Carolina, 

Children’s 
Law Office 

DMC 
Information 

Resource 

$123,945 
 
 

$122,867 
 
 

$122,867 

Harry Davis 
(803) 777-

1795 
hwdavis@m
ailbox.sc.edu 

10/1/05 
– 

9/30/06 
 

10/1/06 
–  

9/30/07 
 

10/1/07 
– 

9/30/08 

Youth 
statewide 
who are 
subject to 
secure 
detention 

To promote greater 
awareness of DMC 
issues within local 
communities 
throughout the state, to 
disseminate accurate 
information, to 
encourage the 
development of 
strategies to address 
DMC, and to promote 
alternatives.  A full-
time Information 
Resource position will 
serve as a resource on 
DMC for law 
enforcement and other 
juvenile justice 
professionals.   

In the third year of this 
project, the DMC 
Resource Person has 
become active in 
numerous community 
focused groups and 
organizations that serve 
as great avenues for 
disbursing DMC 
information. 
Educational training 
and outreach has been 
provided to over 2,261 
individuals from 
various counties and 
professions throughout 
the state.  
Individualized training 
materials were 
developed for 15 
training 
events/activities to 
specifically meet the 
identified needs of the 
targeted group.  The 
DMC resource bank is 
continuously being 
updated with DMC 
resources and training 
related materials. 

mailto:hwdavis@mailbox.sc.edu�
mailto:hwdavis@mailbox.sc.edu�
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Formula 
1J06002/ 
1J04019 

 
 
 

1J05015/ 
1J06003 

 
1J07005 

City of 
Spartanbur

g 

Spartanburg 
Alternatives 
to Detention 

$124,182 
 
 
 
 
 
$119,806 

 
 

$92,279 

Joyce 
Lipscomb, 
(864) 596-

2010 
jlipscomb@c
ityofspartanb

urg.org 

10/1/06 
–  

9/30/07 
 
 
 
 

10/1/07 
–  

9/30/08 
 

10/1/08 
– 

9/30/09 

Juvenile 
offenders in 
the 
community 
as an 
alternative to 
incarceration 

Will provide 
alternatives to allow 
youth to stay in the 
Spartanburg 
community if they are 
charged with a crime 
rather than being 
detained at DJJ in 
Columbia; a 
uniformed officer 
provides case 
management and 
frequent checks on 
youth, additional 
officers to do 
unnannounced house 
checks, and wrap 
around services for 
youth who are not 
medicaid eligible; 
other components may 
include curfews and 
mentoring 

During this project’s 
third year, 69 youth 
were served.  Thirty-
nine youth successfully 
completed the program.  
The project was 
enhanced with life 
skills coaching, 
behavior improvement 
services, and tutoring 
services provided by 
Care Focus.  Of the 48 
youth scheduled for 
court hearings during 
this grant period, 42 
returned for all 
scheduled hearings.  
Four of the remaining 
youth scheduled for 
hearings were excused 
from attending their 
scheduled hearings, and 
the attendance for two 
youth is unknown.  The 
project offered services 
such as: case 
management, 
counseling, curfew 
checks, electronic 
monitoring, two 
sources for JRI 
placements, a juvenile 
fire setter program, and 

mailto:jlipscomb@cityofspartanburg.org�
mailto:jlipscomb@cityofspartanburg.org�
mailto:jlipscomb@cityofspartanburg.org�
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a local evaluation 
conducted by a DJJ 
staff member.  In 
addition to these 
services, the case 
manager conducted 
home visits to monitor 
the youth.  

Formula 
1J06004 

 
1J08002 

SC Dept. 
Of Juvenile 

Justice 

DJJ and the 
Children’s 
Law Center 
Detention 
Reform 

Initiative 

$131,771 
 
 

$131,771 

Howard 
Snider 

803-896-
9235 

HKSNID@s
cdjj.net  

10/1/07 
– 

9/30/08 
 

10/1/08 
– 

9/30/09 

Juveniles at 
risk of 
detention in 
counties 
which will be 
selected 
based on 
high rates of 
secure 
detention 
based on 
current 
detention 
data.    

The SC Department of 
Juvenile Justice (DJJ) 
will partner with the 
Children's Law Center 
(CLC) to pilot a 
detention reform 
project that will utilize 
a specialized case 
manager to work with 
local law enforcement 
in order to  promote 
local resources and 
alternatives in lieu of 
secure detention in 
Berkeley, Dorchester, 
Orangeburg, 
Clarendon, 
Williamsburg, 
Georgetown and 
Horry Counties. 

In the first year, this 
project is expected to 
decrease admissions to 
the statewide detention 
facility by 10% and to 
reduce the average 
length of those 
juveniles detained from 
the targeted counties.  
DJJ will create local 
case management 
systems to promote 
alternatives to secure 
detention, establish a 
working center for law 
enforcement to develop 
risk assessment 
instruments, and 
provide a catalyst and 
training for local 
collaboration of service 
agencies to step up 
services for special 
needs and multi-agency 

mailto:HKSNID@scdjj.net�
mailto:HKSNID@scdjj.net�
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juveniles during the 
time period between 
arrest and adjudication. 
To fill the time gap 
between arrest and 
court hearings, DJJ will 
establish one detention 
case manager position 
to offer alternatives to 
detention through 
immediate case 
supervision / 
coordination with other 
agencies.   

Formula 
1J07003 

 
1J08003 

 
 
 

City of 
Clinton 

Juvenile 
Detention 

Alternatives 

$131,350 
 
 
$109,266 

 

Joel Whitsel, 
(864) 200-

4503 
jwhitsel@ci.
clinton.sc.us 

10/1/07 
–  

9/30/08 
 

10/1/08 
– 

9/30/09 

Juvenile 
offenders in 
the 
community 
as an 
alternative to 
incarceration 

Will provide 
alternatives to allow 
youth to stay in 
Laurens  County if 
they are charged with 
a crime rather than 
being detained at DJJ 
in Columbia; a case 
expeditor to screen 
juvenile cases, provide 
case management and 
frequent checks on 
youth, officers to do 
unnannounced house 
checks; foster care is 
also an option. 

At the end of this 
project’s first year, 45 
juveniles were served.  
These juveniles 
received intervention 
services through case 
expeditor, mental 
health counselors, 
mentors, substance 
abuse counselors and 
alternative education 
options while awaiting 
initial court 
appearances.  Of the 45 
youth served, 11 were 
detained, but were 
released within 24 – 72 
hours.  This project 
worked with DJJ using 

mailto:jwhitsel@ci.clinton.sc.us�
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their guidelines as the 
basis to determine the 
best route to take with 
each juvenile. 

Formula 
1J07004 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Boys and 
Girls Clubs 

of the 
Midlands 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Choices 
Program 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$66,683 
 
 

Carter Clark 
(803) 231-

3351 
cclark@bgc
midlandsa.or

g  
 
 
 
 
 

10/1/08 
– 

9/30/09 
 
 
 
 
 

50 court-
involved 
youth ages 
10-16 
seeking 
intervention 
to avoid 
further 
involvement 
in the 
juvenile 
justice 
system.  

Will partner with the 
Richland County 
Solicitor’s Office and 
develop a curriculum 
for short-term 
intervention for 50 
youth involved in 
minor offenses.   

This first year program 
will provide youth with 
involvement with 
positive peers and adult 
role models.  This 
program began taking 
referrals and began 
services in October 
2008.  All staff has 
been hired and mentors 
are available to provide 
educational assistance 
through tutoring, 
computer instruction, 
mentoring, and 
transportation as 
needed.   

Formula 
1J08004 

 
 

University 
of South 
Carolina, 

Children’s 
Law Office 

Community 
Programs: 

Implementing 
the Reduction 

of DMC 

$175,191 
 
 
 

Harry Davis 
(803) 777-

1795 
hwdavis@m
ailbox.sc.edu 

10/1/08 
– 

9/30/09 

Local 
communities 
in South 
Carolina  

To reduce DMC and 
promote alternatives to 
secure detention of 
non-violent minority 
youth; will contract 
with a national 
organization to 
conduct a Readiness 
Assessment 
Consultation to assist 
in the development of 

 

mailto:carter@BGCMidlands.org�
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a strategic plan; 
establish local 
working groups; hold 
regional DMC 
summits; and identify 
or establish programs 
that demonstrate a 
positive impact on 
DMC and detention.  

Formula 
1J08001 

 

Spartanbur
g County 

Spartanburg 
County 
Juvenile 
Home 

Detention 
Program 

$77,799 Larry 
Powers, 
864-596-

2607 
lpowers@spa
rtanburgcoun

ty.org 
 

10/1/08 
– 

9/30/09 

Juvenile 
offenders in 
the 
community 
as an 
alternative to 
incarceration 

This program will 
permit nonviolent 
juvenile offenders to 
remain at home under 
the supervision of 
their parents/ 
guardians and a home 
detention officer; will 
use electronic 
monitoring equipment 
installed by the local 
Department of 
Juvenile Justice 
trained staff; when a 
youth is ordered 
"detained" by the 
juvenile court judge, 
they may be accepted 
into the program and 
confined at home.  

 

 
 

mailto:lpowers@spartanburgcounty.org�
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Title V 
1L05001 

 
1L06001/ 
1L07001 

 
1L07002/ 
1L08001 

Town of 
Lexington 

Lexington 
Keeping 

Every Youth 
Safe (KEYS) 

$83,195 
 
 

$83,195 
 
 

$90,808 

Major Jay 
Koon, (803) 

359-6260 
jkoon@lexsc

.com  

10/1/06 
– 

9/30/07 
 

10/1/07 
– 

9/30/08 
 

10/1/08 
– 

9/30/09 

50 at-risk 
elementary 
and middle 
school youth 
and their 
parents in the 
Town of 
Lexington 
who are 
affected by 
the risk 
factors of 
economic 
deprivation, 
gang 
involvement, 
and the 
availability 
of drugs 

Three days per week 
plus summertime 
activities including 
anger management, 
computer skills, 
nutrition education, 
financial management, 
academic assistance, 
and job skills training.  
Expected results are 
improved academic 
performance, 
improved nutritional 
knowledge, and 
improved life skills.   

In the second year, the 
program served 48 
youth during the school 
year and 55 during the 
summer; 71% of youth 
improved grades; 50% 
improved in at least 
two of four life skills 
areas and 100% 
improved in at least 
one life skill area; 62% 
improved school 
attendance or had no 
increase in absences 

mailto:jkoon@lexsc.com�
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JABG 

1JS03011 
 

1JS04008 
 

1JS05002 
 

SC Dept. of 
Mental 
Health 

Horry 
County 
Truancy 

Intervention 
Program 

$44,007 
 
 

$44,007 

Richard 
Dantzler, 

(843) 448-
9112, 

dantzlerconw
@aol.com   

4/1/04 – 
3/31/05 

 
4/1/05 – 
3/31/06 

 
4/1/06-
3/31/07 

40 truant 
youth ages 6 
through 
sixteen and 
their families 
in four 
Myrtle Beach 
area schools 

Provides an intensive, 
community-based 
alternative to 
suspensions, expulsions, 
and incarceration for 
truant youth; a 
coordinator will work 
with the youth and 
family to develop an 
individualized 
intervention plan, and 
services may include 
individual and family 
counseling, mentoring, 
and tutoring 

During the third year, 
the program served 65 
youth ; the time 
between commitment 
of the offense and the 
imposition of 
consequences has been 
reduced from 4- 
6 months to one week; 
school attendance 
orders have been 
reduced by 25 and the 
number of referrals to 
DJJ by 35 

JABG 
1JS0132 

 
1JS02030 

 
1JS05001 

Pickens 
County 

Youth Court $27,000 
 
 

$27,235 
 

$27,235 

Joe Board, 
(864) 878-

2627, 
joeb77@bell

south.net   

1/1/04 – 
9/30/04 

 
10/1/04 

– 
9/30/05 

 
4/1/06-
3/31/07 

Youth in 
Pickens 
County 
referred to 
Family Court 
for first-time, 
nonviolent 
offenses 

Recruits, trains, and 
supervises juveniles to 
serve as prosecutors, 
clerks, defense 
attorneys, and bailiffs 
within the Youth Court; 
cases are diverted from 
Family Court 

82 youth volunteers 
have been trained and 
are hearing cases using 
the peer jury model; in 
the first six months of 
the third year, 36 cases 
have been heard; no 
cases have recidivated 
to date. 

JABG 
Local 

Entitleme
nt 

1JL0101 
 

1JL0200
4 

Richland 
County 

Antiviolenc
e and Crime 
Prevention 

Project 

$18,958 
 
 
 
 

$15,564 
 

$11,987 

Valerie 
Ingram, 

(803) 576-
3104, 

vingram@rcs
d.net  

7/1/02-
9/30/03 

 
 

6/1/03 – 
5/31/04 

 
4/1/04 – 

At risk youth 
in Richland 
County 

To provide summer 
camp programs for 
youth.  

331 youth were served 
by this program over 
the course of the three 
year standard JABG 
program (after 3 years 
as a local entitlement). 
Three two-week 
summer camps were 

mailto:dantzlerconw@aol.com�
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mailto:joeb77@bellsouth.net�
mailto:joeb77@bellsouth.net�
mailto:vingram@rcsd.net�
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1JL0300

2 
 
 

1JS04007 
1JS05006 
1JI04001 

 
 

$12,848 
$12,848 
$12,848 

3/31/05 
 

4/1/05 – 
3/31/06 

 
4/1/06-
3/31/07 

 
4/1/07-

11/30/07

held every summer 
during the grant periods 
and included sessions 
on bullying, personal 
safety, cultural 
diversity, team 
building, health 
education, and crime 
prevention; youths’ 
perceptions of the risk 
associated with drug 
and alcohol use 
increased measurably.  
Over the three year 
project 185 adults 
volunteered with the 
summer camps  

JABG 
1JS04005 

 
1JS05005 

 
1JS05009 

SC 
Department 
of Juvenile 

Justice 

Disproporti
onate 

Minority 
Contact and 

Mental 
Health 

$161,760 
 
 

$161,760 
 

$161,760 

Craig 
Williams, 

(803) 896-, 
@scdjj.net  

4/1/05 -
3/31/06 

 
4/1/06-
3/31/07 

 
4/1/07-
3/31/08 

Youth, 
primarily 
minority, 
referred to 
DJJ in 
Spartanburg, 
Laurens, 
Aiken, and 
Marion 
Counties  

Contract with SCDMH 
to provide a clinician in 
each county to screen 
youth for possible 
mental health needs 
within 14 days of their 
referral to DJJ; provide 
comprehensive mental 
health assessments and 
offer individual, group, 
family therapy to 
minority youth and their 
families 

The Parenting with 
Love and Limits 
training was conducted 
in October; 785 
juveniles have been 
provided services 
including case 
management, family 
therapy, and initial 
assessments.  45 
juveniles successfully 
completed the program 
and 86 re-offended. 

JABG 
1JS03027 

 

Sixth 
Circuit 

Solicitor’s 

Family 
Court 

Prosecutor 

$49,317 
 
 

Chris Taylor, 
(803) 377-

1141, 

4/1/05 – 
3/31/06 

 

Juveniles 
referred to 
court in the 

A full-time prosecutor 
will be dedicated to 
reviewing and 

Chester:  Approx: 
113 cases filed with 
90% of cases 

mailto:hksnid@scdjj.net�
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1JS05007 
 

1JS06003 

Office $49,317 
 

$49,317 

christaylor@
chestertel.co

m  
 

Brian T. 
Grier    

briangrier@tr
uvista.com 

803-377-
1141 

 

4/1/06-
3/31/07 

 
4/1/07- 
3/31/08 

Sixth Judicial 
Circuit 
counties of 
Chester, 
Fairfield, and 
Lancaster 

prosecuting juvenile 
cases filed in the Sixth 
Judicial Circuit 

disposed within 60 
days 
Fairfield:  Approx. 9 
cases filed with 90% 
disposed within 45 
days Lancaster:  
Approx 134 cases 
filed with 70% 
disposed in less than 
60 days.   
Chester court held 
once per month.  
Fairfield has seen a 
decrease in allotted 
court time from 
court administration, 
but cases are still 
being disposed of 
within 90 days, 
 
Lancaster Court is 
now being held at 
least twice a month, 
although court was 
cancelled twice by 
the court.  Backlog 
cases have been 
cleared through 
prosecution or 
diversion in Chester 
and Fairfield 
Some serious violent 
cases remain awaiting 

mailto:christaylor@chestertel.com�
mailto:christaylor@chestertel.com�
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trial, but those numbers 
are minimal.  

JABG 
1JS04010 

 
1JS04016 

 
1JS06006 

 
 
 

United Way 
of Kershaw 

County 

Kershaw 
County 

Youth Court 

$23,537 
 
 

$23,537 
 

$23,537 

Donald 
Supplee, 

(803) 432-
0951, 

uwkc@chart
er.net 

Joi Brunson 

4/1/05 – 
3/31/06 

 
4/1/06-
3/31/07 

 
4/1/07-
3/31/08 

First-time, 
nonviolent 
offenders 
ages 7-17 in 
Kershaw 
County 

Recruits, trains, and 
supervises juveniles to 
serve as prosecutors, 
clerks, defense 
attorneys, and bailiffs 
within the Youth Court; 
cases are diverted from 
Family Court 

A volunteer adult 
application form has 
been developed due to 
the increase interest.  A 
Youth Court exam has 
been obtained from the 
Department of 
Education and 
scheduled to be 
administered 
November 2007. 
Between 21 and 23 of 
those volunteers have 
been maintained.  A 
workshop on Conflict 
Resolution is currently 
being scheduled for 
newly recruited 
volunteers.  During 
fiscal year 2007-2008 
75% of youth 
respondents 
successfully completed 
their community 
service hours within 60 
days of their 
disposition. 

mailto:uwkc@charter.net�
mailto:uwkc@charter.net�
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JABG 

1JS03027 
 

1JS04015 
 

1JS05008 

SC 
Department 
of Mental 

Health 

Project Safe 
Passages at 
Lexington 

School 
District 2 

$102,928 
 
 

$101,028 
 

$101,028 

Melissa 
Craft, (803) 
898-8636, 

mlc75@dmh.
org  

4/1/05 – 
7/15/06 

 
4/1/06-
3/31/07 

 
4/1/07-
3/31/08 

Ext. 
10/31/08

75 youth and 
their families 
in grades 3-
12 at Granby 
Education 
Center in 
Lexington 
District 2 

A full-time Mental 
Health Professional will 
provide youth and their 
families with traditional 
mental health services, 
such as therapy and 
crisis intervention, in 
addition to violence 
prevention services. 

Personnel retentions have 
created the need for the 
extension of the grant.  The 
newly hired social work 
project staff will be trained 
on data entry procedures 
by the end of October.   
Excluding the time in the 
extended period, 81 youth 
have been admitted to 
graduated sanctions, 901 
supervision meetings took 
place and 73 youth 
completed the program 
successfully.   

JABG 
1JS06009 

 
 
 
 
 

1JS06011
/ 

1JI06001 
 
 
 
 
 

SC 
Department 
of Mental 

Health 

Alternative 
Academy 
Retention 

Team 
(AART) 

$50,334 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$50,344 

Melissa Craft 
mlc25@scd

mh.org  

4/1/07-
3/31/08 

Ext. 
8/31/08 

 
 
 

4/01/08-
03/31/09

Supports the 
efforts of 
students who 
have been 
expelled from 
school and 
introduced 
into the 
alternative 
education 
program as an 
alternative to 
detention in 
the juvenile 
justice system. 

The major interventions 
in the project are; a 
behavioral counselor, 
social worker, parent 
support program and a 
summer enrichment 
program for you in the 
Lexington County 
school district.  The 
counselor will provide 
mental health services, 
the social worker will 
work with the 
community and family 
to provide referrals and 
coordinate the parent 
support program.  

100 youth were served 
during the first year (964 
hours of service) and 73 
during the first six months 
of the second year.  The 
expulsion rate decreased 
from 15% to 10% during 
the first year, and the 
successful exit rate 
improved from 58% to 
75%. 

mailto:mlc75@dmh.org�
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JABG 
1JI05001 

 
 
 
 
 
 

1JS06010 
 
 

SC 
Department 
of Mental 

Health 
SCDJJ 

DJJ Mental 
Health 
Liaison 

$59,855 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$59,855 

Kennard 
DeBois  

ked25@scd
mh.org       
David 

Michael 
dem29@scd

mh.org 

4/1/07-
3/31/08 

Ext 
11/30/08

 
 
 
 

4/1/08-
03/31/09 

Youth 
referred to 
MHPat the 
screening 
and intake 
process. 

Mental health 
screenings, assessments, 
treatment, 
recommendations to the 
Family Court, and 
expedite completion of 
competency evaluations 
for youth detained at 
DJJ.   

The MHP started in 
November 2007.  In the 
first six months of the 
second year, the MHP 
served 141 youth.   The 
primary focus for contact 
with county agencies has 
been in Spartanburg, 
Anderson, Newberry, 
Laurens, Georgetown and 
Berkeley.   The average 
length of stay decreased 
from 47 days to 14 days.  
61 youth returned home on 
probation, parole or house 
arrest. 

JABG 
1JS05010 

 
 
 
 
 
 

1JS07001 
 
 

SC 
Department 
of Juvenile 

Justice 

Detention 
Alternative 

through 
Electronic 
Monitoring 

$77,564 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$77,564 

Lesa 
Timmerman 
LJTIMM@s

cdjj.net       
William 

Latta 
WCLATT@

scdjj.net 

4/1/07-
3/31/08 

Ext 
6/30/200

8 
 
 
 
 

4/01/08-
3/31/09 

Selected 
youth in 
Greenville, 
Anderson, 
York, Horry, 
Berkeley, 
Pickens, 
Darlington, 
and 
Lancaster 
counties 
between 
detention 
hearing and 
disposition 
hearing for. 

The SC Department of 
Juvenile Justice (DJJ) 
will use electronic 
monitoring as an 
alternative to detention 
by providing devices to 
Greenville, Anderson, 
York, Horry, Berkeley, 
Pickens, Darlington, and 
Lancaster counties  

Contractual issues created 
delays in the 
implementation of the 
program during the first 
year.  Seventy-eight youth 
were placed on monitoring 
in lieu of detention during 
the first year, 34 of those 
youth exited the program 
having completed the 
requirements and seven 
youth re-offended.  The 
first year of the grant was 
extended in order to 
purchase the GPS devices 
instead of leasing them.  
Data for the second year is 

mailto:ked25@scdmh.org�
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not yet available. 

 
JABG 

 
1JS07002 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
University 
of South 

Carolina SC  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Effective 

Assistance 
of Counsel  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
$126,470 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

4/01/08-
3/31/09 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CLC will 
partner with 
the NJDC to 

conduct a 
statewide 

assessment 
of access to 
counsel and 
effectiveness 

of 
representatio
n in juvenile 
delinquency 
proceedings.  

 

This project targets 
juvenile public 
defenders and private 
attorneys who represent 
juveniles. 
 

The resource attorney has 
participated in four 
competency training 
sessions.  A meeting was 
held in early November 
with NJDC staff to begin 
the statewide survey of 
effective assistance of 
council.  The resource 
attorney fields questions 
requests for guidance by 
juvenile attorneys and 
family court judges.  A 
manual has been compiled 
of SC specific information 
to provide to the NJDC in 
accordance with their 
protocol and the JJ 
Attorney works with the 
DMC program coordinator 
at CLC. 
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JABG 
1JS07003 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Department 
of Juvenile 

Justice 

Detention 
Reform in 

the Pee Dee 
and Western 

Piedmont 
Regions 

$160,101  4/01/08-
3/31/09 

Juveniles at 
risk of 

detention 
from time of 
arrest until 

adjudication, 
and also 
provide 

services to 
juveniles in 

the state 
detention 

facility that 
may be 

eligible for 
release in 
Pee Dee 
Region 

DJJ will partner with the 
CLC to pilot a detention 
reform project in 20 
counties that will utilize 
two specialized case 
managers to work with 
local law enforcement 
agencies 

Even though there were 
delays in hiring the two 
case managers (hired July 
2008), 66 youth have been 
served in the first two 
months of operation, 
surpassing the original 
projection of 10.  CLC has 
conducted multiple training 
and detention awareness 
sessions with the detention 
case managers and agency 
staff. 
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