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Juvenile Justice Incentive Grant
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Evaluation Report
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EVIDENCE-BASED PROGRAM
UTILIZATION

Year 4, 2016-2017 

Evaluation Report

Year 4, 2016-2017 

Evaluation Report

1,465 Youth 
Served
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Functional Family Therapy (FFT), Multisystemic Therapy (MST), and Thinking 
for a Change (T4C) were the most utilized evidence-based programs in FY 
2017. 
July 2016–June 2017   
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Six out of the ten evidence-based programs reported successful completion 
rates over 60%.
July 2016–June 2017
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PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHICS
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Columbia
Houston

Glynn
Rockdale
Cherokee
Gwinnett
Lowndes*

Cobb
Henry

Coweta*
Dougherty

Hall
Columbus-Muscogee

Fayette
Union*

Walker*
Fulton

Clayton
DeKalb

Chatham
Augusta-Richmond

Troup
Macon-Bibb

Douglas
Athens-Clarke

Male Female

Males comprised 78% and females comprised 22% of youth served in grant-
funded programs.
July 2016–June 2017 
*Grantee court serves multiple counties
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The race profile of program participants in the fourth year was: Black/African 
American (72%), White (21%), Hispanic (5%), two or more races (2%), and 
other (1%). 
July 2016–June 2017

1%
10

2%
35

5%
66

21%
305

72%
1,049

Other

2 or more races

Hispanic

White

Black/African American

Year 4, 2016-2017 

Evaluation Report

<1%
2

<1%
4

<1%
5

<1%
7

1%
9

1%
12

1%
14

1%
14

1%
14

2%
23

2%
32

2%
34

3%
39

24%
352

62%
904

Suspended from school (in-school suspension)

Vo-tech training program

Receiving home-based instruction

Completed school/graduated

Suspended from school (out-of-school suspension)

Some other instructional program

Distance/online learning

In school (home-schooling)

In school (private)

Expelled from school

Not in school for another reason

Dropped out/quit

GED program

In school (alternative)

In school (public)
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PRE-DISPOSITION RISK
ASSESSMENT
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Out of 1,465 participants, only 2 youth served were reported with a low Pre-
Disposition Risk Assessment (PDRA) score.
July 2016–June 2017
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OUT-OF-HOME
PLACEMENTS
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FY 2012 Baseline Yearly OHP Total

Each year, there have been reductions in out-of-home placements across 
communities participating in the Juvenile Justice Incentive Grant program.
October 2013—June 2017
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62%

54%

53%

56%

FY 2014

FY 2015

FY 2016

FY 2017

Averaging the out-of-home placement reduction percentages across all 
Juvenile Justice Incentive Grant communities, the yearly reduction has 
ranged from 53% to 62% each year of grant programming.
October 2013—June 2017

• Overall, grant programming is on track:

• EBP success rates

• Target population

• Out-of-home placement reductions

Summary



3/15/2018

16

Questions
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Data Reporting for the Juvenile 
Justice Incentive Grant
March 15th, 2018

Institute of Government’s Role
CVIOG serves as the evaluator for the Juvenile 
Justice Incentive Grant

• Collecting Individual-level Data
• Providing training and support
• Managing monthly secure data submissions
• Monitoring data for consistency and accuracy

• Providing Evaluation Data 
• Providing data snapshots for grantees
• Providing reports for the Funding Committee and CJCC

• This is a TEAM effort made possible by the valuable 
support of the many court, provider, and state agency 
partners.
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To support evidence-informed decision-making:

• Help grantees identify areas of success and areas for 
improvement

• Aid system-level decision-making

Why Collect Data?

Data We Collect

From Grantees:
• Evidence-based Programming and Outcomes

• Enrollment, session, and exit information

• Describing Population Served
• Basic participant demographics
• Home environment, education, case history, risk level, etc.

From DJJ:
• Out-of-home placements (short-term program 

admissions and felony commitments to DJJ) 
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Online Data Collection Tool
Step 1: create 

new participants 
to build your 

roster

Step 2: manage 
monthly 

participant 
information and 
enroll in services

Step 3: review 
data, save records, 

and submit 
monthly data

Data Security

• Follow your local organization’s protocols

• Only send data to us through the online data 
collection portal

• Do not send any data to us via email
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For Questions or Support Requests

Evaluation Team HelpDesk
evalhelp@uga.edu

Jamil:  (706) 542-6272
Nyla:  (706) 542-3950
Tyler:  (706) 542-9916


