GOVERNOR’S CRIME COMMISSION 

JUVENILE AGE STUDY 
A STUDY OF THE IMPACT OF EXPANDING THE JURISDICTION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
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Study Overview

The Governor’s Crime Commission was directed by Session Law 2008-107 to study the impact of raising the age of juvenile court jurisdiction in North Carolina.
 North Carolina currently treats all persons 16 years of age and up as adults in the eyes of the criminal law – that is, adult processes (appearance before a magistrate, open records) and adult sanctions (incarceration in a prison, etc.). The Crime Commission formed an Advisory Committee and worked with outside groups to do the study. The end result of the work is the Juvenile Age Study Final Report, a 218-page document that has three main parts:


1)
COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS - authored by The ESTIS Group, LLC

2)
IMPLEMENTATION AND ACTION PLAN - authored by The ESTIS Group, LLC

3)
LEGAL ANALYSIS - authored by Professor Janet Mason, UNC School of Govt.
Cost-Benefit Analysis of Raising the Age of Juvenile Court Jurisdiction - see pp.4-78 of the 
Juvenile Age Study Final Report, electronic copies available upon request

Cost-Benefit Analysis is a tool that economists and policy-makers can use to evaluate the wisdom and ramifications of a decision – it puts a dollar value to the losses and the gains that can be expected with a particular action. Here, The ESTIS Group constructed a cost-benefit framework, analyzing the costs and benefits of moving 16 and 17 year-old persons from out of the adult criminal system and into the juvenile system. They found that, if North Carolina’s juvenile system were enhanced, the monetary benefits of the age change could outweigh the costs, by about $7.1 million. The ESTIS Group also noted that costs will likely outweigh the monetary benefits (by $37.5 million) if the juvenile system is not enhanced and the age of jurisdiction is extended (see below; for an Executive Summary, see Final Report pp.4-8).  

Net Costs and Benefits (in Millions of Dollars) of Changing the Age of Juvenile Court 
Jurisdiction to Encompass 16 & 17 year-olds  

	Costs and Benefits
	SYSTEM AS IT IS NOW
	ENHANCED JUVENILE SYSTEM

	Budgetary Cost
	($79.6)
	($53.7)

	DJJDP – (“Juvenile Justice”)
	(112.2)
	(103.6)

	DOC - Dept. of Corrections (prisons, etc.)
	44.5
	45.9

	Judicial Branch (judges, DA’s, etc.)
	(8.2)
	(6.4)

	Local Government (jails, police, etc.)
	(3.6)
	10.5

	Victim Benefit (from reduced recidivism)
	1.6
	20.3

	Offender Benefit (not having a record)
	40.5
	40.5

	Net Cost
	($37.5)
	$7.1


Adapted from The ESTIS Group’s Exhibit 1 – parentheses around a figure ($) mean that costs outweigh benefits – where there are no parentheses, benefits are greater in value than the costs 

OTHER KEY FINDINGS: 

· an enhanced juvenile justice system (see Final Report pp.73-74) can save money (see Final Report pp.34-39);

· for persons who are arrested, there is a greater chance of receiving services and sanctions in the juvenile system than in the adult system (48 percent for the former, vs. 23 percent for the latter - see Final Report p.40) – this makes the business of juvenile justice more costly (see Final Report p.41), relative to the adult system;

· The juvenile system produces benefits outside the scope of avoided budgetary and victim costs. Currently, first-time adult offenders 16 and 17 years of age who do not recidivate retain records of arrest and conviction. Studies show that records of arrest, and to a greater degree convictions and incarceration, reduce future earnings of offenders and decrease their overall likelihood of employment. These outcomes in turn increase the likelihood of recidivism (for more on offender benefits, see Final Report pp.71-72). 

Implementation and Action Plan – Final Report pp.79-134   

The ESTIS Group, working with the Crime Commission’s Juvenile Age Study Advisory Committee, came up with a plan of actions for implementing a change to the juvenile age. They noted the changes that would need to be made to deal with an influx of older offenders into the juvenile system (see Final Report pp.118-119). Step-by-step implementation schedules and planning issues are laid out for the Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (see Final Report pp.99-109), for the Department of Correction (see Final Report pp.111-112), for the Administrative Office of the Courts (see Final Report pp.113-114), and for local governments (see Final Report pp.115-117). 

(Legal Analysis)    Statutory Implications of Raising the Age of Juvenile Jurisdiction – Final 
Report pp.135-214 

In this document Janet Mason reviews North Carolina statutory law, suggesting revisions and flagging issues where appropriate. *This part of the Final Report is a user-friendly guide for North Carolina legislators who might look at the statutory ramifications of this issue.
	LOCATION OF STATUTES THAT MAY NEED CHANGING IF THE JUVENILE AGE IS RAISED:

	Chapter 5A (Contempt)
	Chapter 50B (Domestic Violence)

	Chapter 7B (Juvenile Code)
	Chapter 90 (Medicine and Allied Occupations)

	Chapter 14 (Criminal Law)
	Chapter 143B (Executive Organization)

	Chapter 15A (Criminal Procedure Act)
	Chapter 148 (State Prison System)

	Chapter 20 (Motor Vehicles)
	


(Legal Analysis)    Overview of Laws Related to the Sharing of Juvenile Information – Final 
Report pp.215-219

Here, Janet Mason lays out just what kind of privacy and confidentiality is accorded to juvenile record information. *This part of the Final Report is a helpful, quick read for anyone who is interested in what happens with juvenile records. 
Implementation and Action Plan

Executive Summary 

Extending juvenile jurisdiction to persons 16 and 17 years of age would transfer approximately 30,000 arrests each year from the adult system to the juvenile system. Both systems incorporate a process that includes local law enforcement, adjudication, and sanction. As shown in Exhibit 1, the transfer has a significant impact on the juvenile system whose responsibilities nearly double while arrests processed through the adult system decrease by only 6.1 percent.  

Exhibit 1: Percent Change in Arrests by System with Change in Juvenile Age
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Source: The ESTIS Group, 2009

The entities that participate in the criminal justice process for juveniles and for adults would have to make adjustments to accommodate such a change.  The change would affect capital expenditures and the annual operational costs for the Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (DJJDP), the Department of Correction (DOC), the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), and local governments. The adjustments required to accommodate a change in age would be more significant for DJJDP and AOC than it would be for local law enforcement and DOC.

The organizational and operational changes need not occur all at once. According to House Bill 1441, which was introduced during the 2009 legislative session, the increase in the age of juvenile jurisdiction could be incremental, with discrete age groups entering the juvenile system each year over four years. The bill proposes that the change take place in half-year age increments starting two years after the passage of the law. The initial two years are for planning and preparation, while years three through six involve the actual transfer of persons 16 and 17 year of age from the adult to the juvenile system. Exhibit 2 offers an estimate of how many youth would be transferred each year. 

Exhibit 2: Entries into the Juvenile System
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Source: The ESTIS Group, 2009
Budgetary Impact of Raising the Age of Juvenile Jurisdiction

Because the cost of serving a person in the juvenile system is nearly 50 percent greater than it is in the adult system, raising the age of juvenile court jurisdiction would increase state budgetary expenditures.
 If 30,000 persons were moved from the adult system to the juvenile system, the cost of serving each person would increase from approximately $4,900 to approximately $7,300, which from the perspective of a multi-year cost-benefit analysis translates to a net cost to state and local government of $79.6 million. This includes costs incurred by local governments, AOC, DJJDP, and DOC, but does not include capital costs. Capital costs can range from $5 million for a 30-bed detention facility to $18 million for a 96-bed YDC. 
Cost Mitigation Strategies

To address the cost impact associated with transferring 30,000 arrests from the adult to the juvenile system, North Carolina should consider the following opportunities for reducing the budgetary impact of a change to the age of juvenile jurisdiction:
· Implementation of evidence-based programming could help DJJDP achieve lower recidivism (reoffense) rates. If recidivism is reduced by 25 percent, by year 6 of implementation DJJDP could save an estimated $20.4 million.  
· Development of local incentives to reduce secure confinement use could help DJJDP reduce its number-one cost driver— facility placement costs. If initiatives are implemented, DJJDP could reduce its annual expenditures by approximately $22.2 million by the end of Year 6.
· Limitation of secure detention use would allow North Carolina to serve fewer persons in detention centers. Thirty beds are currently needed to hold the 824 persons detained for undisciplined offenses annually. Operating costs for these beds is estimated at $1.8 million per year. By limiting these types of detentions, North Carolina could eliminate a detention facility from its revised capital plan for a savings of about $5 million.
The implementation plan included in this report is built upon the assumption that these cost mitigation strategies are implemented.
Operational and Capital Impacts

The increase in population served would affect DJJDP operations significantly. More persons would be processed through the juvenile court system and served by detention facilities, local Juvenile Crime Prevention Council-funded programs, court counselor supervision, and Youth Development Centers (YDC). Additional facility space would be needed, the availability of community programs and services must be expanded, and staff must be recruited and hired.  DOC would have fewer persons to serve, but the reduction would be only a small percent of its total population. AOC court staff would have an increased workload, which would require additional staff to be hired.

DJJDP

DJJDP would be affected the most by a change to the age of juvenile court jurisdiction, as shown in Exhibit 3. It would need to build one YDC and three detention facilities, at a total cost of $33 million.  Its annual budget would increase by $85.4 million by Year 6 to serve the additional persons under its supervision. To accommodate the additional youth, 557 court counselors are needed as well as 225 direct care staff at YDCs and detention facilities. In addition, DJJDP would need to hire eight trainers to provide initial training, at a cost of $256,000 annually.

Exhibit 3:  DJJDP Capital, Staffing, and Operational Impact 
	Capital Impact and Facility Need
	Staffing Impact
	Operational Impact 

	     Type                       Cost
	 
	            Type                               Cost

	YDC

Detention centers (3) 

Total 
	$18M 

$15M 

$33M
	557 court counselors

225 direct care staff 

8 staff trainers

 
	Personal Services

Program Development

Facility Operations

Aid and Public Assistance
	$67.5M annually

$0.8M over 3 years

$2.9M annually

$15.0M annually


To accommodate nearly 30,000 additional persons by Year 6, DJJDP would need 130 detention beds to accommodate 3,641 additional youth by Year 6 of implementation. The Department would also need 306 YDC beds to accommodate 444 persons 16 and 17 years of age by Year 6 of implementation. Some of these beds would need to be provided in a new facility; others could be provided in currently-operating facilities. In addition, court counselors would need 44,560 square feet of office space to accommodate an additional 557 court counselors by Year 6, assuming 80 square feet of space per person.   

DJJDP must also develop programs in YDCs and in the community to serve older youth, expand current Juvenile Crime Prevention Councils (JCPC) programs, and develop new JCPC programs. A tool linking these programs to the overall needs of individual youth (including criminogenic needs) would be also needed to ensure positive re-offense outcomes. In addition, community incentives for reducing secure confinement of committed youth must be developed and implemented. 

Department of Correction

With 30,000 persons no longer being processed through the adult system, DOC would have reduced operating expenditures by approximately $2.9 million annually. It would have an increase in prison and jail beds available, but would continue to use those for its adult population. The Department may be able to delay the building or expansion of a new prison as the result of gaining 457 vacant beds no longer occupied by persons who committed an offense at the age of 16 or 17. In addition, DOC would have a reduction in personal services expenditures for adult probation of $2.4 million, as a result of decreased probation officer need.

Administrative Office of the Courts 

AOC would need to hire an additional 138 staff, at an additional annual cost of $9.2 million. An estimated 11 judges would be needed, along with 17 assistant district attorneys, 32 court support staff, 72 deputy and administrative clerks, and 6 assistant defenders. The additional staff could have an impact on facility needs in local communities (court rooms and office space). An analysis at the local level would be required to determine the specific facility needs for each location.

Local Government

Local government would need to provide 44,560 square feet of work space for additional court counselors at a cost of $5.8 million. Local Government would also need to provide an additional $3.4 million in JCPC match funds, based on current minimum matching rate requirements. Additional space may be needed to accommodate the court-related staff needed to address the transfer of persons 16 and 17 years of age from the adult to the juvenile system. A locally-based facility audit would be necessary to determine what local facility needs may result from changing the juvenile age. 
Summary

Changing the age of juvenile jurisdiction would affect local governments in North Carolina, the AOC, DJJDP and DOC. A change would have its most significant impact on the capital and operating budgets for the DJJDP. Assuming the change is carried out over a 6 year period as suggested by House Bill 1441, DJJDP’s operating budget would increase by $85.4 million by year 6 of the implementation and would require the construction of one Youth Development Center (YDC) and three Detention Centers. This plan is based on the assumption that North Carolina implements the cost mitigation strategies recommended in this report. These strategies should have the effect of reducing recidivism, improving outcomes, and reducing the need for secure bed space in detention centers and YDCs. The state and local government budgetary impact of the proposed change in the age of juvenile jurisdiction is summarized in Exhibit 4.

Exhibit 4: Incremental Budgetary Adjustments required to Accommodate Operational Budget, by Year 
	 
	Yearly Budget Adjustment (in Millions)
	Total Budget Adjustment by Year 6

	Budget Category 
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Year 6
	

	DJJDP
	$1.0 
	$1.3 
	$20.9 
	$20.6 
	$23.6 
	$22.5 
	$85.4 

	Personal Services
	
	
	14.3 
	16.6 
	18.7 
	17.5 
	67.5 

	    Court Counselors
	
	
	6.8 
	7.0 
	8.9 
	9.1 
	31.8 

	YDC 
	
	
	5.9 
	8.0 
	7.7 
	6.3 
	27.9 

	Detention
	
	
	1.6 
	1.6 
	2.1 
	2.1 
	7.4 

	Training Staff
	
	0.4 
	
	
	
	
	0.4 

	Facility Operations  
	
	
	0.8 
	0.7 
	0.7 
	0.7 
	2.9 

	     YDC
	
	
	0.6 
	0.6 
	0.6 
	0.5 
	2.3 

	     Detention
	
	
	0.1 
	0.1 
	0.2 
	0.2 
	0.6 

	Program Development
	*0.2
	*0.3
	*0.3
	
	
	
	*0.8

	Aid and Public Assistance
	
	
	3.2 
	3.3 
	4.2 
	4.3 
	15.0 

	     JCPC Allocations
	
	
	3.2 
	3.3 
	4.2 
	4.3 
	15.0 

	DOC
	 
	 
	($1.2)
	($1.2)
	($1.5)
	($1.5)
	($5.3)

	Personal Services
	
	
	(0.5)
	(0.5)
	(0.7)
	(0.7)
	(2.4)

	Facility Operations  
	
	
	(0.7)
	(0.7)
	(0.8)
	(0.8)
	(2.9) 


	AOC
	 
	 
	**
	$4.1 
	**
	$5.1 
	$9.2 

	Personal Services
	
	
	
	4.1 
	
	5.1 
	9.2 

	Local Government
	 
	 
	$0.9 
	$0.9 
	$0.9 
	$0.9 
	$3.4 

	JCPC Match Funds 
	 
	 
	0.8 
	0.8 
	0.9 
	0.9 
	3.4 

	* These would be one-time allocations and would not be recurring annual costs at Year 6 of implementation

	** This estimate is based on the assumption that current staff can accommodate Year 3 additions to  the system


Source: The ESTIS Group, 2009
Cost-Benefit Analysis

Executive Summary 

If the maximum age of initial juvenile court jurisdiction in North Carolina is raised from 15 to 17, with no change to the current juvenile system, the costs are expected to exceed the benefits by $37.5 million. If, however, North Carolina makes substantial changes to its juvenile system to reduce recidivism, it is estimated that benefits could exceed costs by approximately $7.1 million.  Additional savings could be generated by reducing costs in the juvenile system.

The net costs and benefits of changing the age of juvenile court jurisdiction are shown in Exhibit 1. Two estimates are presented for the baseline and for the enhanced scenarios – one for a policy that applies to persons 16 years of age only and one that applies to persons 16 and 17 years of age. There are three major cost categories– Budgetary Costs, Victim Benefits, and Offender Benefits. These categories include all of the tangible and intangible costs for which there are established methodologies for measurement and for which there is a relationship between arrests (the unit of measure used in this cost-benefit analysis) and the cost category.  

The budgetary cost (i.e., the impact on State and local government fiscal resources) is significant. The budgetary impacts occur over a three-year time frame for the analysis, but most of the costs are incurred in the first year. 

Exhibit  AUTONUM  \* Arabic \s :  Net Costs and Benefits (in Millions) of Changing the Age of Juvenile Court 


Jurisdiction
	
	Baseline System
	Enhanced System

	Costs and Benefits
	Ages 16 & 17
	Age 16
	Ages 16 & 17
	Age 16

	Budgetary Cost
	($79.6)
	($35.8)
	($53.7)
	($24.2)

	DJJDP
	(112.2)
	(50.5)
	(103.6)
	(46.6)

	DOC
	44.5
	20.0
	45.9
	20.7

	AOC
	(8.2)
	(3.7)
	(6.4)
	(2.9)

	Local Government
	(3.6)
	(1.6)
	10.5
	4.7

	Victim Benefit
	1.6
	0.7
	20.3
	9.1

	Offender Benefit
	40.5
	18.2
	40.5
	18.2

	Net Cost
	($37.5)
	($16.9)
	$7.1
	$3.2


Note: Totals may not add due to rounding.

Source: The ESTIS Group, 2009

Discussion of the Results

The slightly higher re-arrest rate for persons 15 years of age as compared with persons 16 and 17 years of age and the high cost of treating offenders in the juvenile system combine to produce a net cost when the age for juvenile court jurisdiction is raised (see Exhibit 2). The composite re-arrest rate for persons 15 years of age in the juvenile system (46.5 percent) is greater than the comparable re-arrest rate
 for persons 16 and 17 years of age in the adult system (44.4 percent).
   

The proposed change in the age of juvenile court jurisdiction produces a substantial benefit to society through improved outcomes for offenders. Offenders benefit and society benefits when offenders are able to reach the age of 18 without a record of criminal activity. Several studies have calculated the benefits derived from not having a criminal record in terms of lifetime earnings. The study deemed most applicable to the circumstances in North Carolina provides a range of possible impacts on offender lifetime earnings. Using the mid-point of the range, a 6.5 percent increase in lifetime earnings, the estimated lifetime offender benefits total $40.5 million.  Though this estimate is substantial, it is not sufficient to overcome the significant difference in costs between the adult and the juvenile systems in the baseline scenario.

Exhibit 2: Critical Factors Affecting Cost-Benefit Analysis Results
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*This is the rate for persons 16 and 17 years of age served in the adult system. The rate shown is a composite of the three-year re-arrest rate of 43.2% for persons in community supervision, 67.7% for persons served in prison, 36.1% for persons served in unsupervised probation, 30.5% for persons served by deferred prosecution, and an estimated rate of 32.5% for persons whose cases were not adjudicated or deferred.

** Juvenile recidivism rate reflects the rate for persons 15 years of age served in the juvenile system. The rate shown is a composite of the three-year re-arrest rate of 46.5% for persons adjudicated to YDC or community supervision and a rate of 30.5% for persons whose cases were diverted.
Source: Cost per arrest - The ESTIS Group, 2009; Recidivism rates – The ESTIS Group, based on Sentencing Policy Advisory Committee tabulations, 2009.

This analysis shows that, with major improvements to the current juvenile justice system in North Carolina, changing the age of juvenile court jurisdiction can result in a net benefit of approximately $7.1 million. Under an enhanced system that makes use of evidence-based practices, integrated case management, and increased use of alternatives to secure placements, North Carolina should be able to reduce recidivism and reduce the cost per arrest for juveniles.  The effort required to make these changes is substantial and may take several years to accomplish, but reflects the national trend in the evolution of juvenile justice programs.
Options for Lowering Future Costs and Increasing Benefits

By implementing enhancements to the juvenile justice system, North Carolina can produce a net benefit with a change to the age of juvenile court jurisdiction. Enhancements to reduce costs and increase benefits fall into two broad categories – efforts to reduce recidivism and efforts to reduce the cost per arrest. 

· Reducing recidivism:  A number of evidence-based programs for juveniles have shown a significant reduction in recidivism. Among these are multi-systemic therapy and functional family therapy. A recent study by the Washington State Institute for Public Policy has shown reductions in recidivism from the use of these programs of up to 38.1 percent. If these programs are implemented along with an integrated case management approach for all persons under the supervision of the Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the overall composite rate of recidivism could be reduced from 41 to 31.5 percent.  

· Reducing the cost per arrest:  The cost per arrest is 50.1 percent higher in the juvenile system than it is in the adult system. Primary drivers of the difference in costs include the cost of supervision and the cost of secure placement. Many states have had success in reducing the number of juveniles sent to secure placement through changing the incentive structure for local jurisdictions, developing detention alternatives, and reducing or eliminating secure placement for certain low-level offenders. Redeploy Illinois, for example, has achieved its goal of reducing use of secure confinement by 25 percent in eight pilot sites. If North Carolina achieved such a reduction, it could reduce the cost of arresting persons 16 and 17 years of age by 4.0 percent, or by about $9.9 million annually. 

These and other cost-saving measures can help ensure that the change in age of initial juvenile court jurisdiction yields a net benefit rather than a net cost. 

Cost and Benefits from the State and Local Perspective

State and local governments incur a significant net cost from changing the age of juvenile court jurisdiction — about $79.3 million. This study measures the unit cost per arrest, which includes the costs from initial contact with law enforcement to the point at which an offender is released from custody or supervision. The cost-benefit analysis results in a net cost primarily because the cost per arrest in the juvenile system is so much higher than the cost per arrest in the adult system. 

The cost per arrest of serving offenders 16 and 17 years of age in the adult system is estimated at $4,882—33.5 percent less than the cost per arrest in the juvenile system ($7,348). The difference between these two costs is driven primarily by the higher cost per arrest of supervision and secure placement in the juvenile system. One cause of this is staff ratios. For example, the ratio of court counselors to juveniles is much higher than the ratio of adult system probation officers to offenders. A comparison of the cost per arrest is shown in Exhibit 3.
Exhibit 3: Comparison of Costs per Arrest 

Source: The ESTIS Group, 2009

Costs and Benefits from the Victim’s Perspective

Victim costs include tangible and intangible costs and are based on well-established methodologies for measuring victim benefits. The cost to the victim is calculated by offense and includes the following:

· Property Loss and Damage

· Medical Care

· Mental Health Care

· Loss of Productivity

· Quality of Life (intangible benefits)

These costs increase or decrease along with recidivism. Owing to some differences in how the juvenile and adult systems work, raising the age results in a net benefit to victims of approximately $1.7 million.
Costs and Benefits from the Offender Perspective

Offenders and the broader society benefit from a change to the age of juvenile court jurisdiction. This benefit results from being served in the juvenile system and not having a criminal record upon reaching the age of 18. The benefit is reflected in higher estimated lifetime earnings. This benefit is related to the change in age for juvenile jurisdiction and is not related to changes in the rate of recidivism. All persons 16 and 17 years of age who commit a felony offense (and are not bound over) benefit from not having a felony record when they age into adulthood. The net benefit to all offenders avoiding a felony conviction is approximately $40.5 million. Included in offender net benefit is an estimated lifetime federal, state, and local tax liability. 

The estimate of the net benefit to offenders is based on two factors: the number of 16 and 17 year olds who, if in the adult system would get a felony conviction but in the juvenile system would not recidivate, and an estimate of how the absence of a felony conviction on a person’s record affects his or her earning potential over a lifetime.
Conclusion

The cost per arrest is 50.1 percent greater for a juvenile than it is for an adult in North Carolina. State governments make the additional expenditure for juveniles with the expectation that juveniles will be less likely to recidivate after receiving services in the juvenile system. Although persons 10 to 14 years of age may be less likely to recidivate as a result of being served in the juvenile system, it does not appear to be the case when persons 15 years of age in the juvenile system are compared with persons 16 and 17 years of age in the adult system in North Carolina. The recidivism rate is roughly the same for persons 15 years of age in the juvenile system as it is for persons 16 and 17 years of age in the adult system. Consequently, transferring 16 and 17 year olds from the adult system to the juvenile system creates no benefits from reduced recidivism. It does, however, generate a benefit in increased lifetime earnings for offenders.  
Although increased lifetime earnings are clear benefits resulting from changing the age of juvenile court jurisdiction, they are not large enough to overcome the cost of moving 30,000 arrests of persons 16 and 17 years of age from the adult to the juvenile system. To address the gap in costs and benefits, North Carolina should enhance its juvenile justice system through the introduction of evidence-based programs, a change in the local incentive structure for choosing detention and secure placement over community based programs, use of integrated case management, and development of alternatives to detention and secure placement. 
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� Material in this document and in the Final Report itself is informational – it should not be regarded as an endorsement by the Crime Commission of any particular position on the matter of North Carolina’s juvenile age.


� Although State expenditures would increase, the Cost-Benefit Analysis, which is provided under separate cover, suggests that the overall societal benefit of raising the age could be positive if the Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention makes certain enhancements to its system to reduce costs and recidivism.


� Annual cost reductions to DOC related to a decrease in needed prison beds could range from $0 to $19.5 million.  This estimate reflects an assumption that persons currently served in jails would be served in the prison space made available by the transfer of persons ages 16 and 17 to the juvenile system. See DOC Action Steps and Implementation Plan section for more information.


� This rate represents an adjustment to the composite re-arrest rate of 43.7 percent for persons 16 and 17 years based on published reports by the Sentencing and Policy Advisory Committee. The purpose of the adjustment is to make the adult rate comparable to the juvenile rate for persons 15 years of age. The juvenile system cohort for which recidivism is measured is approximately 3,000 more persons than the adult system cohort. To make the two systems comparable for analysis, the population in the adult cohort was adjusted to account for this difference. The recidivism rate applied to these persons, who were not adjudicated in the adult system, is the rate for juveniles whose cases were closed (these persons were also not adjudicated but are included in the juvenile recidivism rate), 32.5% re-arrested and 19.2% re-convicted within three years.


� This report is a prospective cost benefit analysis and as such requires assumptions about what is likely to occur in the future.  An important assumption is that the experience of persons 15 years of age in North Carolina’s juvenile system is the best approximation for the experience of persons 16 and 17 years of age, should they be placed in the juvenile system.  Because persons 16 and 17 years of age have always been in the adult system, there is no statistically valid data on what actually happens when 16 and 17 year olds are served in the juvenile system.  
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