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CHAPTER ONE

JUVENILE RECIDIVISM
STUDY DIRECTIVE AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction

In the 2005 Session of the General Assembly, the legislatugaded Chapter 164 of the
General Statutes to direct the Sentencing and Policy Advisory @&siom (hereinafter referred
to as the Sentencing Commission) to conduct biennial juvenile readstigdies on adjudicated
youth in the state. (Session Law 2005-276, Section 14.19)

§ 164-48. Biennial report on juvenile recidivism.

The Judicial Department, through the North Carolina Sentencing and
Policy Advisory Commission, shall conduct biennial recidivism studies of
juveniles in North Carolina. Each study shall be based on a samjpiecofles
adjudicated delinquent and document subsequent involvement in both the juvenile
justice system and criminal justice system for at least years following the
sample adjudication. All State agencies shall provide datagagsted by the
Sentencing Commission.

The Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commission shall report the sesult
of the first recidivism study to the Chairs of the Senate and éHafs
Representatives Appropriation Committees and the Chairs of theéeSand
House of Representatives Appropriation Subcommittees on Justice and Publ
Safety by May 1, 2007, and future reports shall be made by Maydacbf odd-
numbered year.

This is the Sentencing Commission’s first biennial report on juverdtdivism,
submitted to the North Carolina General Assembly on May 1, 2005ert@ as a baseline for
future biennial studies of the State’s juvenile recidivism rates.

The Juvenile Justice System

The Juvenile Justice Reform Act of 1998, which became effectivéubnl1, 1999,
brought about the first major changes to the juvenile justicemsystegwenty years. Notable
changes included: the establishment of a consolidated Officavehile Justice to coordinate
and administer the juvenile justice system (which, in 2000, becam®dpartment of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention — DJJDP), the creation of a timpalschart for use with
juveniles adjudicated delinquent, and the formation of local juvenileguptanning bodies
(i.e,, Juvenile Crime Prevention Councils). Other changes were mvadd# affected the
processing of juveniles through the justice system.

In North Carolina, a juvenile can enter the jurisdiction of therjieeourt at age six. At
the upper age limit, a juvenile who is alleged to have committelimquent offense prior to the
age of sixteen comes under the purview of the juvenile court. The juvenile pustoess begins
with a complaint being lodged against a juvenile by a lawreament officer or private citizen.



There are two types of complaints — the delinquent complaint alkbgé a juvenile committed
a criminal offense, while the undisciplined complaint alleges nonital behavior €.g.,
runaways, unlawful absences from school, beyond parental control). Forgsugdkis study,
only juveniles who had a delinquent complaint will be discussed.

Intake Process

All juveniles who have a delinquent complaint formally brought ag#esh go through
the intake process, at which time the complaint is screenec\aidated by a DJJDP court
counselor to determine, within a 30 day time frame, whether or nobthplaint should be filed
as a petition and set for a hearing before a juvenile court.jiidigen juveniles are charged with
a non-divertible offenséthe complaint is automatically filed as a petition and se# fovenile
court hearing if the court counselor finds reasonable grounds tovédlat the juvenile
committed the offense. Further, in emergency situations whentiampét required in order to
obtain a secure or nonsecure custody order, a magistrate banzaithe filing of a petition. If
either of these circumstances occurs, the intake process is terminated.

For all other cases, the intake process follows its usual coupacticable, with the
court counselor evaluating the case by conducting interviews gthutvenile, the juvenile’s
parent, guardian, or custodian, the complainant, the victim, and any otbengp&nown to have
relevant information about the juvenile or the juvenile’s family. Upampeting and reviewing
the information gathered during the evaluation, the court counselor determinesrwheitbiethe
complaint should be closed, diverted, or approved for filing as a petition anedei@icourt. In
the cases where the court counselor makes the decision notri@ refeenile to courti(e.,
closed or diverted cases), those juveniles generally have little, if any,ulimghistory.

If the court counselor finds the juvenile not to be in need of amyrad$ or follow-up,
then the case idosed with no further action. However, if the court counselor determtimais
the case should not be filed for court, but that the juvenile is in ofefetlow-up and referral to
a community-based resouraeg, restitution, community service, counseling), the counselor can
thendivert the juvenile pursuant to a diversion plan that is developed in comjunetth the
juvenile and the juvenile’s parent, guardian, or custodian. It should be inctiee closed or
diverted cases that the complainant has the right to requestesv refs/ithe court counselor’s
decision by the district attorney. The district attorney thas the authority to either affirm the
decision or direct the filing of the complaint for a court hearing.

Diversion plans are in effect for up six months from the datbeotlecision to divert the
complaint. If a diversion plan needs to be more formalized, the courselor, juvenile, and
juvenile’s parent, guardian, or custodian may enter into a diversionacbntFollowing this
time, the court counselor conducts periodic reviews to ensure the cooeptiithe juvenile and
his/her family with the plan or contract. At any point priorite énd of the six month period, if
the court counselor finds that the parties have not complied withibesiin plan or contract,

! Non-divertible offenses are defined in G.S. § 7®1 as murder, first- or second-degree rape; firssecond-
degree sexual offense, arson, felony drug offemekeuArticle 5 of G.S. Chapter 90, first-degreegdbany, crime
against nature, or a felony involving the willfaffiction of serious bodily injury or which was conitted by use of
a deadly weapon.



the counselor may re-evaluate the decision to divert and subsedfiienthe complaint for a
hearing before the juvenile court. Otherwise, the court counselst terminate the juvenile’s
file in regard to the diverted matter within the allotted six month timedram

Finally, if the court counselor determines that the juvendase should be referred to
court, the counselor authorizes the filing of the complaint asigopetand the clerk of court’s
office processes and schedules the case for a hearing. Wheled petition involves a felony
offenseg, the court counselor is required to notify the principal oktheol that the juvenile
attends.

Pre-Adjudicatory Hearings

Any juveniles who are alleged to have committed a felonysaheduled for a first
appearance hearing before the court within 10 days of the filitlgegbetition. (Note: Pursuant
to G.S. 8§ 7B-1906, juveniles who are placed in secure custody are goljleetscheduling of
court hearings to determine their continued detainment.) The cesarhas jurisdiction over the
juvenile’s parent, guardian, or custodian. At the first appearancedpethe court informs the
juvenile of the allegations in the petition, determines whetherutrenjle is represented by an
attorney, and informs the juvenile’s parent, guardian, or custodian ofé¢aeirement to attend
all hearings and of the consequences for failure to attend hagllded hearings. Additionally,
if applicable, the court informs the juvenile of the date of the probable causeghearin

Probable cause hearings, which are conducted within 15 days of thelgisvéirst
appearance hearing, are held in all felony cases in which theilpiveas at least 13 years old
when the alleged offense was committed. During these heatimggsljstrict attorney’s office
must present evidence to the court that shows that there is praaaisie to believe that the
alleged offense was committed by the juvenile in question. If prelzzhise is not found, then
the court shall eithedismiss the proceeding, or find probable cause that the juvenile committed a
lesser included offense.€., misdemeanor) and proceed to the adjudicatory hearing, which can
immediately follow the probable cause hearing or be set for andéter If probable cause is
found and transfer to superior court is not statutorily reqdiré, court then proceeds to a
transfer hearing, which can occur on the same day.

At the transfer hearing, the court considers a number of §aictaeaching a decision of
whether the protection of the community and the needs of the juvahileeveerved if the case
is transferred to superior court. If the case is transféaesliperior court and the juvenile is
subsequently convicted, then the juvenile is subject to the same sagteptons that would
apply to an adult. If the court retains jurisdiction and does notféxatie juvenile to superior
court, the court proceeds to the adjudicatory hearing, which can intelgd@low the transfer
hearing or be set for a later date.

2 G.S. § 7B-3101(a) also provides that the schdntjpal be notified if the felony petition is disssed or reduced
to a misdemeanor, or if the juvenile’s case isdfamed to superior court.

® G.S. § 7B-2200 states that the court shall teartsf superior court all cases involving a Clagielany for which
probable cause has been found.



Adjudicatory Hearing

The adjudicatory hearing allows for the judge to hear evideoaoe tine district attorney,
the juvenile’s attorney, and the complainant in order to make a de&tion of whether or not
the juvenile committed the act(s) alleged in the petitionifs3hould be noted that no statement
made by a juvenile to the court counselor during the intake prezesimissible during the
adjudicatory hearing. Furthermore, there is no statutory provisiofjufy trials in juvenile
court. If the court finds that the allegations in the petition hastebeen proven “beyond a
reasonable doubt,” the petitiondsmissed and the matter is closed. However, if the court finds
that the allegations have been proven, then the juvenddusicated delinquent and the court
proceeds to the dispositional hearing. While the adjudicatory and dispakihearings
frequently occur on the same day, the dispositional hearing may be scheduled for atether da

Dispositional Hearing

The dispositional hearing marks the part of the process in wheledurt decides the
sanctions, services, and conditions that will be ordered for the juvagila result of the
adjudicated offense(s). G.S. § 7B-2500 states that the purpose of tsgasie “to design an
appropriate plan to meet the needs of the juvenile and to achewbjégctives of the State in
exercising jurisdiction, including the protection of the public.” Thdge is also directed
statutorily to design a disposition that is based upon the following:

» The seriousness of the offense;

* The need to hold the juvenile accountable;

* The importance of protecting the public safety;

* The degree of culpability indicated by the circumstances of the case; and

* The rehabilitative and treatment needs of the juvenile indicated bk and
needs assessment.

In the majority of cases, juvenile court judges use the gpesdition report, which is
prepared by the court counselor's office, in developing a dispositionriskAand needs
assessment is also completed by a court counselor on all adiddicatniled and is attached to
this report. This assessment contains information pertaining tpvbeile’s social, medical,
psychiatric, psychological, and educational history, as well as factprs indicating the
probability of the juvenile engaging in future delinquencyee(8ppendix A.) The court may
consider other evidence, including hearsay evidence and other weiftertsrthat are found to
be relevant, reliable, and necessary, to determine the needs qivérele and the most
appropriate disposition.

As shown in Table 1.1, the court’s selection of dispositional aliteesais governed by
statute and contained in a graduated sanctions chart that classifies juMendersfaccording to
the seriousness of their adjudicated offense and the degree and extent ofititgiedehistory.

4 Beginning in 2006, the risk and needs assesswastncorporated into the intake process for usaeaking the
intake decision to approve or not approve a compfar filing, as well as for use at disposition.



Table 1.1
Juvenile Disposition Chart

DELINQUENCY HISTORY LEVELS

OFFENSE LOW MEDIUM HIGH
CLASSIFICATION 0-1 points 2-3 points 4 or more points
VIOLENT
Class A-E felonies Level 2 or 3 Level 3 Level 3
SERIOUS
Class F-I felonies Level 1 or 2 Level 2 Level 2 or 3
Class A1 misdemeanors
MINOR
Class 1, 2, 3 Level 1 Level 1 or 2 Level 2

misdemeanors

The vertical axis of the chart provides three offense classificationddberibe the gravity of the
adjudicated offense, ranging from the most serious to the least serious offense:

* Violent — Adjudication of a Class A through Class E felony offense.

» Serious — Adjudication of a Class F through Class | felony offenseClass
Al misdemeanor.

* Minor — Adjudication of a Class 1, 2, or 3 misdemeanor.

The horizontal axis is comprised of three levels of delinquency yisidne delinquency
history level for a juvenile is determined by calculating tln@ ®f the points assigned to each of
the juvenile’s prior adjudications and, if applicable, to the juvenile@bation status.See
Appendix B for more detailed information.) The delinquency histovgléeare ranked in the
following way:

* Low — No more than 1 point.
e Medium — At least 2, but not more than 3 points.
* High — At least 4 points.

Once the court has determined the offense classification andlitiguéacy history level
for the juvenile, the dispositional level can be ascertainedh Eglt within the chart indicates
which of the dispositional levels are prescribed for a particutanbmation of offense
classification and delinquency history level. There are threerdift dispositional levels —
Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3, each of which offers its owrolistispositional alternatives from
which a judge can select at least orféee(Appendix C for a complete list of dispositional
alternatives.) In four of the grid cells, the court has therelisn to impose one of two
authorized dispositional levels.



Level 1, or the Community dispositional level, offers less st dispositional
alternatives such as probation, curfew, non-residential and resideae@inent programs,
intermittent confinement (detention), restitution, and community servitevel 2, or the
Intermediate dispositional level, must provide for at least one ahtre restrictive alternatives
such as intensive supervision probation, intensive treatment programsgramo home
placements and may also provide for Level 1 dispositional optionisevel 3, or the
Commitment dispositional level, offers the most restrictivecsan, commitment to a Youth
Development Center (YDC). A court exercising jurisdiction overvanile for whom a Level 3
disposition is authorized must commit the juvenile to the DJJDPlmement in a YDE.
However, a court may impose a Level 2 disposition rather than & 3eligposition if the court
submits written findings on the record that substantiate extraoydireeds on the part of the
juvenile in question. More detailed information on YDC'’s as welb#her programs available to
youths involved in the juvenile justice system is presented in Chapter Two.

Juvenile Recidivism Research Design

The research design for the 2007 biennial juvenile recidivism stadyfivet specified in
the Sentencing Commission's 2005 “Report on the Proposed Methodology fouriMigas
Juvenile Recidivism in North Carolina” to the General Asseflaly follows:

* The population to be studied for the first report includes juveniles adjadic
delinquent during the sample period of January 1, 2004 through June 38, 2004.

» Recidivism is defined as all subsequent delinquent complaints and agslisa
following the delinquent adjudication of the juveniles in the sample.

* Juveniles in the sample are tracked for a fixed two-yeaowiellp period from
their first adjudication in the six-month sample period.

In order to provide context for the sample of adjudicated juvenhiesfitst study also
presents information on the profile and recidivism of juveniles brotmkiie attention of the
juvenile justice system between January 1 and June 30, 2004, whaseetdre dismissed or
whose complaints were closed or resulted in a diversion. The eakliet studied consisted of
10,882 juveniles with at least one of these court actions within the six-month samplaagy per

® Pursuant to G.S. § 7B-2508(d), a court may imgosevel 3 disposition (commitment to a Youth Deypehent
Center), in lieu of a Level 2 disposition, if thevenile has previously received a Level 3 dispositin a prior
juvenile action. (Note: G.S. 2508(g) contains arotexception that allows for juveniles who haverbadjudicated
of a Minor offense to be committed to a YDC if fgenile has been adjudicated of four or more poifenses.)

® G.S. § 7B-2513(e) states that the DJJDP, follgvaissessment of a juvenile, may provide commitrsenices to
the juvenile in a program not located in a YDC etethtion facility.

” North Carolina Sentencing and Policy Advisory @aission,Report on the Proposed Methodol ogy for

Measuring Juvenile Recidivismin North Carolina Pursuant to Session Law 2004-124, Section 16.5, Raleigh, NC:
North Carolina Sentencing and Policy Advisory Comssion, 2005.

8 Subsequent biennial studies of juvenile recaivivill be based on a twelve-month sample.

® Subsequent biennial studies will have a thres-falow-up period.



Comparative Juvenile Recidivism Studies

The study of juvenile recidivism is a topic that has been aplpedaand interpreted in a
number of different ways by both North Carolina and other statespthkisig it often difficult,
if not impossible, to directly compare one state to another. Sagrfpimes, sampling sizes, and
follow-up periods vary widely, as does the definition of recidivism. fest commonly used
outcome measures of recidivism are: recomplaint/rearrest, uthealion/reconviction, and
recommitment/reincarceration. A publication from the Virginia &&pent of Juvenile Justice
(2005)° showed the diversity that exists between 27 states in theirtireg of juvenile
recidivism. Some states chose only one outcome, while others sisedrgy as three, or
selected a different measure altogetheg.( new filing). Additionally, there are other
methodological issues such as the characteristics of the ségpl@nly juveniles adjudicated
for violent offenses, or only those committed to training schools)aoking only through the
juvenile years versus into adult criminality, that result in furtbddferentiations between
reported recidivism rates by states. Other legal and systhffarences between states can also
make accurate comparisons difficult. An additional obstacle in congpadorth Carolina’s
juvenile recidivism rate to rates for other states is thieréifice in age of adult jurisdiction.
Since North Carolina is only one of three states that have thisedgt 16, comparing this state
with other states that include in their samples 16 and/or 17 pédrsivenile delinquents is
misleading with offenders in these age groups considered adults in this state.

In North Carolina, previous studies of juvenile recidivism have lookedifeerent
subgroups of the juvenile delinquent population using varying follow-up peridts. earliest
recidivism study (Dean, 1992) looked at the rearrest rates femddfs released from the state’s
training schools! In 1997, with a mandate from the General Assembly, the stuflywerile
recidivismt? was expanded to the group of juveniles adjudicated delinquent for &lasg
(violent) felonies:* In 2004, the Sentencing Commission completed a first of its kinehile-
To-Adult Comprehensive Criminal History Study, in which a group of delinquent juveniles from
selected judicial districts were followed in order to tréwogir criminal history from the juvenile
justice system into the adult criminal justice systénThe following is a brief summary of these
reports:

e 1992 Dean Study: Of approximately 1,700 juveniles released fromtatesss
training schools in 1988 and 1989, 51% had adult arrests within 30 months.

19 Virginia Department of Juvenile Justice, “JuvenRecidivism in Virginia,”"DJJ Research Quarterly, April,
2005.

1 C.W. Dean, “Developing Risk Factor Scales fortitntonalized Juvenile Delinquents,” Charlotte, NC
Department of Criminal Justice, University of No@harolina at Charlotte, 1992.

12 Recidivism was defined as having a subsequeenjievadjudication for a delinquent offense or adohviction
for a criminal offense.

13 North Carolina Department of Juvenile Justice Betinquency PreventiofRecidivism of Juveniles Adjudicated
Delinguent for Offenses in the Class A-E Adult Felony Offense Categories: A Two-Year Follow-Up, Raleigh, NC:
North Carolina Department of Juvenile Justice aetifguency Prevention, Research and Planning Divjs2004.

14 North Carolina Sentencing and Policy Advisory Quission, Juvenile-To-Adult Comprehensive Criminal
History Study, Raleigh, NC: North Carolina Sentencing and BohAcvisory Commission, 2004. The study was
made possible through a grant from the NC Govesn@rime Commission and with the assistance of te N
Criminal Justice Information Network (CJIN).



e 2004 DJJDP Juvenile Recidivism Report (Class A - Class E Fsjonim a
sample of 147 juveniles who had been adjudicated delinquent for a Class A —
Class E felony, 28% had a subsequent complaint or adult arrest (recidivated). T
follow-up period ranged from 24 to 30 months.

* 2004 Sentencing Commission Report: In a cohort of 2,062 juveniles witt a fi
delinquent petition filed in 1997, 32% had a re-complaint and 44.3% had an adult
arrest. The follow-up period ranged from 64 to 76 months.

To date only a few studies have followed juveniles from the juvemilee adult systems;
however, they have tended to limit their samples to the moreusewiolent offenders. This
current study is the first in North Carolina to look at an erdakort of delinquent juveniles
statewide, irrespective of their type of offense or disposition,faliwyv them through the two
systems. Furthermore, this report takes a look at the risk and fastors of the juveniles and
assesses their probability of future recidivism. The comprerensiality of the sample as well
as the bridging of the two justice systems are componentseahahis study apart from other
studies that have been done nationally.

Data Sources
Information for this report was collected from three sources:

* The North Carolina Juvenile Online Information Network (NC-JOIN) the
DJJDP’s management information system contains information govalhiles
brought to court with a complaint; their demographic and social history
information; current offense and disposition; and subsequent involvement in the
juvenile justice system.

 The Department of Justice (DOJ) automated database — the DO@dasa
includes information on fingerprinted adult arrests for the sample subjects.

» Site visits — descriptive information was collected from vigita select number
of Youth Development Centers (YDC) and detention centers, augmégted
interviews with statewide and local DJJDP staff and a rewéwelevant
literature.

Sample

There were 10,882 juveniles identified in the DJJDP's automated databaswere
brought to juvenile court and had their complaint closed without furthigonacadiverted,
dismissed, or adjudicated between January 1 and June 30, 2004. The twregt&sllbw-up
was calculated individually for each juvenile from the date of thentethat prompted their
inclusion in the sample. If a juvenile had more than one sample evang diobe sampling
period, his/her case was grouped based on the most serious of tket® eanked from
adjudicated to dismissed, diverted, and closed. If a juvenile hadrtweore of the same type
event, the first event counted as the prompt for inclusion in the samiple the additional
events were counted as recidivistic.

5 Note that the age of majority in North Carolima €riminal matters is 16. Anyone 16 years of agelder at the
time of committing an offense is charged and prsedsn adult court.



Independent Variables and Outcome Measures

Background information available for all cases was limitetbasic demographic data
and offense charges filed. A variety of additional backgroundactexistics and juvenile justice
factors were extracted from NC-JOIN for juveniles adjudicatetidisposed within the sampling
period.

The primary outcome measure of recidivism was defined as eithaibsequent juvenile
complaint and/or an adult arrest. Additional measures of recidivisinded the offense severity
of recidivistic events, as well as subsequent adjudications and convictions.

Analysis and Report Outline

Chapter Two presents a general overview of dispositional alwezsatiespecially
focusing on community-based services and commitment options.

Chapter Three provides basic information for the 2,685 juveniles whog#atots were
closed, the 2,685 juveniles who were diverted, the 1,132 juveniles whosenpetitere
dismissed, and the 4,380 juveniles who were adjudicated delinquent inQérdlna between
January 1 and June 30, 2004. It also presents a more completeatamisfile of the 4,113
juveniles who were adjudicated and disposed, for whom the NC-JOIN slatednatains detailed
court information as well as risk and needs assessments.

Chapter Four describes the sample’s subsequent recidivistic) involvement in the
juvenile and criminal justice systems during the two-yeao¥pilip period and compares the
outcome measures for the four subgroups. Chapter Four also utilizegarmaie analysis to
explore the relationship between background and systemic factorse@didistic outcomes for
the sample. Finally, Chapter Five summarizes the findings ofrépert and offers some
conclusions.



CHAPTER TWO

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IN CONTEXT:
DISPOSITIONAL ALTERNATIVES AND SERVICES

In order to provide a framework for the statistical information contained iregoat, this
chapter presents a general overview of community-based progexmatiyes and commitment
options available to some or all of the four groups of juveniles insthdy sample. The
following descriptions reflect the programs and services thaé awlved since the 1999
enactment of the Juvenile Justice Reform Act, which placedromger emphasis on the
promotion of public safety, deterrence of juvenile delinquency, and acbdiiptaf both the
juvenile and the parent. Information on programming is based on staffiews with key
DJJDP administrative and program staff as well as sites\itwo Youth Development Centers
(YDC'’s) and two detention centers during 2006. YDC'’s and detenéinters were highlighted
because they are the most restrictive alternatives for jeveffiénders. Additionally, since
some of the YDC’s are scheduled to begin converting to a newngrbased model in early
2008, the visits provided an opportunity to examine the current operation YDt's to which
the juveniles in this sample were committed.

Community-Based Programming

Juveniles from any of the four groups represented in the samyle have been referred
to many of the programs or services that are found in the comynunituth whose cases were
closed or diverted are often referred by a court counselor dilmengtake process. Referrals to
community-based programming for the juveniles in the dismissed gaue initiated by a
court counselor during the period prior to dismissal of the caskebgourt, while community-
based services for juveniles adjudicated by the court can bitatacilby a court counselor prior
to or as part of a disposition being imposed by the court.

A large portion of the community-based programming for youth involveldenuvenile
justice system is a product of a partnership between the DJUDEoanties. As a requirement
for receiving state funding for prevention, intervention, and treatisemvices, each county’s
board of county commissioners appoints a Juvenile Crime Prevention CQ@R(C) to act as a
local juvenile justice planning body. On an annual basis, each JiIB®@sf a planning process
that includes a review of the needs of juveniles in their respaximenunity and the availability
of resources to address the needs. The risk and needs assessments congaeteddunselors
are one of the tools used in determining the types of progtahsite needed in that location.
The JCPC'’s then develop and advertise a request-for-proposal praxesspait a written plan
of action for the expenditure of state funds to the county commissitoreitseir approval and
submission to the DJJDP. In turn, the DJJDP reviews these pldndetermines the state
funding allotment that each county will receive for its prograngnfor juveniles who are at risk
for delinquency, who have been adjudicated delinquent, or who have been tourel t
undisciplined. Following the grant awards, DJJDP provides technsigtaaxce to JCPC’s and
oversees the evaluation of all local programs and services that havedestate funding.
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While JCPC programs also serve youth who have had no involvement juvémge
justice system (but are considered to be “at risk” for delingbehavior), nearly 61% of the
juveniles who participated in JCPC programs during FY 2004/05 had soreflawsolvement
with the juvenile court® The juvenile court was the source for many of the refetoallCPC
programs. It should be noted that a majority of these programs cewdnisidered Level 1 or
Level 2 dispositional alternativesSee Appendix C.3’ The types of programs that are offered
by JCPC'’s across the state generally fall under the following catsgorie

» Structured Activities
o Parent/family/interpersonal skill building, tutoring, prevention,dgdi
growth
* Community Day Programs
0 Mentoring, structured day programs
* Clinical Treatment
0 Home-based family, counseling, sex offender
* Restorative Services
o Restitution, mediation/conflict resolution, teen court
* Assessment
o Psychological services
* Residential
o Group home, foster care, shelter care

In addition to the JCPC programs, there are several commurtigtiveis that receive
state funding through and report directly to the DJIJDP. The Mrptyge Juvenile Home
Program is composed of six facilities, located primarily in é¢hstern part of the state, which
provide secure, non-institutional alternatives for delinquent youth who veadirey a court
hearing or are already on probation. The DJJDP provides sta@ggeraent and oversight of
these group homes that are operated by the Methodist Homes fidre@hi The Eckerd
Wilderness Camps have a contractual agreement with the DidJDperate seven camps in
North Carolina. The camps serve juveniles with behavioral problemgear-round, residential
therapeutic setting, providing an alternative to more restricive@ments. The Support Our
Students Program is an after-school initiative that provides suppdrgaidance to middle
school youth by offering academic assistance and constructivéiesti The Governor’'s One-
On-One Program creates community alternatives for at-riskhybutpromoting one-on-one
mentoring relationships between community volunteers and youth. niipigrtiant to note that
the Multipurpose Group Homes serve only juveniles who are pre-adjudicatonyost-
dispositional while the other three programs have a more diverse of juveniles, including
those who are diverted or who have not had court involvement but are cedstide risk”
youths.

6 Juvenile Crime Prevention Council Grant RepBretpartment of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency étéon,
May 2006.

17 G.S. 143B-549 states that JCPC'’s “shall enswuaeahpropriate intermediate dispositional optiores available
and shall prioritize funding for dispositions ofténrmediate and community-level sanctions for caijtidicated
juveniles under minimum standards adopted by theaBment [DJJDP].”
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Detention Centers

Detention centers are facilities which are approved to provetmirs, temporary
confinement and care for juveniles who must meet the statutorityede€riteria that are found
in G.S. § 7B-1903. The majority of youths who are detained by the juxenile are awaiting
either their adjudicatory or dispositional hearing. However, juvemiéas also be placed in
secure custody following their dispositional hearing or as a ¢ondif probation. Juveniles
who are placed in secure custody must have regular hearinge bgtaige who determines the
need for continued detainment.

There are 13 detention centers in the state, nine of whecbparated by the DJJDP and
four that are maintained at the county level. The detention cearerecated throughout the
state in both urban and rural areas. The following table hstdacilities, their respective bed
capacities, and whether or not they are state or county opergttedtotal bed capacity for all of
the detention centers is 302; however, a certain percentage of oweregeh facility can be
authorized by the director of DJJDP’s detention services when needed.

Table 2.1
Detention Centers

Name Location # Beds County or State Operated
Alexander Taylorsville 24 State
Buncombe Asheville 14 State
Cumberland Fayetteville 18 State
Durham Durham 14 County
Forsyth Winston-Salem 16 County
Gaston Dallas 24 State
Gatling Huntersville 30 County
Guilford Greensboro 48 County
New Hanover Castle Hayne 18 State
Perquimans Winfall 24 State
Pitt Greenville 18 State
Richmond Rockingham 30 State
Wake Raleigh 24 State

While the detention centers have different capacities, thelyage similar operating
procedures and physical lay-outs. Some of the facilitiesarsiderably older than others. For
example, Buncombe was built in 1953, while Alexander was built in 200ie Richmond
Detention center, which is a former Department of Correction faailéyiates the most from the
other facilities since it is the designated place for holdingnieeoffenders who have been
transferred to adult court and are awaiting their court hearmg“pound-over” cases).
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During FY 2004/05, more than 8,000 juveniles were detained in the thigagrwith
an average length of stay of 12 d&ysNearly three-fourths of the admissions to the state-
operated facilities were comprised of male offenders. Waghrckto racial composition, 55% of
those admitted were African-American, 36% were white, anddhminder of the population
included Native American, Hispanic, and multi-racial youth. Juvemilss were 14-15 years
old represented 64% of the admissions to the state detention ctafliansed by 16-18 year olds
at 21%.

Since these are secure facilities, the outer doors of teatoet centers remain locked at
all times and the outdoor recreation areas are fenced. Ailointioors also remain locked and
can only be opened by staff. There is a control room, accessilldy staff, which contains a
large glass window and cameras which provide limited observation cdrédes within the
detention center. A juvenile is generally brought to one of the dmtecenters by law
enforcement or staff from a court counselor’s office. Upon vatiba of the paperworke@.,
secure custody order, petition), detention staff frisk the juverdmoving all jewelry and
personal items and placing them in a bag which is given to tleatpar guardian or returned to
the youth upon his/her release. Following this, the juvenile undergstep aearch, showers,
and is given detention-issued clothing and flip-flops to wear. At poisit, staff gather
admissions data, which includes personal and medical information.

Within 72 hours of admission, juveniles are given a physical exammaty medical
personnel who are on contract and come regularly to the detentiorscestaff noted that there
is a focus on maintaining a consistent, daily schedule for tlanddt youth with time being
allotted for meals, academic classes, recreation, and prograchsseavices. There are
designated times throughout the week that juveniles are allowediorsibyy approved family
members and they are permitted to have at least one phone call per day.

Juveniles are always under the direct supervision of staffpexdeen they go into their
locked room to sleep. Even then, staff indicated that they have & cli®ak of juveniles every
15 minutes. If a juvenile is considered to be a suicide risk, istafistructed to immediately
contact mental health personnel (whose services are contractedegaogenile is watched at
all times by staff until he/she is seen and the threat ofdsuis determined to be over. The
rooms occupied by the youths have minimal furniture, and somegangped with a toilet and
sink. On some occasions, when a facility is at its upper Iimdapacity, two juveniles may
share a room. All of the centers are co-ed, with the excepti@ating which houses only
males. Although there are space constraints in most of the deteatiters, and some of the
rooms €.g., day rooms) are used for dual purposes, staff reported that efferyis made to
keep female and male detainees separated.

Overall, most of the detention centers have the same types abpesitit may vary in
their number. Each detention center has a director who overseepdration of the entire
facility. The position of youth services technician is the one that is rabfeofws the direct care
of and has the most interaction with the detained youth. It is also the position thred highést
rate of staff turnover. Other positions include the youth progrssistant (who assists with

18 Information in this paragraph is from the Depatof Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preverfileport of
the Nine State Juvenile Detention Centéysril 2006.
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programming and supervisory responsibilities), human services coordinadatheateacher(s).
According to DJJDP personnel, the ratio of juveniles to staffjesrirom 8:1 to 11:1 and can
vary during the three work shifts. There are more staff ondluing the first and second shifts
and a lower number of staff during the third shift when the juveniles are sleeping.

Because of the short-term aspect of detention, programs andeseare somewhat
limited within the centers. Academic classes representatigest part of the programming
within a detention facility. Since the detained youth are too skver ages and needs to do
specific grade level instruction, teachers provide multi-levetuogon in core subjects during
weekdays. Since the coursework is developed from the Departmenibié Fhstruction’s
standard course of study, students returning to their home schookxceare rcredit for the work
they completed during their detention stay. Staff noted a high incidehgeveniles
experiencing problems with mental health and drug issues and adhestedacilities offer
differing levels of contracted mental health and substance amusiges. Finally, there are
community volunteers who come into their respective detention cemeérpravide religious,
educational, and recreational services.

Youth Development Centers (YDC)

A YDC is defined in G.S. § 7B-1501 as “a secure residentialitia@uthorized to
provide long-term treatment, education, and rehabilitative serfmeslelinquent juveniles
committed by the court to the Department [Department of Delinqudaegnile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention].” It is the most restrictive, long-terspdsitional alternative that is
available to a juvenile court judge; consequently, it is utilizedHe limited number of juveniles
who are violent and/or chronic delinquents. Only juveniles adjudicatendlgdeht who are at
least ten years old may be committed to a YDC. The lengitjwofenile’s commitment must be
at least six months; however, there are statutory provisionsextended jurisdiction for
committed youtH? As listed below, DJJDP operates five YDC's in differentpaftthe state
with a total of 510 beds.

Table 2.2
Youth Development Centers

Name Location # Beds Population Served
Dillon Butner 125° Males
Dobbs Kinston 141 Males
Jackson Concord 163 Males
Samarkand Eagle Springs 65 Females
Swannanoa Swannanoa 76 Males

9 G.S. § 7B-2513.

20 Number includes 55 beds designated for the Assarsisand Treatment Planning Center.

2L Number includes 16 beds designated for the “@ackyoject,” a pilot program initiated by DJJDPGwtober
2005 that utilizes the new therapeutic model oeddmat DJIDP has adopted for its new YDC's thatwsaer
construction.
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Prior to the end of 2004, a committed juvenile’s assignment taibtyfavas largely
predicated on the seriousness of the offense. For example, sex Hfemde generally sent to
Dillon or Swannanoa since both YDC's offered specialized progragrfor that group.
However, since that time the DJJDP has begun using a differeranabkged approach to
assigning committed youth so that juveniles are housed as cldseitdiome community as
possible. This change is part of a major philosophical shift prgsamgbing in DJJDP that will
significantly alter the operation of the YDC’s and, subsequentljyvanile’s commitment
experience. Given the fact that these changes do not affexrtimitted youth in the sample, a
fuller discussion of DJIJDP’s implementation of a new standardizedelnof care for their
YDC'’s will be discussed later in the report.

All of the YDC'’s follow the same policies established by DBJbut differ from each
other in their physical settings, staffing patterns, and availppbgrams and services. The
YDC'’s are dated, with the newest one, Dillon, having been built 46 yego. Many of the
buildings contain “blind corners” which can pose safety concerns fbr siaff and juveniles.
The majority of the facilities house juveniles in separate rodms/ever, Dobbs’ rooming
arrangement is more like that of a dorm. While all of the cerme locked facilities, Dobbs and
Samarkand do not have a fence surrounding their outer perimetafsin@itated that juvenile
offenders who are considered a threat to public safety or who aiskato run away are
generally not sent to these facilities.

With regard to staff, while YDC’s generally have the sagpes of positions, different
staffing patterns exist for each individual facility. Evemnter has a facility director that
oversees the entire operation of the YDC. In addition to the dirantbhis/her administrative
staff (e.g., human resources, maintenance, etc.), there is a hierarchgffoiveo oversee the
daily operation of the units that house the juveniles. Two positibeehavior specialist and
the counselor technician, have the most direct interaction withothenitted youth. Most of the
DJJDP staff who were interviewed indicated that there has beéssae with staff turnover,
especially in the counselor technician positions. It is worth nttiaigin the new model of care
for YDC'’s these positions are eliminated and are replaced avittew position i(e.,, youth
counselor) that requires a higher level of education and experience.

As previously noted, since the 1999 enactment of the Juvenile JusfoenRe&ct,
commitment to a YDC is reserved for juvenile offenders who djtedecated for a serious and/or
violent offense and especially repeat offenders in those groups. In Beo# was still some
separation of committed juveniles by age, with the younger oneg Isent to Dobbs.
According to DJJDP staff, gang activity in the form of gtafhand gestures, and dress has been
present within YDC's since the late 1990’s. YDC officials note th& activity has increased
and is more varied, although there continues to be questions asthemdrenot these groups fit
the profile of a structured gang.

Following commitment to a YDC, youths are transported to one of sgesament
centers operated within two of the YDC'’s. Since Samarkarttieisonly YDC for females
(which reflects the low percentage of females who receive andoment), all committed
females are processed through the assessment component of Samafkemdthey are
integrated into the general population of the facility. All mafenders are taken to Dillon
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where they are admitted to that facility’s AssessmentTaedtment Planning Center, which is
separate from the areas serving the general population.

All committed juveniles arrive at their respective assessngenters with a packet of
information that has been accumulated by a court counselor which inctodesrelated
documents and summaries, family history, mental health informatiomjmization records, and
a birth certificate. Youth remain in the assessment cemttex four to six week period. During
this time, they receive psychological, medical, substance abuseatietal, vocational, and
religious assessments. Juveniles also participate in educadiothdlasic skills classes. The
results of the juvenile’s testing are used to develop a seplaceto be followed during the
course of the commitment. This plan of care identifies the neditie @givenile, the services to
address the needs, and the steps and services to transition thie jfreemithe YDC back to
his/her home community. Each juvenile has his/her own team caogsidtparents/guardians,
court counselor assigned to work with the juvenile throughout the comemitand aftercare,
selected YDC staff, and relevant parties from the commug@ty, Department of Social
Services worker, school personnel, etc.) who are involved in developing ahe pamily
members are not allowed to visit during the assessment phaseevéfpwnce juveniles reach
their permanently assigned YDC, they are allowed weekly visi® ffamily members and
others who are on a list approved by the supervising court counselor.

Once the assessment process has ended, a decision is madegegaether the
juvenile will serve his/her commitment in a YDC facility ara non-YDC program. Changes in
the juvenile laws resulting from the Reform Act allowed for cotmrents to be served in a
program other than a YDC (G.S. § 7B-2513(e)). DJJDP staff indidsaedhiese commitments,
sometimes referred to as “community commitments,” began aegunith more frequency in
July 2004. Youth who have been assessed and found to be appropriate for non-YDC
commitment programming are assigned to one of the service providers that hatehaked as
meeting the qualifications for this type of commitment. Commureimmitments operate in a
similar way to YDC commitments in that there are regrdaiews of service plans by a team, 24
hour supervision of a juvenile, and transitional planning for a juvenilgisréo the community.

If a juvenile violates the conditions of a community commitment, he¢sinebe placed in a
detention center and ultimately committed by the court to a YDit2 Eckerd Wilderness Camp
Program serves a majority of these committed youth.

Juveniles, upon their arrival to their designated YDC, are assigree social worker and
to a new team consisting of the aforementioned community membersdditional staff from
their new YDC. Throughout the course of the juvenile’s commitmentiedi® meets at least
monthly to review the progress that is being made on the juvemiiigdualized plan of care,
make any necessary changes to the plan, and ensure that the yegtivisig the appropriate
services needed to complete the plan’s goals. With regard tattbe vhile the goal of the
DJJDP is to standardize and expand programming with the impleroartéthe new model of
care, the availability of programs and services currently sagnificantly between the five
YDC'’s.

Educational programming is an important part of a juvenile’sy gahedule at a YDC.
DJJDP teachers are certified by the Department of Putdicuiction and teach students year-
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round. All YDC's offer the North Carolina Standard Course of Stadglementary and middle
school youth (including those with special academic needs), aasvéie coursework needed
for the completion of a high school diploma. Juveniles over the age ledviGthe opportunity
to work toward the completion of a General Education Development (Gé&fiicate offered
on-site through participating community colleges. According to BJ3aff, vocational
education courses within the YDC’s have declined since 2004, andhhgreeen more of an
emphasis on career exploration programming. A few YDC’sdtér vocational courses such
as automotive technology, landscaping, and carpentry on a limited lizesth YDC offers some
work opportunities at their respective campuses, many of whemarntenance-related. As
juveniles move closer to their release, there are a limitedeuai jobs available away from the
YDC campuses.

The YDC's offer varying degrees of mental health and substaibuse services. In
2004, the majority of the mental health programming was done by Dsk3fiRvho conducted
many of the psychological assessments and individual and group courssssigns. There
were some services that were contracted through the local nteatih centers before the
mental health reform. Since the majority of sex offendersewassigned to Dillon or
Swannanoa, specific sex offender programming was offerdreese two facilities. While most
of the YDC’s offer some level of substance abuse services, rsfadfted that it was often
difficult to provide adequate programming in this area. The renmiprograms are largely
social skills-based. DJJDP administrators noted that programmthm vihe YDC’s will be
changing significantly when the new model of care is fullplemented. When that occurs,
programs will become more standardized and the focus will move thermanagement of a
juvenile’s behavior to the facilitation of a change in the behavior.

The planning process for a juvenile’s release from a YDC lactuegins with the initial
case planning that occurs while the youth is still in the assggsphase. As previously stated,
juveniles’ plans are reviewed on a regular basis throughout the commjtand services and
goals are altered as needed to best serve the needs @utheapd to prepare them for their
transition from the YDC to their home community. Juveniles must baee in a YDC for at
least six months before they are considered for a home visitthé\ juvenile moves toward
his/her release date, the court counselor assigned to the kasetha lead in ensuring that
services are set up and ready for the juvenile upon return to thmewoty. Staff interviewed at
one of the YDC'’s indicated that preparing for the aftercare gfathe commitment process is
crucial and that more emphasis on the part of YDC staff regarding transitioringas needed.

A pre-release conference is scheduled at least 30 dayst@raojuvenile’s release to
ensure that everything is in place. Juveniles who are reléased YDC or non-YDC facility
are placed on post-release supervision for at least 90 days andoop y@ar, depending on
factors such as age and seriousness of the offense. Duringribjsybuth are on intensive
supervision with a court counselor in their community and are suljeeny conditions
associated with the supervision. Violations of post-release supearean result in a revocation
and the return of a juvenile to a YDC.

In summary, juveniles who are served by community-based progrgmepresent a
varied group of youths ranging from non-court involved, “at risk” juvenilethase who have
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had minimal juvenile justice involvementg|, closed or diverted cases) to juveniles who have
more deeply penetrated the systdre.,(adjudicated or disposed cases). The risk and needs
assessment that is completed on juveniles is an important tookrma@hg the type and degree

of services that should be developed, not only at the community levelisbutithin the more
restrictive realm of the YDC’s. Although the vast majoafyjuveniles who are involved in the
juvenile justice system remain in the community (with some egdtbeing placed intermittently

in detention centers), more expanded and specialized servicegureddor the complex issues
presented by the juveniles who are committed to youth development centers.
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CHAPTER THREE

STATISTICAL PROFILE OF THE JUVENILE SAMPLE

This chapter profiles a cohort of juveniles processed in 2004, witingadegrees of
involvement, through North Carolina’s juvenile justice system. Based on thdisermsis level
of involvement during the sampling period, they were grouped into: jugenhese delinquent
complaints were either closed, diverted, dismissed, or resultedudieatjon from January 1,
2004 through June 30, 208%. Cases were grouped based on the most serious level of
involvement for each juvenile within the original six-month sampling period.

Sample Subgroups

The DJJDP provided automated data from NC-JOIN on 10,882 juveniles: 2,685gavenil
whose cases were closed, 2,685 juveniles whose cases were divertedudehigsj whose
cases were dismissed, and 4,380 juveniles whose cases were adjudicatg the sampling
period. Gee Figure 3.1.)

Figure 3.1

Juvenile Recidivism Sample
January 1, 2004-June 30, 2004

Adjudicated
4,380
(40%)

Closed
2,685
(25%)

Dismissed
1,132
(10%)

Diverted
2,685
(25%)

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Consiois, 2004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

22 some of the statistics in this chapter were firstsented in the Sentencing Commission's 2006r&sdReport
on the Juvenile Recidivism Study Pursuant to Sedsaw 2005-276, Section 14.18he findings are repeated here
to provide context for the sample.
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As mentioned in Chapter One, juveniles in the four groups were differéetms of the
seriousness of their complaint and prior delinquent involvement, leadindfécedi decisions
about their processing and ultimate level of involvement with thet.chuwveniles in the closed
and diverted groups had very few felony complaints and were nkalg tio experience their
first involvement with the system. Juveniles whose complaints @lesed received no follow-
up by a court counselor, while diverted juveniles were referredfuidher services in the
community and were monitored by a court counselor for up to six monthaniles in the
second two groups had a much higher rate of felony complaints, ang&t#i@ned to the court
for further action. Juveniles in both the dismissed and adjudicated gradiashigher likelihood
of pre-adjudication detention, as well as some form of services forieither a dismissal or
adjudication of their case. Adjudicated juveniles might also have déqersed to services and
supervision while awaiting their dispositional hearing.

The information available on closed, diverted, and dismissed casdsniad to basic
demographic data and offense charges filed. Table 3.1 presentshautitist of demographic
characteristics for the closed, diverted, dismissed, and adjutligadaps. The adjudicated and
dismissed groups of juveniles had higher percentages of males ang, Wadk the mean and
median age for all groups was similar.

Table 3.1
Demographic Profile of Juveniles by
Level of Involvement

Demographic Level of Involvement
Profile - . .
Adjudicated Dismissed | Diverted Closed All

Age

Mean 13.7 13.6 13.5 13.5 13.6

Median 14 14 14 14 14
Gender

% Male 77.3 73.3 68.1 67.6 72.2

% Female 22.7 26.7 31.9 324 27.8
Race

% Black 53.1 53.8 47.6 50.6 51.2

% Non-Black 46.9 46.2 52.4 49.4 48.8
Total 4,380 1,132 2,685 2685 10,882

(40.2) (10.4) (24.7) (24.7) (100.0)

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

A comparison of the groups with respect to their offense prafipgavided in Table 3.2.
Most serious offense at time of complaint was used to compareilps/avhose cases were
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closed, diverted or dismissed; while information provided for the adjteticgroup is based on
most serious offense at time of adjudication. (Note too thatga laortion of offenses in the
Serious Offense Level are Class Al assaultive misdemeanors.)

While the majority of juveniles in all four groups were clergrvith a misdemeanor,
misdemeanors constituted the most serious charge in 80% of adjudieatesl and 81% of
dismissed cases compared to about 98% of closed and diverted caseficafat] juveniles and
dismissed juveniles were also more likely to be charged witlervi offenses (Offense Class A
to E felonies) or serious offenses (Offense Class F toohitet and Class A1 misdemeanors).
These findings reflect both legal and court counselor considerationnuing court processing
for non-divertible and other serious felonies; closing the case kingediversion for some less
serious juveniles, especially those charged with misdemeanors.

Table 3.2
Most Serious Offense by
Level of Involvement

Most Serious Level of Involvement Al
Offense Adjudicated | Dismissed | Diverted Closed

% Felony 20.1 19.3 2.4 1.7 11.1

% Misdemeanor 79.9 80.7 97.6 98.3 88.9
Offense level

% Violent 2.3 3.4 0.0 0.1 1.3

% Serious 27.0 23.8 9.1 5.9 17.1

% Minor 70.7 72.8 91.0 94.0 81.6
Total 4,380 1,132 2,685 2,685 10,882

Note: For the adjudicated group, offense infororais based on the most serious offense at adfimticaFor the
other subgroups, offense information is based emtbst serious offense at time of complaint.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Juveniles Adjudicated Delinquent and Disposed

Of the 4,380 adjudicated juveniles in the sample, 4,113 (or 94%) had a disposit
entered into the NC-JOIN datab&3e For these 4,113 juveniles, NC-JOIN contained detailed
court information, risk and needs assessments, and some program assignments.

Felonies constituted the most serious adjudicated offense for tvpemtgnt of the
adjudicated juveniles. Table 3.3 shows that only 2.5% of this group wascadi@etifor a violent
offense, with 27.8% adjudicated for a serious offense and 69.7% faroa affense. Seventy-
seven percent were in the low delinquency history level, 12.5% wene imedium delinquency
history level, and 10.5% were in the high delinquency history level. sifigge largest group of

% These include dispositions entered by August 2(B6 date of the NC-JOIN data extract) for juvesil
adjudicated during January-June 2004.
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juveniles had little or no delinquent history and was adjudicated detihdae nonviolent
misdemeanors. The more serious the adjudicated offense, the Highdelinquency history
level — 24.5% of the juveniles adjudicated for a violent offense wetigei highest delinquency
history level, compared to 14.1% of the juveniles adjudicated fori@seoffense and 8.6% of
those adjudicated for a minor offense.

Table 3.3
Offense Level by Delinquency History Level
Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Offense Delinquency History Level

Level Total

eve Low Medium High
Violent 66.7% 8.8% 24.5% 102 (2.5%)
Serious 71.1% 14.8% 14.1% 1,144 (27.8%)
Minor 79.7% 11.7% 8.6% 2,867 (69.7%)
Total 3,167 512 434 4,113

(77.0%) (12.5%) (10.5%) (100.0%)

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissR004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Table 3.4 describes disposition levels for the adjudicated juvenjleffdnse level and
delinquency history. Overall, 73.4% of the juveniles received a Lewdisdosition in the
community, 23.3% received a Level 2 disposition in the community, and 3.&%weeéa@ Level
3 disposition i(e., commitment to YDC). The rate of Level 1 dispositions was htgfoes
juveniles adjudicated delinquent for a minor offense and lowest for #upsdicated delinquent
for a violent offense (85.2% and 8.8%, respectively). Conversely,ratee of Level 3
dispositions was highest for juveniles adjudicated for a violent offandelowest for those
adjudicated for a minor offense (34.3% and 1.4%, respectively).
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Table 3.4

Disposition Levels by Offense Level and Delinquency History

Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

DELINQUENCY HISTORY LEVEL

FFENSE LEVEL TOTAL
© S Low Medium High ©
0-1 Point 2-3 Points 4+ Points
Level 2/Level 3 Level 3 Level 3

Violent
(Class A —Class E)

Level 1: 8 (11.7%)

Level 2: 49 (72.1%)

Level 3: 11 (16.2%)
n=68

Level 1: 1 (11.1%)

Level 2: 3 (33.3%)

Level 3: 5 (55.6%)
n=9

Level 1: 0 (0.0%)

Level 2: 6 (24.0%)

Level 3: 19 (76.0%)
n=25

Level 1: 9 (8.8%)

Level 2: 58 (56.9%)

Level 3: 35 (34.3%)
n=102

Serious
(Class F — Class Al)

Level 1/Level 2
Level 1: 531 (65.5%)
Level 2: 280 (34.5%)
Level 3: 0 (0.0%)

n=23811

Level 2
Level 1: 20 (11.9%)
Level 2: 147 (87.5%)
Level 3: 1 (0.6%)

n=168

Level 2/Level 3
Level 1: 14 (8.8%)
Level 2: 85 (53.1%)
Level 3: 61 (38.1%)

n =160

Level 1: 565 (49.6%)

Level 2: 512 (45.0%)

Level 3: 62 (5.4%)
n=1139

Minor
(Class 1 — Class 3)

Level 1

Level 1. 2,233 (98.4%)

Level 2: 34 (1.5%)
Level 3: 2 (0.1%)
n=2,269

Level 1/Level 2
Level 1: 162 (49.2%)
Level 2: 163 (49.6%)
Level 3: 4 (1.2%)

n =329

Level 2
Level 1: 25 (10.4%)
Level 2: 183 (75.9%)
Level 3: 33 (13.7%)
n =241

Level 1: 2,420 (85.2%)

Level 2: 380 (13.4%)

Level 3: 39 (1.4%)
n=2,839

TOTAL

Level 1: 2,772 (88.1%)

Level 2: 363 (11.5%)
Level 3: 13 (0.4%)
n=3,148

Level 1: 183 (36.2%)
Level 2: 313 (61.8%)
Level 3: 10 (2.0%)

n = 506

Level 1: 39 (9.2%)

Level 2: 274 (64.3%)

Level 3: 113 (26.5%)
n =426

Level 1: 2,994 (73.4%)

Level 2: 950 (23.3%)

Level 3: 136 (3.3%)
n=4,080

Note: Of the 4,113 juveniles adjudicated and dislp there were 33 cases with missing values gmodition level.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskD04 Juvenile Recidivism Sample




Risk and Needs Assessments for Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Prior to disposition, the DJJDP administers instruments to atisesssk and
needs of all adjudicated juveniles. (For a broad overview of tbemation captured in
the North Carolina Assessment of Juvenile Risk of Future Offenalimthe North
Carolina Assessment of Juvenile Needs instrumeatsAppendix A.) Data from the
risk and needs assessment instruments were not available for 9t6% 4113 sample
juveniles who were adjudicated and disposed.

Table 3.5 lists select results of these assessments fadjtidicated and disposed
sample. Most notable among the risk factors, 90.4% of the juvenileschaol behavior
problems, 55.2% had at least one prior intake referral, 37.2% had tbeagprior
adjudication, and only 63.5% had adequate parental supervision.

Table 3.5
Select Risk and Needs Indicators
Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Risk Assessment (n = 3,775) %
First Referral Before Age 12 15.7
Prior Intake Referrals 55.2
Prior Adjudications 37.2
Prior Assaults 26.5
Runaway 17.6
School Behavior Problems 90.4
Parental Supervision 63.5
High Risk 13.0

Needs Assessment (n = 3,798)
Functioning at or Above Academic Grade Level or Is Placed in

Appropriate Exceptional Children’s Program 80.3
Juvenile Parent Statuise, is a parent) 1.6
History of Victimization 21.1
Risky Sexual Behavior 9.1
Mental Health Needs 72.7
Basic Needs Are Being Met 99.3
Impaired Functioningi(e., medical, dental, health/hygiene) 0.9
Conflict in the Home 27.9
Disabilities of Parent, Guardian or Custodian 5.5
Household Substance Abuse 13.7
Family Criminality 38.6
High Needs 7.2

Combined Risk and Needs Measures (n = 4,113)
Substance Use 39.4
Gang Affiliation 4.5
Positive Peer Relationships 22.3

Note: Of the 4,113 juveniles adjudicated and asgpgl, there were 338 cases with missing valuessior
variables and 315 cases with missing values feds@ariables.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Comiaizs2004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample
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While the needs assessment instrument found that basic needs wgrméefor
99.3% of the adjudicated and disposed juveniles, the most frequently ogcueel
(72.7%) was for mental health services. Home-life needs wswesaldent, with 38.6%
of the juveniles having criminality in their family, 27.9% exped@g conflict in the
home, and 21.1% having some history of victimization. Combining risk ands nee
indicators, 39.4% of the adjudicated and disposed sample had substance abuse problems.

Close to half of the juveniles scored in the lowest levels of d&ds%) and risk
(47.7%); and only a small group (3.8%) demonstrated both a high levelds aieé risk.
(See Table 3.6.) As expected, for the majority of juveniles there avalear correlation
between their needs and their risk of future criminality: atr8@%6 of the entire sample
placed in the same level of needs and risk (as highlighted in thedstedjonal cells of
Table 3.6).

Table 3.6
Risk Level by Needs Level
Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

_ Needs Level
Risk Level Total
Low Medium High
Low 1,293 462 17 1,772
(34.8%) (12.4%) (0.5%) (47.7%)
Medium 488 860 113 1,461
(13.1%) (23.1%) (3.0%) (39.3%)
High 46 298 141 485
(1.2%) (8.0%) (3.8%) (13.0%)
Total 1,827 1,620 271 3,718
(49.1%) (43.7%) (7.2%) (100.0%)

Note: Of the 4,113 juveniles adjudicated and displp there were a total of 395 cases with missatges
for risk level and needs level.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissR004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

There was some variation in the risk and needs levels of juvemjlebeir
offenses. Forty-four percent of the juveniles adjudicated for antioifense were low
risk and 25.3% were high risk, while 49.0% of the juveniles adjudicated faior
offense were low risk and only 11.3% were high risBee(Table 3.7.) Conversely, only
39.1% of the juveniles adjudicated for a violent offense were low nemupared to
49.0% of the juveniles adjudicated for a minor offense, with litfferdince in the rate of
juveniles with high needs between the three offense levads.Table 3.8).
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Table 3.7
Offense Level by Risk Level

Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Risk Level
Offense Level : : Total
Low Medium High

Violent 43.9% 30.8% 25.3% 91
Serious 44.5% 39.1% 16.4% 1,042
Minor 49.0% 39.7% 11.3% 2,643

Total 1,799 1,483 494 3,776
(47.7%) (39.3%) (13.0%) (100.0%)

Note: Of the 4,113 juveniles adjudicated and disglp 337 cases had missing values for risk level.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Table 3.8
Offense Level by Needs Level

Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Needs Level
Offense Level Total
Low Medium High

Violent 39.1% 52.9% 8.0% 87
Serious 50.1% 42.4% 7.5% 1,049
Minor 49.0% 43.9% 7.1% 2,662

Total 1,863 1,661 274 3,798
(49.1%) (43.7%) (7.2%) (100.0%)

Note: Of the 4,113 juveniles adjudicated and disglp 315 cases had missing values for needs level.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Table 3.9 explores the relationship between offense level and disposi
controlling for the juvenile's risk levéf. As first noted in Table 3.4, the rate of
commitments to YDC increased stepwise with the seriousndabg afffense: from 1.4%
for minor offenses to 5.4% for serious offenses to 34.3% for violenis®E@se A similar
stepwise increase in Level 3 dispositions was evident betweetevisls: the rate of
commitments to YDC's was 0.3% for low risk juveniles, 1.9% for oradisk juveniles,
and 17.9% for high risk juveniles. The effect of the risk score on ¥B@mitment
seemed to hold when controlling for offense level. For juveniles adjigdidor a violent
offense, the commitment rate increased with risk from 15.0% forikkvto 69.6% for

2 1t should be noted that prior adjudications imse not only a juvenile's risk score, but alsohlis/
delinquency history level which, in turn, affecketjuvenile's placement in the Juvenile Dispositiirart
and exposure to the possibility of a YDC commitment
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high risk juveniles. For juveniles adjudicated for a serious offehegydrallel increase
was from no commitments for low risk to 27.7% commitment for higk puveniles;
while for juveniles adjudicated for minor offenses the increasénvasno commitments

for low risk to 8.2% commitment for high risk juveniles.
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Table 3.9
Dispositions by Offense Level and Risk
Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

OFFENSE LOW RISK MEDIUM RISK HIGH RISK —
LEVEL Levell | Level2 | Level3 | Levell | Level2 | Level 3 | Levell | Level 2 | Level 3
Violent 3 31 6 3 15 10 0 7 16 91
(7.5%) | (77.5%) | (15.0%) | (10.7%) | (53.6%) | (35.7%) | (0.0%) | (30.4%) | (69.6%)
Serious 304 160 0 182 214 9 23 100 47 1039
(65.5%) | (34.5%) | (0.0%) | (44.9%) | (52.9%) | (2.2%) | (13.5%) | (58.8%) | (27.7%) '
Minor 1,245 40 0 870 163 9 132 136 24 5 619
(96.9%) | (3.1%) (0.0%) | (83.5%) | (15.6%) | (0.9%) | (45.2%) | (46.6%) | (8.2%) '
TOTAL 1,552 231 6 1,055 392 28 155 243 87 3.749
(86.8%) | (12.9%) | (0.3%) | (71.5%) | (26.6%) | (1.9%) | (32.0%) | (50.1%) | (17.9%) ;

Note: Of the 4,113 juveniles adjudicated and disglp there were a total of 364 missing values ifggasition level and risk level.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample



CHAPTER FOUR

RECIDIVISM IN THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTE MS

Definition of the Follow-Up Period and Time at Risk as a Juvenile

Each offender in the sample was followed for a period of twosyteadetermine whether
repeat involvement with the juvenile or adult criminal systemsiroed. Given that the age of
adult jurisdiction in North Carolina is 16, a large number of the jugenil the original sample
have become *“adults” for criminal purposes during the follow-up. Figufe provides
information on time at risk as a juvenile and as an adult during faljpv®verall, the sample as
a whole was at risk to be processed as a juvenile for 442 days, @mf@iéo/30 follow-up days.
The sample as a whole was at risk to be charged as an adait erage of 288 days, or 39%
of the remaining follow-up days. Juveniles whose cases were divertddsed had a shorter
average time at risk as adults in comparison to those adjudicated or dismissed.

Figure 4.1
Average Number of Follow-up Days as a Juvenile/AdL
by Level of Involvement

700 -
600 -
500
400 =
300 ]

| 4 403 488 462 442 | |
200 (56.3%) (55.2%) (66.8%) (63.3%) (60.5%)
100 1 ]

0
Adjudicated Dismissed Diverted Closed Total
O Juvenile Days E Adult Days

Note: The follow-up period for each juvenile wattal of 730 days (two years).
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommoissRP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

A fixed follow-up period was used in an attempt to obtain the sameddw of
opportunity” for each juvenile to reoffend. However, in actuality thenesavindow of
opportunity was not necessarily available to each sample subjecime may have been
committed to a detention center or YDC in the juvenile justictesy, while others may have
been incarcerated in local jails or in prison in the adult crimirstice system. While beyond the
scope of this study, it is hoped that this issue will be addressed in future.reports
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Juvenile and Adult Recidivism

The 10,882 juveniles included in the study all had a case that wascatijdgidiverted,
dismissed, or closed within the sampling period of January-June 2004#redete as the
“current” complaint or adjudicatiorf}. Subsequent complaints were used as the primary measure
for juvenile recidivism, supplemented with information on subsequent adjiotisa Arrests
were used as the primary measure for adult recidivism, supplemeste information on
subsequent convictions. Finally, a combined measure of subsequent juvenilaictagid/or
adult arrests was compiled to indicate any recidivistic criminal involveinagither system®

Subsequent Juvenile Complaints and Adult Arrests

Table 4.1 presents the three measures of recidivism for thre sathple and the four
subgroups. Of the 10,882 juveniles in the sample, 31.9% had at least one sub=sagpé&Int,
17.5% had at least one adult arrest, and 42.4% had either or both forrogliofsma. Level of
involvement was closely correlated with recidivism: the furthgrvanile was processed in the
juvenile justice system, the more likely that juvenile was tdreate, with the combined
recidivism rate ranging from 30.5% for the group with a closeehptaint to 55% for the
adjudicated group.

Table 4.1
Recidivism Rates for Juvenile Complaints and Adult Arrests
by Level of Involvement

Level of SO Percent Adult Percent Overall
Subsequent s Total
Involvement ! Arrest Recidivism
Complaint
Adjudicated 39.7 26.4 55.0 4,380
Dismissed 31.2 18.4 427 1,132
Diverted 28.4 8.8 33.6 2,685
Closed 23.2 11.2 30.5 2,685
3,476 1,903 4611 10,882
U (31.9) (17.5) (42.4) (100.0)

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissR004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

% As noted previously, if a juvenile had more tlware sample event within the six-month samplingqakrhis/her
case was grouped based on the most serious eventafjudicated, dismissed, diverted or closed ineprof

seriousness). This method was used in order tardete the sampling event since the Sentencing Cesian’s
continuing legislative mandate is to report onrbeidivism of juveniles adjudicated delinquent. § hiethodology
to determine the sampling event must be consideheh comparing recidivism rates among the samigrsups.

% Tables referring to only juvenile recidivism, @nly adult recidivism, state so specifically. Qthise, the term
“recidivism” in this chapter refers to haviegher a subsequent juvenile complaint, an adult aroedipth.
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Subsequent Juvenile Adjudications and Adult Convictions

Table 4.2 details subsequent adjudication and conviction rates fentihe sample and
the four subgroups. As expected, while these rates were lowehtisndf complaints/arrests,
they indicated similar patterns — the more serious the level of involvement in thégsyestem,
the higher the rate of subsequent adjudications/convictions. The combined re-
adjudication/conviction rate for the sample was 26.7%, with 36.9% for tleliealed group
compared to 15.3% for the group with closed complaints.

Table 4.2
Recidivism Rates for Juvenile Adjudications and Adult Convictions
by Level of Involvement

Level of ~ErTE Percent Percent Overall
Subsequent . o
Involvement A Conviction Recidivism Total
Adjudication
Adjudicated 30.0 9.3 36.9 4,380
Dismissed 19.5 6.9 25.4 1,132
Diverted 19.4 3.3 21.8 2,685
Closed 12.1 4.1 15.3 2,685
2,380 682 2,901 10,882
Rl (21.9) 6.3) (26.7) (100.0)

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Current Offense and Recidivism

As described in Chapter Three, while the most serious curremjeshimr the majority of
juveniles at all levels of involvement were misdemeanors, ttaivelpercentage of felony
charges was significantly higher for the dismissed and adjedicehses (19% and 20%
respectively) than for the diverted and closed cases (2% ¢arggaup). Juveniles whose most
serious current charge (at complaint or adjudication) was a felersy more likely to recidivate
than those charged with a misdemeanor — 61.1% and 40%, respectieel\f.alfle 4.3). Except
for diverted juveniles, this finding held true for all levels of involvement as wéh the highest
recidivism rate of 67.1% for juveniles adjudicated for a felony,taadowest recidivism rate of
30.2% for juveniles with a closed misdemeanor complaint.

2" Adjudication/conviction rates are always lowearttcomplaint/arrest rates for two reasons: 1) dusases being
closed, dismissed or acquitted, and 2) due to a tag between initial processing and court actaften falling
outside the follow-up period.
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Table 4.3
Recidivism Rates by
Current Charge and Level of Involvement

Recidivism Rates for Juveniles with a:
Level of . Recidivism Rates
IealhEr e Current Felony Current Misdemeanor

Adjudicated 67.1 51.9 55.0
Dismissed 48.6 41.3 427
Diverted 32.3 33.6 33.6
Closed 46.7 30.2 30.5
738 3,873 4611
U (61.1) (40.0) (42.4)

Note: The most serious adjudicated charge wasfosdde adjudicated group; the most serious chat@@mplaint
was used for the other three groups.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissR004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

The relationship between the type of current and subsequent chaegptoied in Table
4.4 and Figure 4.2. Within the two-year follow-up, 20% of the samplechaged with at least
one recidivistic felony offense (either in a juvenile complaint/or an adult arrest). The rate
was highest for the adjudicated subgroup (30.7%) and lowest for ¢lsedcland diverted
subgroups (11.4% and 11.5% respectively. A current felony charge was@isdikely to lead
to a subsequent felony charge: of those juveniles whose current areesgefelony, 46.4% also
had a recidivistic felony charge, compared to 16.8% recidivisimyetharges for those whose
current charge was a misdemeanor. (Note: The number of juventlesilased or diverted
felony complaints was too small to draw any definitive conclusions for thespgyj

Figure 4.2
Felony Recidivism by Current Charge
and Level of Involvement

60 53.2
50 A
40 32.6 33.3 30.7
30 - 25.1
20 17.3 20.2

9.2 | =115 11 11.5 11.4
10

0
Felony Misdemeanor Total
O Adjudicated E Dismissed [ Diverted O Closed

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Cominizs2004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample
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Table 4.4
Recidivistic Charge by Current Charge and
Level of Involvement

Level
of Involvement

Current Charge

Felony

Misdemeanor

Total

Recidivistic Charge

Recidivistic Charge

Recidivistic Charge

Fel Misd None Total Fel Misd None | Total Fel Misd None Total
Adjudicated 53.2 13.0 33.8 879 25.1 26.1 48.8 3,501 30.7 23.5 46.8 4,880
Dismissed 32.6 14.7 52.7 218 17.3 22.7 60.0 914 20.2 21.2 58.6 1,132
Diverted 9.2 23.1 67.7 65 11.5 21.9 66.4 2,620 115 21.9 66.6 2,685
Closed 33.3 13.3 53.3 45 11.¢ 18.8 70.2 2,640 11.4 18.6 70.0 2,685
TOTAL 46.4 13.8 39.8 1,207 | 16.8 | 22.7 60.5 9,675 | 20.1 21.7 58.2 10,882

Note: The most serious adjudicated charge wasfosdlde adjudicated group; the most serious chatg®mplaint was used for the other three groups.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissR004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample



Juvenile Commitment and Adult Arrests

YDC'’s are the most severe sanction for adjudicated juvenileenfdat can occur either
while a juvenile awaits adjudication and disposition; as part of sexigtody; or as a condition
of probation. One of the more consistent research findings links javemmmitment to an
increased probability of adult criminality. To examine this di&se information was collected
for each juvenile on commitments to a YDC and admissions taemtdm center any time
between the sampling period and the end of their follow-up periodjagenile. Table 4.5
describes commitment rates for the four subgroups. Of the eatmgles, 4.4% had one or more
commitment to a YDC, with the highest rate of 9.2% for thoskeratjudicated group. Twenty-
seven percent of the sample had one or more admission to a detentem Thke rate ranged
from a high of 49% for the adjudicated group to a low of 8.9% for the group with a closed case.

Table 4.5
Commitment to Youth Development and Detention Centers
by Level of Involvement

Level of YDC Commitment Detention Center Commitment
Involvement Vs No Vs No
Adiudicated 402 3,978 2,146 2,234

) (9.29%) (90.8%) (49.0%) (51.0%)

Dismissed 32 1,100 263 869

(2.8%) (97.2%) (23.2%) (76.8%)

Diverted 20 2,665 258 2,427
(0.7%) (99.3%) (9.6%) (90.4%)

Closed 22 2,663 240 2,445
(0.8%) (99.2%) (8.9%) (91.1%)

476 10,406 2,907 7,975
Ve (4.4%) (95.6%) (26.7%) (73.3%)

Note: This includes initial or subsequent committedrom the original sample event through the twa+yfollow-

up period.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissR004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Comparing adult arrest rates for juveniles in the sample who ha@d@ocommitments
with those who had one or more YDC commitment seemed to confiratistisal relationship
between commitment and recidivisnted Table 4.6.). Forty-seven percent of those with a YDC
commitment had at least one subsequent adult arrest compared tof 1666e with no YDC
commitments. This differential in adult recidivism rates held true fopall $ubgroups.
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Table 4.6
Adult Arrests by Youth Development Center Commitment and
Level of Involvement

Level of Adult Arrests for Juveniles with:
Adult Arrests
Involvement . No YDC
YDC Commitment .
Commitment

Adjudicated 48.5 24.2 26.4
Dismissed 37.5 17.8 18.4
Diverted 40.0 8.6 8.8
Closed 40.9 11.0 11.2
224 1,679 1,903
L (47.0) (16.1) (17.5)

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Similarly, a history of admissions to detention centers was attdielationship with an
increased probability of adult arrestSed Table 4.7.). Thirty-two percent of those with at least
one juvenile detention center commitment had one or more adult awegbared to 12% of
those with no juvenile detention center commitments — again, aedlifferin recidivism rates
found in all four levels of involvement.

Table 4.7
Adult Arrests by Detention Center Commitment and
Level of Involvement

Adult Arrests for Juveniles with:
Level of Adult Arrests
Involvement Detention Center No Detention Center
Commitment Commitment

Adjudicated 34.1 19.1 26.4
Dismissed 28.9 15.2 18.4
Diverted 20.2 7.6 8.8
Closed 29.6 94 11.2
931 972 1,903
Uuad (32.0) (12.2) (17.5)

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissR004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample
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Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

As mentioned in Chapter Three, 4,113 of the sample juveniles were atifadiend
disposed® For this disposed group, additional information was available on theirgdelicy
history, disposition type (including commitment to YDC), and risk andis)@ssessment scores.
Table 3.4 in the previous chapter summarizes Offense-, Delinquenmyytiand Disposition
Levels for these juveniles.

Table 4.8 presents the three recidivism measures for adjudicatedisposed juveniles
by the class of their most serious adjudicated offense. Juveniles Serious Offense Level had
the highest recidivism rate at 66.3%, followed by those in the Vidldéfgnse Level with a
57.1% rate, and those in the Minor Offense Level with a 51.8% ratee Waex no clear pattern
by specific offense classes within each Offense Level. #ferdnce in the “window of
opportunity” to commit additional acts of delinquency might explain tfferdnce between the
recidivism rates of juveniles in the serious and violent offensdsled®out one-third of the
Violent Level juveniles were committed to a YDC (with an agerastay of 18 months),
compared to only about 5% of the Serious Level juveniles (with alageetay of 12 months),
leaving the latter group more of the two-year follow-up timehs ¢community. The recidivism
rate, as expected, was lowest for the Minor Level group adjudictie non-assaultive
misdemeanors.

% Adjudication had to occur between January-Jur@2Bowever, dispositions for that subgroup wewbuided if
they were imposed by August 2005.
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Table 4.8

Recidivism Rates by Current Offense Class
Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Percent Percent Percent
Offense Subsquent Adult Arrest Oyerqll TOTAL
Class Complaint Recidivism
A 100.0 100.0 100.0 1
Bl 10.0 15.0 20.0 20
B2 0.0 33.3 33.3 3
C 27.3 40.9 54.6 22
D 22.6 67.7 80.7 31
E 38.1 42.9 61.9 21
Violent Subtotal 24.5 44.9 57.1 98
F 25.0 35.7 50.0 28
G 56.1 64.9 91.2 57
H 41.9 53.0 71.7 466
I 35.3 40.2 62.0 184
Al 47.6 22.2 59.4 387
Serious Subtotal 43.1 40.5 66.3 1,122
1 36.9 22.5 50.1 1,468
2 44.7 17.2 53.6 1,138
3 38.3 25.1 53.3 287
Minor Subtotal 40.1 20.7 51.8 2,893
TOTAL 40.6 26.7 55.9 4,113

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissR004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

37




Tables 4.9 and 4.10 highlight comparable patterns of increased retidates based on
the severity of prior delinquency and current disposition. The jummedidivism rates was
especially notable from Low Level to Medium Level Delinquencytdtis and from Disposition
Level 1 to Level 2.

Table 4.9
Recidivism Rates by Delinquency History Level

Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Delinquenc PEIEE! Percent PEIEE!
. y Subsequent Overall TOTAL
History Level : Adult Arrest e
Complaint Recidivism
Low 38.7 22.5 51.6 3,167
Medium 49.2 33.6 67.6 512
High 43.8 49.1 73.0 434
1,668 1,096 2,298
Leiizt (40.6) (26.7) (55.9) 4,113

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Table 4.10

Recidivism Rates by Disposition Level
Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Disposition SO Percent ST
P Subsequent Overall TOTAL
Level . Adult Arrest e
Complaint Recidivism
1 39.2 21.1 51.1 2,994
2 46.3 39.4 67.9 950
3 30.9 58.8 77.2 136
1,656 1,086 2,281
Total (40.6) (26.6) (55.9) L

Note: Of the 4,113 adjudicated and disposed, 38<with no disposition level data were excluded.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissR004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample
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Recidivism rates were also found to vary by risk and needs sc@esTables 4.11 and
4.12.). Recidivism rates increased from 44% for low risk to 75.5% for risghuveniles, and

from 48.3% for low needs to 63.9% for high needs juveniles.

Table 4.11

Recidivism Rates by Risk Level
Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Risk Percent Benee, Percent
Subsequent Overall TOTAL
Level . Adult Arrest o
Complaint Recidivism
Low 32.2 18.2 44.0 1,799
Medium 46.3 29.3 62.2 1,483
High 50.8 43.7 75.5 494
1,517 979 2,088
Ilatzz! (40.2) (25.9) (55.3) Enrie

NOTE: Of the 4,113 adjudicated and disposed, 23é% with no risk level data were excluded.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Table 4.12

Recidivism Rates by Needs Level
Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Needs Percent S Percent
Subsequent Overall TOTAL
Level ! Adult Arrest .
Complaint Recidivism
Low 34.8 21.6 48.3 1,863
Medium 45.6 29.9 61.9 1,661
High 45.6 325 63.9 274
1,532 989 2,103
Total (40.3) (26.0) (55.4) B

NOTE: Of the 4,113 adjudicated and disposed, 2E&£ with no needs level data were excluded.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample
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Multivariate Analysis: Correlates of Recidivism

Previous sections of this chapter presented juvenile and adult recidiaies for the
sample, and provided a first look at variations in those rates lgirceharacteristics of the
offense, the juveniles themselves, and the systemic factotedrdla their cases. This final
section utilizes a multivariate modeling technique — logistigregsion — to estimate the
association of each of these factors (or independent variablgs)the outcome measure of
recidivzigm (the dependent variable), while controlling for the otlarables included in the
model:

Separate models were tested to determine how a set of indepeslsoies was related
to the probability of adult arrest and of overall recidivism. phabability of recidivism was
estimated for: (1) the entire sample, and (2) adjudicated and éispogniles only. It should be
noted that while the effects reported in this analysis mayatdke existence of a relationship
between an independent variable such as age and a dependent (outciainle) siach as adult
arrest, it does not necessarily implgaausal relationship between age and arrest.

Outcome Measures (Dependent Variables) Modeled

* Adult arrest
» Adult arrest with at least one felony charge
» Recidivism — subsequent complaint, arrest, or both

* Felony recidivism — subsequent complaint, arrest, or both, with atleagelony
charge

Independent Variables

Variables available for the entire sample included gender, ageeat current offense,
felony/misdemeanor charge at current offense, level of involvenmerha juvenile justice
system for current offense, and whether a juvenile had any YDGletgntion center
commitments during the follow-up period.

Additional variables available for the adjudicated/disposed groupdigesition levels,
risk scores, and needs scores.

Tables 4.13 and 4.14 display the estimated effects of the independabtesam each
model on the outcome measure modeled. The effects listed needrteipreted based on the
following criteria: whether the effect of the variable imtistically significant i(e., with a
relationship not likely to be the result of random chance) and, if sadljrénetion and magnitude
of the variable's effect on the outcome.

2 Logistic regression involves using the logie( the logarithm of the odds) of an outcome occgrram analysis
most appropriate for regression models with a dimimous dependent variable, such as Yes/No for aagrest.
Logistic model coefficients were converted intoféefs” that indicate the estimated percentage aser®r decrease
in the probability of an outcome occurring in asatian with each independent variable for the ageraffender.
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Table 4.13
Effect of Personal and Juvenile Justice Factors on Recidivism

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4:
Overall Felony Adult Adult Felony
Independent Recidivism Recidivism Arrest Arrest
Variables (42.3%) (20.1%) (17.4%) (13.4%)
Black 15.4% 12.3% 13.5% 9.7%
Male 15.2% 30.1% 20.4% 23.9%
Felony 10.9% 19.3% 17.0% 18.0%
Age at offense NS 4.5% 6.7% 4.5%
Level of Involvement
Adjudicated Reference Reference Reference Referemce
Dismissed -11.4% -71.2% -2.6% NS
Diverted -16.5% -10.8% -5.8% -3.9%
Closed -19.4% -11.1% -3.7% -4.0%
Youth Development n/a n/a 7 1% 5 6%
Center
Detention Center n/a n/a 18.4% 16.4%

Note: Models 3 and 4 have an adjustment addeddouat for the number of follow-up days in the adykstem.
SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissR004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Model 1 is the base model to estimate the contribution of alladle factors to the
overall recidivismof the entire sample. The average probability of recidivisi 42a3%. Being
a male, for example, enhanced the probability of recidivism by 1®286 that of being a
female. Black juveniles, and those charged with a felony complasot l#d an increased
probability to recidivate compared to non-black juveniles and those chartechisdemeanors.
On the other hand, all three levels of court involvement that did solt ren adjudication
significantly reduced the likelihood of recidivism when compared to adjudication.

Model 2 narrowed the question somewhat by estimating the probdbilisubsequent
felony recidivismonly (average probability of recidivism of 20.1%). Overall, the ¢fféound
were similar in direction to those in Model 1, with some chamg@sagnitude. While race and
level of court involvement were still significant, the magnitudetledir impact on felony
recidivism was reduced somewhat. There were also three ndigwbfterences in Model 2.
Being male, and having a current felony complaint, both had an increapadt on felony
recidivism; being older at the commission of the current offendeahmoderate but statistically
significant effect on felony recidivism.
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Models 3 and 4 examined the probability of adult arrélstsA% on average), and adult
felony arrestonly (13.4% on average), with the addition of two systemic variabbesmitment
to YDC and commitment to a detention center any time betweemmsson of the current
offense and the end of the follow-up period. These models included two asljistiirst, the
outcome measures specified only adult recidivism to account forpemeds juveniles might
have spent committed to a YDC or detention center, thereby redtioéng "window of
opportunity” to recidivate as a juvenile. Second, a weight was nseath case to adjust for the
number of days the juvenile spent as an adult out of the 730 follow-p Tag independent
variables also used in Models 1 and 2 showed the same effectamiltr slirection but with
reduced magnitudes, most likely due to the shortened time-fiore. importantly, both of the
commitment variables were found to be significant, increasing anijeiee probability for any
adult arrest, as well as a felony adult arrest. In both M®ddeld 4 the magnitude of impact was
greater for commitments to a detention center than to a YDi@diag most likely indicative of
the longer periods of time spent by juveniles in YDC's, redutiag tvindow of opportunity to
recidivate.

While the four models in Table 4.13 discuss findings for the erdimgpke, Table 4.14
focuses on juveniles adjudicated and disposed to assess the impaatlispbsitions imposed as
well as the risk and needs related factors on recidi¥isModel 5 estimated the effect of the
independent variables on _any recidivisar the adjudicated group (probability of 55.1% on
average), while Model 6 estimated those effects on felongivesin only (probability of 30.2%
on average). The findings, in general, repeated the sammpdtiend in the first four models.
Being assessed as high or medium risk greatly enhanced a jlsvendbability of recidivism
(and felony recidivism) compared to juveniles assessed as l&wB&ng in the range of
medium needs increased the chance of recidivism compared to bdhmg low needs range;
however, the effect of being high needs was not statisticalhjifisant3! Finally, receiving
intermediate or commitment level dispositions did not have atsgtalig significant impact on
recidivism when compared to a community level disposition in either model.

%0 As noted earlier, in 2004 risk and needs assasisnweere administered only to adjudicated juvenideshe
disposition phase, and therefore were not availhlthe other groups in the sample.

3L This might be due to the small number of juvenile=274, or 7.2% of the disposed group) identifisdhigh
need.
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Table 4.14

Effect of Personal and Juvenile Justice Factors on Recidivism

Juveniles Adjudicated and Disposed

Model 5: Model 6:
Independent Variables RSS?S{\i!m Relzzc?(lj?\r/]i};m

(55.1%) (30.2%)
Black 14.1% 13.3%
Male 14.4% 32.4%
Felony 13.7% 25.5%
Age at Offense -1.4% 4.4%
Risk = Low Reference Reference
Risk = Medium 14.5% 12.3%
Risk = High 24.3% 27.6%
Needs = Low Reference Reference
Needs = Medium 7.2% 5.0%
Needs = High NS NS
Disposition Level =1 Reference Reference
Disposition Level = 2 NS NS
Disposition Level = 3 NS NS

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Cominizs2004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

In summary, a number of findings stand out from the multivariateysisal Two
demographic variables, gender and race, were strongly correl@tedeaidivism, as was the
seriousness of the current offense. Risk and needs scores, iang¢h@ assessing a juvenile's
disposition and treatment plan, seemed to be validated in thationship with recidivism as
well. Factors such as early age at first delinquent involvemeat, aajudications and assaults,
school problems and peer relations — all components of risk — have atitalyr and
empirically established link with criminal behavior. Measuresa#d such as family criminality
and lack of supervision, a history of victimization, mental health andandesabuse problems,
and conflict in the home, can also point to a troubled youth and incressedjuent
involvement. On the other hand, juvenile recidivism was found to be kven the systemic
response of the courts was limited, either by processing awtisgrjuveniles short of
adjudication or, if adjudicated, by refraining from the most r@sta forms of disposition such
as commitment or detention.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The North Carolina General Assembly mandated the Sentencing?alicy
Advisory Commission to prepare biennial reports on statewide ratepivehile
recidivism. (Session Law 2005-276, Section 14.19.) Previous studies on juvenile
recidivism in North Carolina were all more limited in the scopthe offenses included,
the dispositions studied, or the samples selected. This firsttreqdmitted to the
General Assembly on May 1, 2007, includes 10,882 juveniles who were brougbet to t
attention of the juvenile justice system between January 1, 2004 an@Qu2@04 and
whose complaints were adjudicated, dismissed, diverted, or closed. Jsiveitite
undisciplined complaints or petitions were not included in the sampletwoAyear
follow-up period was used, and the principal outcome measures of rsgidivere
defined as either a subsequent juvenile complaint and/or an adult aDet on the
sample were provided by the Department of Juvenile Justice amdjiexicy Prevention
(DJIDP) management information system and the Department tideJasitomated
database. In addition, interviews with DJJDP administrative andagrogtaff and site
visits to select Youth Development Centers (YDC's) and detentiemers were
conducted for a description of dispositional alternatives and serviaesded to
juveniles by the DJJDP and within the community.

Community-based programming is available to juveniles who argslatto
become involved in or who are involved in the juvenile justice systeme @ the
primary conduits for programs and service delivery to juvenilesragigh county based
Juvenile Crime Prevention Councils (JCPC®J.the juveniles who were served by a
JCPC program during FY 2004/05, almost 61% had either been divertedcdnamn
during the intake process or adjudicated by the juvenile court. déactty has a JCPC
that uses a specified planning process for recommending prograhsmeet the
identified risks and needs of juveniles in that locale.

The DJJDP annually allocates legislatively appropriated mdoidse JCPC's to
subsidize the selected programs and services that generallynttallone of three
categories within a continuum of care: prevention, intervention, aratmieat.
Furthermore, the DJJDP offers technical and evaluative setaides JCPC’s and their
respectively funded programs. To improve program effectivenessD#I®P has
established, with the help of experts in the field, a protocolheretzaluation of JCPC
programs statewide. Through the use of this tool, which allows focdimparison of
JCPC programs with research-based characteristics ofieff¢guvenile justice programs,
DJJDP began the process of assessing JCPC services in FY 2004/05.

An additional note about community-based programming involves the General
Assembly’s designation of grant funds for gang prevention duringnteegislative
sessions. These monies were made available to JCPC's fodetletopment of
prevention and intervention services for youth at risk for gang activity.
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Apart from the JCPC programs, there are some community-baisativies that
report directly to the DJIJDP. One of these programs, Eckerd Wilderness Camai&soper
seven camps in a residential, therapeutic setting that providesesetwi a variety of
juveniles with behavioral problems ranging from non-court-involved youthsgetwho
are involved in the juvenile justice system. Those served withinuthenile system
include a limited number of juveniles who have received a commitfnamt the court
and are placed in programming not located in a YDC. In an effortoldder services
within the community for the more serious youths, the 2004 Session d@beheral
Assembly designated funds to enable select counties to develop detimmgirojects
that could provide services for youth who receive a YDC commitmenhorare at risk
to receive a YDC commitment.

Among the sanctions available to juveniles who are referred td, cmiention
centers and YDC's have the most restrictive environments. Thestateeoperated and
four county-operated detention centers located across the statesexftee, temporary
confinement for juveniles who meet the statutory requirements totédieet A juvenile
court judge regularly reviews the cases of these juveniles tonde&e the need for
continued secure custody. Most of the juveniles who are placedeteation center are
awaiting their adjudicatory or dispositional hearing, but they cem la held as a result
of their dispositional hearing or as a condition of probation. During26d4/05, the
average length of stay for a juvenile in a detention centerl®@atays. Given the short-
term nature of detention centers, there are few programs anceseoffered to detained
juveniles outside of educational programming.

The five YDC’s administered by the DJJDP represent the nsesere
dispositional alternativei.g., Level 3) available to a juvenile court judge, and are
reserved for the most violent and/or repeat serious delinquents.déi&ation centers,
they are locked facilities, but juveniles in YDC's are subjectlonger staysif.,
minimum of six months) and some additional programs and services. td’their final
YDC placement, committed youths undergo a four to six week assessvhere an
initial plan of care is developed.

A regionalized approach to commitments has been adopted by DJaoingpl
juveniles in YDC'’s that are in closer proximity to the juvenil&Emily. Once juveniles
are in a YDC, they are assigned to a treatment team tingsts selected YDC staff,
their court counselor, parents, and any pertinent parties from thdr’'s/obme
community. A treatment team meets regularly to review tivenile’s plan of care,
monitor the juvenile’s progress, and develop aftercare serviceeeagotith moves
toward transition back into the home community. Upon release from #D{tiveniles
are supervised by a court counselor on post-release supervision for at least 90 days

The current YDC’s are physically and technologically dated amdjrams,
services, and staffing patterns are not consistent betweéarctlitges. In 2003, the State
Auditor reviewed YDC'’s and found the current facilities to hastety, security, and
staffing issues. As a response to this report, DJIJDP developed #&opleplace the
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existing YDC's with smaller, updated facilities that wouldfeof a standardized,
therapeutic model of care. The model of care is based on tlehiigdamily Model
which includes cognitive behavioral skills building which focuses omgihg the
negative behaviors/attitudes of the committed youths. The modelkalsods staff with
upgraded training and qualifications, lower staff to juvenile ratgo, (L:4 during waking
hours), and more varied and extensive programs and services. In 2009, iDdizided
the first pilot program utilizing this model of care within onelud existing YDC'’s, with
a second pilot program beginning in 2006 at a different facilitgth Brograms have a
capacity of 16 juveniles.

The General Assembly has endorsed the new YDC’s by approgriatds for
the building of four 32 bed facilities and one 96 bed facility. At thiéng of this report,
four of these facilities are in the process of being constructed and are sdhitedopen at
the end of 2007. There is currently a recommendation from DJDDmarigotvernor to
the General Assembly for five additional 32 bed YDC'’s. Of particifgerest in this
recidivism study is the fact that its sample contains juvemiteamitted to the “old”
YDC'’s which can serve as a baseline of comparison for future sturdighich juveniles
will have had a commitment experience in the “new,” treatment-oriented &DC’

For purposes of the study's statistical analyses, the 10,882 juvertihessample
were divided into four groups based on the most serious level of invatvenevenile
reached within the six-month sampling period. Forty percent of@&82 juveniles had
an adjudication, 10% had their petitions dismissed by the court, 25%dindomplaints
diverted with a plan or contract for further services, and 25% hadcthraiplaints closed
without further action. Seventy-two percent of the sample juvenies male, 51% were
black, and their median age at the time of the offense was 14.

Throughout the analysis, a clear difference emerged between gs/evilose
complaints were closed or diverted, and those who were dismisselde bgotirt or
adjudicated. Juveniles in the first two groups had very few feloomptaints
(approximately 2%) and were less likely to have been involvedtidtisystem. Diverted
juveniles were referred for further services in the communityv@ere monitored by a
court counselor for up to six months; juveniles whose complaints were closeddecei
follow-up by a court counselor. Juveniles in the second two groups hadtla hmgher
rate of felony complaints (approximately 20%) and were mordylikehave prior court
involvement. Both dismissed and adjudicated juveniles had a higher likelihgome-of
adjudication detention as well as some form of services priortherea dismissal or
adjudication of their case. Adjudicated juveniles might have been fuettgosed to
services and supervision while awaiting their dispositional heafihg sample as a
whole was primarily involved in non-assaultive misdemeanor offensés,omy about
one percent of them charged with violent felonies.

Of the 4,380 adjudicated juveniles, 4,113 had detailed dispositional information
and risk and needs assessments available. There was a cletatioorbetween the
needs of the juveniles and their risk of future criminality: 62%hef adjudicated and
disposed group placed in the same level of risk and needs, with 35%iedeas low
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risk/low needs and 4% assessed as high risk/high needs. The mafjdhty juveniles

were adjudicated for minor offenses, had little or no history afgeéncy, and received
a Level 1 disposition in the community. Only 2.5% of the adjudicated ji@geniere

involved in violent crimes, 10.5% were in the highest delinquency hiséwsl,|and

3.3% were committed to a YDC. The probability of a YDC commitniecreased with

risk level, independent of the juvenile's offense level at adjudication.

Sample juveniles were followed for two years from the date ofctimeplaint
resolution placing them in the sample, with many of them turningntcoming under
adult jurisdiction in that period. Out of their 730 "window of opportunity” sd&y
recidivate, the sample spent on average 442 days as juveniles and 288 cdalylts. It
should be noted that some youths might, in fact, have had less than 73atdésjs’ 'of
recidivism if they had spent portions of that time in a detentionieceYDC, jail, or
prison.

Recidivism was defined as a subsequent complaint in the juveniansgsid/or
an arrest in the adult system. As shown in Figure 5.1, the owgoalldar recidivism rate
for the sample was 42.4% (31.9% subsequent complaint, 17.5% adult arrdst). T
recidivism rate corresponded closely with the juvenile's l@feinvolvement in the
system, and was highest for those adjudicated (55%) and lowdsb$erwith their cases
closed (30.5%).Jee Figures 5.1 and 5.2.) A secondary measure of recidivism, that of
subsequent adjudication and/or conviction, yielded similarly ordered, althiouger,
results. The overall rate for the sample was 26.7% of subsequedicatipn and/or
conviction, with a high of 36.9% for the adjudicated group and 15.3% for the closed

group.

Figure 5.1
Juvenile Recidivism Rates

Recidivism Rates
for the Entire Sample
Subsequent Complaint 31.99
Adult Arrest 17.5%
Overall Recidivism 42.4%

\_I\ Overall Recidivism Rates
by Level of Involvement

Adjudicated 55.0%
Dismissed 42.7%
Diverted 33.6%
Close 30.5%

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample
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Figure 5.2
Recidivism Rates for Juvenile Complaints and AdulArrests
By Level of Involvement
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SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissP004 Juvenile Recidivism Sample

Twenty percent of the sample had at least one felony chatige whe follow-up
period. However, the probability of felony recidivism seemed to vary bothhieyher the
original sample complaint was a felony or misdemeanor, and keyhehthat complaint
was adjudicated, dismissed, diverted or closed. The most likely gvdagocharged with
subsequent felonies (at 53.2%) was that of adjudicated juveniles whgisalsample
charge was also a felony. That probability decreased foteser levels of court
involvement and for juveniles with original misdemeanor sample complaints.

Commitment to a YDC or detention center anytime during the fellpvperiod
seemed to correlate significantly with a juvenile's probabdftpdult recidivism. Adult
arrest rates varied from 47% for those with a YDC commitneef&6%o for those with no
YDC commitment; and from 32% for those with some detention to 12% for those with no
history of detention. This finding is especially noteworthy whamsaering the narrower
window of opportunity available for committed juveniles (especiallyghosYDC's) to
have an adult arrest within the two-year timeframe. Whilargsm rates were highest
for adjudicated youth, commitment increased the chance of an addt significantly,
independent of a juvenile's level of sample involvement.

Data on composite risk and needs measures were available fdjutieated and
disposed group. Both the assessed needs and risk of a juvenile showsadstatiktical
relationship with recidivism in the expected direction. The highgwenile's needs or
risk score, the greater the juvenile's chances of subsequent complathtarrests —
recidivism rates increased from 44% to 75.5% by level of aisd,from 48.3% to 63.9%
by level of needs.

A number of findings emerged from a more statistically somlaitstd analysis
controlling simultaneously for all the variables available. A jueesigender, race, and
the severity of the offense were all related to the variogasores of recidivism in the
study. The criminogenic factors captured in the risk and needssssuoich as early onset
of delinquency or lack of parental supervision, have proven their predicéilue in
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assessing a juvenile's risk for future criminal involvement. And|lyingecidivism was
lower when the systemic response of the court was less invasies, g/ processing and
treating youths short of adjudication or, if adjudicated, providing disposisiomg of the
most restrictive option of confinement.

In closing, this report has offered an overview of the juvenile pigistem, a
description of the programs and dispositional alternatives that ssmeilp delinquents,
and a first-time, comprehensive look at recidivism among juvenilés adjudicated,
dismissed, diverted and closed cases within the juvenile juststensy All of this
information provides an empirical baseline and point of referencdonext report that
is due in May 2009. Beginning with that report, the focus of the swililyshift to
adjudicated juveniles only, with the first sample including allesasdjudicated
delinquent during FY 2004/05 and followed for a three-year period tasune their
subsequent juvenile and adult recidivism.
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APPENDIX A

Risk and Needs Assessment

The Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention’s risk arjd
needs assessment instruments (North Carolina Assessment of Juvenile Risk of
Future Offending and North Carolina Assessment of Juvenile Needs( capture th

following information:
Risk

Age when first delinquent offense
alleged in a complaint
Number of undisciplined or
delinquent referralsto intake
Most serious prior
adjudication(s)

Prior assaults

Runaway

Substance abuse

School behavior problems
Peer relationships

Parental supervision

Total risk score

Needs

Peer relationships

School behavior/adjustment
General academic functioning
Substance abuse

Juvenile parent status (i.e.,isa
parent)

History of victimization

Sexual behavior

Mental health

Basic physical needs/independent
living

Health and hygiene

Conflict in the home

Supervision skills (of parent)
Disabilities of parent, guardian or
custodian

Substance abuse by household
members

0]
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APPENDIX B

Juvenile Disposition Chart

DELINQUENCY HISTORY LEVELS
OFFENSE LOW MEDIUM HIGH
CLASSIFICATION 0-1 points 2-3 points 4 or more points
VIOLENT
Class A-E felonies Level 2 or 3 Level 3 Level 3
SERIOUS
Class F-I felonies Level 1 or 2 Level 2 Level 2 or 3
Class A1 misdemeanors
MINOR
Class 1, 2, 3 Level 1 Level 1 or 2 Level 2
misdemeanors

Offense Classification (G.S. § 7B-2508)

Violent — Adjudication of a Class A through E felony offense.
Serious — Adjudication of a Class F through | felony offense or a Class Agmesnor.

Minor — Adjudication of a Class 1, 2, or 3 misdemeanor.

Delinquency History Levels (G.S § 7B-2507(c))

Points
For each prior adjudication of a Class A through E felony offense, 4 points.

For each prior adjudication of a Class F through | felony offense or Class Al
misdemeanor offense, 2 points.

For each prior adjudication of a Class 1, 2, or 3 misdemeanor offense, 1 point.
If the juvenile was on probation at the time of offense, 2 points.

Levels

Low — No more than 1 point.

Medium — At least 2, but not more than 3 points.
High — At least 4 points.
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APPENDIX C

Dispositional Options

LEVEL 1
COMMUNITY

in-home supervision
custody

excuse from school
attendance
community-based program
intensive substance abuse
treatment program
residential treatment
program

nonresidential treatment
program

restitution up to $500

fine

community service up to
100 hours

victim-offender
reconciliation

probation

no driver’s license

curfew

not associate with specifiec
persons

not be in specified places
intermittent confinement up
to 5 days

wilderness program
supervised day program

LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3
INTERMEDIATE COMMITMENT
wilderness program = 6 month minimum
residential treatment commitment
program =  minimum 90 day post-

intensive nonresidential
treatment program
intensive substance abus
treatment program
group home placement
intensive probation
supervised day program
regimented training
program

house arrest with or
without electronic
monitoring

suspension of a more
severe disposition
w/conditions
intermittent confinement
up to 14 days
multipurpose group home
restitution over $500
community service up to
200 hours

release supervision
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