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•  Na<onal	
  nonprofit,	
  nonpar<san	
  membership	
  associa<on	
  of	
  
state	
  government	
  officials	
  

	
  
•  Engages	
  members	
  of	
  all	
  three	
  branches	
  of	
  state	
  government	
  	
  
	
  
•  CSG	
  Jus<ce	
  Center	
  provides	
  prac<cal,	
  nonpar<san	
  advice	
  

informed	
  by	
  the	
  best	
  available	
  evidence	
  
	
  



Funding	
  and	
  Partners	
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Justice	
  Reinvestment	
  
	
  	
  

a	
  data-­‐driven	
  approach	
  to	
  improve	
  public	
  safety,	
  	
  
reduce	
  corrections	
  spending,	
  and	
  reinvest	
  savings	
  	
  
in	
  strategies	
  that	
  can	
  decrease	
  crime	
  and	
  reduce	
  recidivism	
  



Overview	
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Impact	
  of	
  JRA	
  on	
  Supervision	
  Prac$ces	
  
Anne	
  Precythe,	
  Director,	
  Division	
  of	
  Community	
  Correc$ons	
  

Outcomes	
  to	
  Date	
  
	
  

Jus$ce	
  Reinvestment	
  in	
  North	
  Carolina	
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•  DOC Expenditures: 
o  $899 million (FY00) 
o  $1.51 billion (FY09) 

+ 68% 

FY 2000-2009 
 Growth: 
+ 29% 

FY 1997-2000 
 Growth: 
- 3% 

Source: North Carolina Department of Correction, Annual Statistical Reports and online Prison Offender Population Statistics; 
http://www.doc.state.nc.us/rap/index.htm . 

In	
  2009,	
  the	
  state’s	
  prison	
  popula<on	
  and	
  costs	
  	
  
were	
  growing	
  significantly.	
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An	
  increasing	
  number	
  of	
  people	
  were	
  failing	
  on	
  proba<on	
  	
  
and	
  being	
  revoked	
  to	
  prison.	
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Source: North Carolina Department of Correction Annual Statistical Reports 

76%	
  of	
  the	
  
proba<on	
  revoca<ons	
  

to	
  prison	
  were	
  for	
  
viola<ng	
  the	
  
condi<ons	
  of	
  

supervision	
  in	
  2009	
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Probation Revocations 

New Offense Convictions 

Other 

Proba$on	
  Revoca$ons	
  
as	
  %	
  of	
  Total	
  Prison	
  

Admissions	
  
FY2001	
   50%	
  
FY2009	
   53%	
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History	
  of	
  Jus<ce	
  Reinvestment	
  in	
  North	
  Carolina	
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2009	
   2010	
   2011	
   2012	
   2013	
   2014	
   2015	
  

JR	
  assistance	
  
requested	
  by	
  
Governor,	
  Chief	
  
Jus<ce,	
  and	
  
bipar<san	
  House	
  
and	
  Senate	
  
leadership	
  

April:	
  Bipar<san,	
  
interbranch	
  work	
  
group	
  established	
  

With	
  increasing	
  
support	
  from	
  
Congress	
  for	
  JR,	
  the	
  
U.S.	
  Department	
  of	
  
Jus<ce	
  provided	
  
$478K	
  in	
  funding	
  
assistance	
  to	
  help	
  
implement	
  the	
  JRA	
  

Review	
  of	
  JRA	
  
achievements	
  

February:	
  Jus<ce	
  
Reinvestment	
  policy	
  
op<ons	
  approved	
  
	
  
June:	
  JRA	
  enacted	
  
with	
  broad	
  
bipar<san	
  support	
  

Phase	
  I	
  –	
  Data	
  Analysis	
  	
  
&	
  Policy	
  Development	
  

Phase	
  II	
  –	
  	
  
Implementa$on	
  &	
  Monitoring	
  Impact	
  



Jus<ce	
  Reinvestment	
  Act	
  Enacted	
  June	
  2011	
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Jus$ce	
  Reinvestment	
  Act	
  passed	
  
nearly	
  unanimously	
  with	
  votes	
  of:	
  
	
  	
  
Senate:	
  50-­‐0	
  
House:	
  115-­‐1	
  



Overview	
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Impact	
  of	
  JRA	
  on	
  Supervision	
  Prac$ces	
  
Anne	
  Precythe,	
  Director,	
  Division	
  of	
  Community	
  Correc$ons	
  

Outcomes	
  to	
  Date	
  
	
  

Jus$ce	
  Reinvestment	
  in	
  North	
  Carolina	
  
	
  



 
$560m 

averted costs and savings by 
FY2017 

 
10  

prisons 
closed since 2011 

 

 
175 

new probation officers in 
FY2014 and FY2015 

 

11% 
drop in crime between 

2011-2013 

30,000 

35,000 

40,000 

45,000 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

June 30, 2014 
Actual Prison 
Population 
37,665 

2005 Actual Prison 
Population 
36,663 

Prison Population at JRA 
Passing June 2011 

41,030 

8% drop in prison population 
 
41% drop in unsupervised population 
 
50% drop in probation revocations 
	
  
	
  

Baseline Projected 
Prison Population 

43,220 

JRA Projected 
Prison Population 

38,264 
	
  

Key	
  Public	
  Safety	
  &	
  Correc<ons	
  Trends	
  Since	
  JRA	
  Enactment	
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North	
  Carolina	
  stands	
  out	
  na<onally	
  for	
  reducing	
  the	
  
state’s	
  prison	
  popula<on,	
  recidivism	
  rate,	
  and	
  crime.	
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Source:	
  BJS,	
  Prisoners	
  series	
  	
  for	
  2010	
  and	
  2013	
  data.	
  

2010-­‐2013	
  Prison	
  Popula$on	
  Percentage	
  Change	
  

North Carolina Cuts Prison Time for 
Probation Violators, and Costs	
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Report	
  and	
  infographic	
  aim	
  to	
  help	
  highlight	
  how	
  North	
  
Carolina	
  achieved	
  these	
  outcomes.	
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LOW	
  
	
  
	
  

9	
  percent	
  	
  
re-­‐arrested	
  

PROBLEM	
   DATA	
   POLICY	
  CHANGE	
  

$120	
  million	
  	
  
spent	
  monitoring	
  

100,000+	
  proba$oners	
  

…	
  all	
  being	
  supervised	
  
more	
  or	
  less	
  	
  

the	
  same	
  way.	
  

	
  
Proba<on	
  	
  

Revoca<on	
  Rate	
  
for	
  Low	
  Risk	
  
Offenders	
  

+49	
  %	
  
Since	
  2005	
  

	
  

HIGH	
  
	
  
	
  

31	
  percent	
  	
  
re-­‐arrested	
  

Transforming	
  Proba<on	
  Supervision	
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Focus	
  supervision	
  and	
  
resources	
  on	
  individuals	
  most	
  
likely	
  to	
  reoffend	
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Transforming	
  Proba<on	
  Supervision	
  

53%	
  
of	
  prison	
  
admissions	
  

are	
  proba$on	
  	
  
revoca$ons	
  

Supervision	
  viola<on	
  
hearings	
  are	
  
<me-­‐consuming,	
  	
  
frequently	
  delayed,	
  and	
  
ojen	
  result	
  in	
  reinstatement	
  
on	
  supervision	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
There	
  are	
  few	
  
meaningful	
  
graduated	
  sanc<ons	
  	
  
for	
  minor	
  condi<on	
  viola<ons	
  

75%	
  
of	
  revoca<ons	
  	
  

are	
  for	
  condi$on	
  
viola$ons	
  	
  

(drug	
  use,	
  absconding)	
  

Designed	
  to:	
  
	
  
•  Reduce	
  viola<on	
  hearings	
  
•  Reduce	
  <me	
  in	
  court	
  
•  Reduce	
  jail	
  <me	
  spent	
  awai<ng	
  

hearings	
  

Administra<ve	
  
Jail	
  Sanc<ons	
  

2-­‐3	
  day	
  
sanc<on	
  

Tailored	
  Prison	
  
Sanc<ons	
  	
  

90	
  day	
  
sanc<on	
  

&	
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PROBLEM	
   DATA	
   POLICY	
  CHANGE	
  



U<liza<on	
  of	
  Quick	
  Dips	
  to	
  Respond	
  to	
  Viola<ons	
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Source:	
  North	
  Carolina	
  Department	
  of	
  Public	
  Safety	
  	
  Jus<ce	
  Reinvestment	
  Data	
  Dashboard.	
  	
  Data	
  reflects	
  monthly	
  u<liza<on	
  of	
  the	
  sanc<on,	
  not	
  individual	
  proba<oners.	
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16	
  

15,118	
  

7,491	
  

2,274	
  

FY2011" FY2014"

Proba$on	
  Revoca$ons*	
  

Proba<on	
  Revoca<ons	
   CRVs	
  

Since	
  FY2011,	
  	
  
proba<on	
  revoca<ons	
  decreased	
  by	
  
50%.	
  	
  
	
  
•  In	
  FY2011,	
  proba$on	
  revoca$ons	
  accounted	
  

for	
  52%	
  of	
  prison	
  admissions	
  
	
  

•  In	
  FY2014,	
  proba$on	
  revoca$ons	
  accounted	
  
for	
  33%	
  of	
  prison	
  admissions	
  

	
  
•  In	
  FY2014,	
  proba$on	
  revoca$ons	
  and	
  CRVs	
  

accounted	
  for	
  43%	
  of	
  prison	
  admissions	
  

*includes	
  both	
  felony	
  and	
  misdemeanor	
  proba<on	
  revoca<ons	
  

The	
  number	
  of	
  proba<on	
  revoca<ons	
  has	
  decreased.	
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Reinven<ng	
  How	
  Treatment	
  is	
  Funded	
  and	
  Delivered	
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PROBLEM	
   DATA	
   POLICY	
  CHANGE	
  

Funding	
  by	
  an	
  
outdated	
  formula	
  and	
  
resources	
  spread	
  
thinly	
  across	
  en<re	
  
popula<on	
  instead	
  of	
  
being	
  targeted	
  toward	
  
those	
  with	
  the	
  
greatest	
  need	
  for	
  
treatment	
  

50%	
  of	
  
proba<oners	
  need	
  
substance	
  use	
  or	
  
mental	
  health	
  
services,	
  but	
  only	
  

25%	
  received	
  
services	
  

Focus	
  treatment	
  resources	
  
on	
  high-­‐risk	
  individuals	
  
	
  
Use	
  cogni<ve	
  behavioral	
  
approach	
  focusing	
  on	
  
changing	
  the	
  
characteris<cs	
  associated	
  
with	
  recidivism	
  



Supervise	
  the	
  Reentry	
  Process	
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PROBLEM	
   DATA	
   POLICY	
  CHANGE	
  

9	
  	
  
months	
  

12	
  	
  
months	
  

86%	
  
No	
  Supervision	
  
Higher	
  Re-­‐Arrest	
  Rate	
  

9	
  
months	
  

Lack	
  of	
  supervision	
  
a`er	
  prison	
  contributes	
  
public	
  safety	
  risk	
  
	
  
51%	
  of	
  those	
  released	
  
unsupervised	
  are	
  re-­‐
arrested	
  within	
  3	
  years	
  
	
  
No	
  accountability	
  
during	
  re-­‐entry	
  
	
  
Results	
  in	
  revoca<on	
  
<me	
  being	
  less	
  than	
  
remaining	
  <me	
  on	
  
supervision	
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Total Felony, Structured 
Sentencing Releases!

Releases without 
Supervision!

In	
  FY2011,	
  84%	
  of	
  all	
  
structured	
  sentencing	
  
felony	
  prison	
  releases	
  did	
  
not	
  receive	
  supervision.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
In	
  FY2014,	
  48%	
  of	
  
structured	
  sentencing	
  
prison	
  releases	
  received	
  no	
  
supervision	
  and	
  the	
  trend	
  
has	
  con<nued	
  to	
  decline	
  

Fewer	
  People	
  are	
  Released	
  from	
  Prison	
  Without	
  Supervision	
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Overview	
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Impact	
  of	
  JRA	
  on	
  Supervision	
  Prac$ces	
  
Anne	
  Precythe,	
  Director,	
  Division	
  of	
  Community	
  Correc$ons	
  

Outcomes	
  to	
  Date	
  
	
  

Jus$ce	
  Reinvestment	
  in	
  North	
  Carolina	
  
	
  



What	
  Supervision	
  Looked	
  Like	
  5	
  Years	
  Ago	
  

•  Supervised	
  based	
  on	
  how	
  person	
  was	
  sentenced	
  by	
  Court	
  
	
  

•  Not	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  tools	
  for	
  the	
  officer	
  to	
  use	
  before	
  bringing	
  person	
  back	
  
to	
  Court	
  

	
  

•  Caseload	
  size	
  exceeded	
  85-­‐90	
  in	
  most	
  loca<ons	
  
	
  

•  Contact	
  driven	
  
	
  

•  Intensive	
  supervision	
  –	
  most	
  popular	
  sanc<on	
  	
  
	
  

•  Delegated	
  Authority	
  not	
  used	
  frequently	
  
	
  

•  Resources	
  were	
  not	
  connected	
  to	
  the	
  right	
  person	
  
	
  

•  Considered	
  lowering	
  educa<on	
  requirements	
  for	
  proba<on	
  officers	
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What	
  GOOD	
  Supervision	
  Looks	
  Like	
  Today	
  

•  Supervision	
  based	
  on	
  iden<fied	
  Risk	
  and	
  Needs	
  
	
  

•  Quality	
  contacts;	
  conversa<on	
  
	
  

•  U<lize	
  a	
  Viola<on	
  Matrix	
  
	
  

•  More	
  offender	
  accountability	
  –	
  swij	
  and	
  certain	
  responses	
  to	
  
nega<ve	
  behavior	
  

	
  

•  Access	
  to	
  more	
  resources	
  and	
  services	
  -­‐	
  TECS	
  	
  
	
  

•  Delegated	
  Authority	
  =	
  more	
  tools	
  for	
  PO	
  
–  EHA;	
  Curfew	
  w/EM	
  
–  Quick	
  Dip	
  (2	
  or	
  3	
  days	
  in	
  jail)	
  
–  High	
  Risk	
  Delegated	
  Authority	
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Tools	
  for	
  Proba<on	
  Officers	
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Understanding	
  the	
  Landscape	
  	
  	
  

•  Over	
  100,000	
  offenders	
  
	
  

•  1778	
  Proba<on/Parole	
  Officers	
  
•  248	
  Chief	
  Proba<on/Parole	
  Officers	
  
•  31	
  Judicial	
  District	
  Managers	
  
	
  

•  100	
  Coun<es	
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How	
  We	
  Did	
  It?	
  

•  Training,	
  Training,	
  Training	
  
•  Funding	
  from	
  BJA	
  
•  Dedicated	
  a	
  posi<on	
  –	
  JR	
  Administrator	
  
•  Everything	
  relates	
  back	
  to	
  JRA	
  
•  Con<nue	
  advancing	
  prac<ces	
  
•  Focus	
  for	
  mee<ngs	
  have	
  shijed	
  from	
  
personnel	
  to	
  opera<ons	
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Thank	
  You	
  
Marshall	
  Clement,	
  Director,	
  State	
  Ini$a$ves	
  
mclement@csg.org	
  	
  
	
  
Megan	
  Grasso,	
  Publica$ons	
  Editor	
  
mgrasso@csg.org	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
csgjus<cecenter.org/subscribe	
  

This	
  material	
  was	
  prepared	
  for	
  the	
  State	
  of	
  North	
  Carolina.	
  The	
  presenta<on	
  was	
  
developed	
  by	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  Council	
  of	
  State	
  Governments	
  Jus<ce	
  Center	
  staff.	
  
Because	
  presenta<ons	
  are	
  not	
  subject	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  rigorous	
  review	
  process	
  as	
  
other	
  printed	
  materials,	
  the	
  statements	
  made	
  herein	
  reflect	
  the	
  views	
  of	
  the	
  
authors	
  and	
  should	
  not	
  be	
  considered	
  the	
  official	
  posi<on	
  of	
  the	
  CSG	
  Jus<ce	
  
Center,	
  the	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  Council	
  of	
  State	
  Governments,	
  or	
  the	
  funding	
  agency	
  
suppor<ng	
  the	
  work.	
  	
  
	
  


