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Raise the Age
BACKGROUND. In 2016, South Carolina became the 41st state in the country to pass legislation to raise the age
of juvenile court jurisdiction to 18.1 Over the past two years, Louisiana, New York, North Carolina, and Missouri
have each passed legislation to do the same. Section 12 of Act 268, provides that raise the age will be
implemented on July 1, 2019 “contingent upon the Department of Juvenile Justice having received any funds
that may be necessary for implementation.”
BUDGETING RTA. States that have implemented Raise the Age in the past decade experienced significant
declines in juvenile offending. The real expense of implementation was much lower than anticipated.2 In 2017,
the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) estimated that the agency would need a new $9 million detention
center and a new $12 million evaluation center to implement Act 268.3 However, the long-term declines in
youth offending demonstrate that capacity exists in existing facilities (See graph).

YOUTH ARRESTS IN SOUTH CAROLINA HAVE FALLEN BY HALF. The drop in arrests shown in the graph has rippled
through the Family Court system, resulting in fewer referrals and fewer youth in detention, in secure evaluation,
on probation, and in long-term confinement.6
● Since 2005, 42 out of 46 counties have seen fewer arrests of 12- to 16-year olds; 24 of these counties
(including the state’s five largest) have had their juvenile arrest counts reduced by half.
WHY RAISE THE AGE. Youth adjudicated in the adult system are more likely to commit future offenses, and
particularly more likely to commit the most violent offenses, when compared with peers adjudicated in the
juvenile system for equivalent offenses.
● “Research consistently shows lower recidivism rates in the juvenile justice system than in the criminal
justice system.”4
● Giving South Carolina’s 17-year olds an adult record puts them at a disadvantage with peers from other
states, burdening them with adult arrest records, just one of hundreds of collateral consequences.5
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17-YEAR OLD OFFENDING IS MOSTLY LOW-LEVEL. According to data collected by the SC Court Administration, more
than 6
 0 percent of all warrants issued to 17-year olds were for Unclassified Misdemeanors.
SC CAN DETAIN FEWER KIDS WHILE INCREASING PUBLIC SAFETY. Since 2011, the number of youth referred to County
Solicitors has declined by 2
 5 percent, yet the total number of youth in detention has increased by 4
 percent.
● Two-thirds of these youth are held for less than a week.
● Only 3
 7 percent of detained youth were referred on felony-level offenses. T
 here is no need for a new
detention center if youth charged with low-level offenses or status offenses were not detained.6
● Putting youth charged with low-level offenses and status offenses in detention exposes them to peers
with serious or violent charges which could result in negative peer influences and higher recidivism.7
SC CAN SAVE MONEY BY EVALUATING YOUTH IN THEIR COMMUNITIES. Using residential evaluations instead of
community evaluations is costly to the state and can negatively impact the educational and employment
opportunities of youth.
● South Carolina has increased the proportion of evaluations taking place in the community, and the
number of residential evaluations declined by 5
 0 percent from FY06-07 to FY16-17. T
 here is no need for
a new $12 million residential evaluation center.
● At the same time, the budget for residential evaluation has increased by 2
 6 percent. A
 s a result of these
two trends, the cost of a r esidential evaluation increased from approximately $3,400 per residential
evaluation to $8,600.

A BETTER PATH FORWARD
● South Carolina can cost-effectively implement raise the age by including language in the budget to limit
the detention and secure evaluation of youth charged with misdemeanor offenses and status offenses,
thereby reducing the detained population, creating space for 17-year olds with serious offenses, and
eliminating the purported need to build costly new facilities.
○ Kansas’s cuts to residential placement of youth is estimated to yield $
 72 million over the next five
years that is being re-invested into community programs for youth.9
○ West Virginia cutting the number of committed youth by 16% over 5 years will save $20 million.10
○ Reducing youth incarceration in Virginia resulted in a decrease of operating expenses from $248
million in 2007 to $203 million i n 2016.11
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