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Executive Summary

Studied for nearly a century, innovation diffusion has been applied to many discipliveesoncept is
that an innovatioii an idea perceived as new by an individual or other unit of addptidihspread in a
social system through a process over time. Research on the diffusion of policy innovations has primarily
focused on the diffusion @inovations among the American states. Largely absent are studies of how
policies diffuse within states. This research ex
judicial system, subsequent use over time, and dispersion patternsldmang h Car ol i nads 10



BACKGROUND

Studied for nearly a century, innovation diffusion has been applied to many disciplines including
Anthropology, Communication, Economics, Education, Geograpsychology, and SociolodyThe
concept is that aimnovationi an idea perceived as new by an individual or other unit of adadiptioth
spread in a social system thgh a process over timeWhile the disciplines have observed different
phenomena, researchers have found three empirical regulatities, geographic space, and
importance’ The most commonly noted empirical regularity is thgh8ped curve produced by the
cumulative rate of adoption where initial adoption is slow, then accelerates, and finally plateaus only
slowly increasig to reactthe last adopters The second empirical regularity is the diffusion of
innovation through a neighborhood effect produced by places closer to an innovation adopting earlier than
those further away The third and final empirical regularity is the diffasiof innovation through
hierarchy produced by more important places adopting innovationer ¢aan less important placks

(See AppendiA for an illustration of an-Shaped curvg

Research on the diffusion of policy innovations has priméoitysed on the diffusion of innovatis

among the American statésEarly research in the field studied the diffusion of the city manager form of
government across the state$his research only yielded weak sopgfor geographic diffusiof

Beginningwi t h t he wor k of Jack Wal ker (1969) and Virgi
policy innovations diffuse acrossagts in a systematic maem®™ Walker found regional patterns in

policy diffusion where states were found to emulate the policies of ¢hates sharing their bordéts

Gray found the cumulative proportion of states adopting a givenydoliowed an Sshaped curv&

Voluminous reearch has followed ¢éise seminal works, but largedipsent are studies of how policies

diffuse within states.

PURPOSE OF STUDY

North Carolira lawmakers pass volumeslais each session. During the 2008 Session, for

example, the North Carolina GeakAssembly passed80laws. While many of these lawsodify

existing ones, some also establish new polity.the research reflects, the reasons behind the General
Assembl ybés i mplementati on odteoneresultpfaifsiocyButrorcg be i n
these laws go on the books what is the effect? This study examines how new criminal laws spread within
North Carolina, exploring the use of new criminal laws over time as well as the geographic dispersion

acr oss Nor 10bhcoudizes.(Bee Appendid for amap of North Carolina

RESEARCH DESIGN

For this research, an innovatiandefined as a new criminal laas once enacted by the General
Assemlty, a criminal lawis new within thgudicial systent* The observable data are charges and
convictions.

To conduct ths research, a sampéten criminal laws was selected from a database provided by the
North Carolina Administrative Office of the Courts containing statewide and ctewdlycharge and
conviction data from 1997 through 2008 he following four criteria were used to select the laws:

1. Establishment of a new crime: The law created a new crime and did not amend an existing law.

2. Effective date between 1997 and 2003: The law took effect ifiesrl®97, the earliest year for
which data were obtained, and in or before 2003 to provide at least five years of data.

3. Amended none or only minimally: The law was not significantly amended as to change its
essene where a new innovatiomas created.

4. Professional discretion: The law met the professional judgment of treeyfton the research
committee wheevaluatedhelaw as unlikely beingubject to external factorsuch as legal
challenges based on constitutionahcerrs or political oppositionywhich might distortthe use
and dissemination of.it



Table 1 shows the criminal laws selecté8ee Appendix @or complete statute language.)

Table I: Criminal Laws Included in Study
(ascending by effective date)

Criminal Offense N'C:S'tziﬁ?:ral Efg;ttleve Penalty
Laws with December 1 Effective Dates
Buy/Sell/Distribute Food Stamps* 108A-53.1(A) | 12/01/97 | Class H felony
Larceny of Pine Needles or Pine Straw* | 14-79.1 12/01/97 | Class H felony
Financialldentity Fraud 14-113.20 12/01/99 | Class Glelony
Cyberstalking 14-196.3 12/01/00 | Class 2 misdemeanor
Larceny of Motor Fuel 14-72.5 12/01/01 | Class 1 misdemeanor
Possess/Manufacture Fraudulent ID 14-100.1(A) 12/01/01 | Class 1 misdemeanor
Malicious Conduct by Prisoner 14-258.4 12/01/01 | Class FHelony
Sexual Battery 14-27.5A 12/01/03 | Class A1 misdemeanor
Laws with January 1 Effective Dates
Assault by Inflicting Serious Bodily Injury | 14-32.4 01/01/97 | Class F felony
PromoteDrug Sales by a Minor* 90-95.6 01/01/99 | Class D felony
*Due to limited conviction data for these offenses, they were eliminated fronceomietionanalyses.

With the effetive date differing amongtieaws, t he data were aligned

Year 1. Two analyses then were conductsidg both statewide and cousgwel charge and conviction
data. First, a time series analysis wasdemted to learn how the laws werged over time. Second, a
geographic analysis was conducted using geographic information system (GIS) softwate to try
understand lawenetration across the state.

LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

There are two poteiatl limitations of this study First, since use of laws within the judicial system is a
reaction to crime, it can be argued that use is not inrmvatit rather aesponse.That is theexecution

of a crime prompts the use of laws by phdicial system, which therefore is not an origlimctor

Second, this studgpplies diffusion theory to use as opposed to enactofidavs. The study assumes
there isapplicability between law employment andaslishment; however, since the application of laws
is osmewhat different, this study domsest undertake proving the existence of ash@ped curve.

RESULTS

Statewide Analysis

A statewideanalysis was conductéd determine the relative speed at which the laws were used after
becoming effective and trends in law use over tifkis analysis reveals most of the laws were used
quickly after they took effectFor eight of the ten laws, charges were filed within the first full pééne
law taking effect The eight laws wittDecemberl effective datehelpillustrate how quicklylte laws
were used Within the dahbase, data are recordeddayendar year. df the laws taking effect on
December 1, data for Yearttierefore reporactivity for only one month. For five of these eight laws,
charges were filed in the first monhowfastusewithh e
convictions occtring within the first full year of existence for seven of the ten laws

For three laws initial useras slower.Though one charge was filed in the first month Larceny of Pine
Straw or Needles took effect and six charges were fil&gGkar 2 there was roa conviction untilYear 3
For Buy/Sell/Distribute Fod Stamps and Promote Drug Sddgsa Minor, there were no charges or

by
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convictions until several years after the laws were implemented. The first charge for Buy/Sell/Distribute
Food Stamps was filed iviear 4with the first conviction followingn Year 5 The first charges were

filed a year sooner fdPromote Drug Saldsy a Minor, but the first conviction was not logged untiear

6. (See AppendiD for the statewidenumber of chargeand conviction®ver the first five years of each

| awbs eaxdiAgpendixtfoethe statewide charge and convictiatesfrom Year 1through

December 31, 2008.)

The data also reveabnsiderable variation in law use. The three laws with slow initial use explain some
of this variation. Across all years, these three laws have the fewest number of charges and convictions
This suggestslow nitial use as an indicator of low use over timéariation, howeveralso is seen

among the laws used quickly aftaking effect In Year 2,746 charges were filed for Maliais Conduct

by Prismer whereas 3®ere filed forCyberstalking This \ariation is seen in subsequent yearsvall.

In Year § 2,884 charges were filed for Financial Identify Fraud @&diled for Cyberstalking With
convictions following from charges, similar variation is seen; however, the range is not as great.

Additionally, the dataeveal law uséending to leel between the first full anfurth full yeas. This is
reflected in theeharge and conviction ratiata fit to a logarithie scale. On a logarithmic scajen equal
difference in order of magnitude is represented by an equal distahogarithmic scaleare usedvhen
the rate of change ithata increases or decreases quieklgl then levels outFor seven of the ten laws,
the charge rates lelegl betweerthe first fulland fourth full yeas. Excluding the three laws with limited
conviction data, conviction rates leveled betwdensame period. Th&iggests that onagiminal laws
hit their natural limits there is little growthAdditionally, the trendof fast leveling combined with the
trend of fast initiausereinforces that unlessaiminallaw is embraced earlytsi use likely will be
limited.

Figure 1shows thecharge and conviction rates graphed for two ladssault by Inflicting Serious
Bodily Injury is one of the seven laws leveling betwéenfirst full and fourth full yeax Cyberstalking
is one of the three laws not leveling between this period, instead experiencimgyied growth (See
AppendixF for the corresponding graphs for the eight other laws

Figure 1: Statewide Charge and Conviction Rategper 100,000 mpulation)
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Pinpointing factors contributing to the observable trends is difficult. For example, what distinguishes the
laws not initially used quickly from those that were? And why did law use not level between the first full
and fourth full yeasfor some laws as it did for others? While no definitive conclusions can be drawn,
some possible explanations can be explofeat. exampleBuy/Sell/Distribute Food Stampgas among

the three laws for which initial use was slow and subsequent use limited. A similar law was found in the
United States Code, which could explain the limited use. Among the three laws for which use did not



level between the first full and fotrfull yeass, two of the crime$ Cyberstalking and Financial Identify
Fraudi are perpetrated using technology. Thus, it seems likely thedtdeof these crimes gralue to
the proliferation of computers and the Internet.

County Analysis

A countylevel analysis was conducted to determine the relative speed in which individual counties used
the laws after becoming effective and county trends in law use over time. Since use afunbstded
between the first fuland the fourth full yes of existence, the county analysis compares these two years.

Analysis of the data at the county level reveals varying numbers of counties using the laws in the first full
year. Of the six laws with close to or more than 100 charges in the firstduollagefew as 27 and as

many as 77 counties filed at least one ch&rg@omparng the first full andourth full yeas, in every

instance the number of counties filing charges increased. In the fourgkedull75 or more counties filed

at least one charder five of the ten laws.Similarly, among the seven laws for which convicticosld

be meaningfully analyzeds few as three counties and as many as 50 counties logged convictions in the
first full year. In every instance, the number of counties with convictions increased frorstthsl to

the fourth full year with 8 or more counties logging convictions for four of the seven |alss trend
suggests thatew criminallaws likelytake time tespread across the stai&ee Appendix Gor grapls
displaying thenumber of counties with at least one chargavictionin thefirst full and fourth full years

for all laws.)

The data also revetie rate at whiclkiounties used the laws tending to increase over time. trEnid

was observa by grouping counties into one of three use raiiges use, lowto-average use, and above
average useThe breakpoints for the rangies each lawwere determined by the stateleiaverage rate

of useand maximum rate of use for the fourth full yed@malysisreveals thatdr the seven laws for

which cawictions wereanalyzed andll ten lawsfor chargeghat in every instancine number of

counties falling into th@o use categy decreased artie number o€ounties falling into the above
average use category increased from the first full to fourth full'yeBhe lowto-average use range,
however, varied between charge and conviction rates. Among chargerdies 6f theten laws, the
number of counties falling into the letg-average use range increased from the first full to the fourth full
year. For two of the laws, however, the number of counties decraadddr three laws there was no
activity in either year Among conviction ratesfor three of the lawthe number of counties falling into

the lowto-average use range increased, for three therge was a decrease, and for one law there was no
activity in either year (See Appendix Hor graphs displaying the number of countiessus charge rates
and Appendix for graphdisplaying the number of counties versus conviction rates in the first full and
fourth full yeasfor all laws.)

Geogaphic analysis ahitial use and rate of use daty county found no patterfar how the laws
spread across the state. Specifically, laws were not found to spread from urban to rurabgresgian.
Additionally, laws were not fountb beisolated within agyeographic proximityput with one excepin.
Larceny of Pine Straw or Needless found to be usqatimarily in the south centrakgionof the state

Figure 2shows thecharge rates mapped for Financial Identity Fraud and Larceny of MotofdF tieé
first full and fourth full yearsising the no use, loto-average use, and above average use ranges. These
two laws, with the highest statewide charge rates for the fourth full year, help to illustrate the seemingly
unsystematic mannér which the laws spreadSee Appendix for the wrresponding convictiorate
maps and Appendix K fahe corresponding chargedaoonviction rate maps for the eight otlens.)



Figure 2: County Charge Rates(per 1,000 ppulation)
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Once againisolatingfactors contributing to the observable trends is difficult. For @@mvhat
distinguishes the countie®t initially using laws quickly from those that did®nd what explainavhy
counties were found to use the laws at different Patégain,possible explanations can be explored.
Since visuabeographi@analysisdid not showsomecounties more likelyd initially use lawsinitial use
perhapsouldbea function of need. However, for crimes like Assault by Inflicting Serious Bodily Injury
and Sexual Batterly crimes not limited by communit this explanation seems less plausible.

Therefore, it seems likely other factpssich as political popularityr prosecutorial or court distrigtlay

a role in initial use Similarly, other factors besides need seem to contribute taftegrd) rates of use
amongcounties.

IMPLICATIONS

This reseaie attempts to explain the use of new criminal laws in No#toltha. While more research is
needed, especially to explain the userghinal laws at the county level, the reseahasseveral
implications. First, it provides lawmakers with a timeline regarding usdgesw criminal laws Seven

of the ten laws in this study were used in the first full year they took effect. The three laws with delayed
initial use were found to hawery low rates of sufequent use. Reinforcing this finding, use of seven of
the ten laws leveled betwedretfirst full and fourth full yeax Thus, for lawmakerthis suggeis that

laws with slow initial use or lower than expected ratessefmaynot be meeting the intended need.
Secondthe differingrates of usef laws by counties suggesriationin law application.Each of the ten
laws studied were used at varying ratesonly in thefirst full yearafter takingeffect butalso over time.
For lawmakers, practitioners, and educatibris, suggests that more education may be neeithoh the
judicial system. tilization of technology and professional networks, such as the North Carolina
Conference of District Attorneys, coutdlake training possible even in the current economic climate.
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numbers differ by one order of magnitude, one is al@utiines largethan the otherlf they differ by
two orders of magnitude, theyffér by a factor of about 100Two numbers of the same order of
magnitude have roughly the same scalinhe larger value is less than ten times the smaller value.

®Since this analysisibased on the number of counties filing charges or logging convictions,
laws with close tmr more than 100 charges or convictions were selected as North Carolina has 100
counties.

For nine of the ten laws, the maximum range for both chargeamdction rates for the fourth
full year was larger than the maximum range for the first full year, which allowed the application of three
categories. For Malicious Conduct by Prisoner, however, the maximum range for both the charge and
conviction rategor the first full year was larger than the fourth full ye&or this law, a fourth category
was applied.In Year 2 three countietoggedcharge and conictions in this fourth category. In Year 5,
however, no counties logged charges or convictiotisisncategory. f the third categoriy above
averagausei three more counties loggetiarges and 23 mopsunties logged convictions in Year 5 than
in Year 2.
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Appendix B

Map of North Carolina

T Cycatuck
A €gnan Codwtuck
Ashe e : 3
Sumy | Stokes Rockingham|Caswel [Person /ancd Warren rthampt o DoRuck
\Vataug Wikes pranvil Halifax Hertford aui n=°
e yadkin Chiow
s Forsyth LRgvan
pn Sy Guilford D rangdnyrt Franklin Bertie
. “Lyance) Caldvel flexanddr : Alafance Nash
IMadison € Davie —— ] dgecom A
Burks Iregel avidson Wake Martin ¥ §/ashingtofTymell | {Dare
& A jolph ¢ Chath Wils
. BuncombebiicDowvell Catawba Rowan Randolp Chatham Wilson
Svain 8yWwoo e Pitt Beaufort
s G onnsion =ne
Graham il Rutherbrd Lincoln Cabarnis Lee resns Hyde
Jackso o A levela Harnett VWayne
_ Polk Gaston Stanlylfontgomgry il
Cherokee Macon nsylvanja lecklensyrg > Moore Lenoir -
Clay Crav ™
Unien | anson Richme Hoke kumberant Jones
0 =ampsoen | nygiin
cotlan Onslow gret
Robeson Bladen
Pender
Columbus NevsH anéver
Brunswick

10

1]



Appendix C
North Carolina General Statutes Included in Study
(ascending by statute number)

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 1£27.5A. Sexual battery.
(a) A person is guilty of sexual battery if the person, for the purpose of sexual arousal, sexual
gratification, or sexuakbuse, engages in sexual contact with another person:
(1) By force and against the will of the other person; or
(2) Who is mentally disabled, mentally incapacitated, or physically helpless, and the person
performing the act knows or should reasonably ktfwat the other person is mentally
disabled, mentally incapacitated, or physically helpless.
(b) Any person who commits the offense defined in this section is guilty of a Class A1 misdemeanor.
(2003252, s. 2.)

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 1432.4. Assault inflicting serious bodily injury; strangulation; penalties.

(a) Unless the conduct is covered under some other provision of law providing greater punishment,
any person who assaults another person and inflicts serious bodily injury is guilty of a Class F felony.
"Serious bodily injury" is defined as bodily injury that creates a substantial risk of death, or that causes
serious permanent disfigurement, coma, a permanent or protracted condition that causes extreme pain, or
permanent or protracted loss or impairmertheffunction of any bodily member or organ, or that results
in prolonged hospitalization.

(b) Unless the conduct is covered under some other provision of law providing greater punishment,
any person who assaults another person and inflicts physical lmyjistyangulation is guilty of a Class H
felony. (1996, 2nd Ex. Sess., c. 18, s. 20.13(a); 2@® s. 9.1.)

N.C. Gen. Stat. 8 1472.5. Larceny of motor fuel.

(a) If any person shall take and carry away motor fuel valued at less than one thousasd dollar
($1,000) from an establishment where motor fuel is offered for retail sale with the intent to steal the motor
fuel, that person shall be guilty of a Class 1 misdemeanor.

The term "motor fuel" as used in this section shall have the same meaning asfGu8di05
449.60(20).

(b) Conviction Report Sent to Division of Motor VehiclésThe court shall report final convictions
of violations of this section to the Division of Motor Vehicles. The Division of Motor Vehicles shall
revoke a person's drivers litge for a second or subsequent conviction under this section in accordance
with G.S. 2017(a)(16). (2008352, s. 1.)

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 149.1. Larceny of pine needles or pine straw.

If any person shall take and carry away, or shall aid in taking gjimgaway, any pine needles or
pine straw being produced on the land of another person upon which land notices, signs, or posters
prohibiting the raking or removal of pine needles or pine straw have been placed in accordance with the
provisions of G.S. 1459.7, or upon which posted notices have been placed in accordance with the
provisions of G.S. 1459.7, with the intent to steal the pine needles or pine straw, that person shall be
guilty of a Class H felony. (199443, s. 19.25(aa).)

N.C. Gen. Stat. 814 100.1. Possession or manufacture of certain fraudulent forms of identification.
(a) Except as otherwise made unlawful by G.S3R0Qit shall be unlawful for any person to
knowingly possess or manufacture a false or fraudulent form of identificataefiasd in this section for
the purpose of deception, fraud, or other criminal conduct.
(b) Except as otherwise made unlawful by G.S3R0Qit shall be unlawful for any person to
knowingly obtain a form of identification by the use of false, fictitiaudraudulent information.

11



Appendix C (continued)
North Carolina General Statutes Included in Study
(ascending by statute number)

(c) Possession of a form of identification obtained in violation of subsection (b) of this section shall
constitute aviolation of subsection (a) of this section.

(d) For purposes of this section, a "form of identification" means any of the following or any replica
thereof:

(1) An identification card containing a picture, issued by any department, agency, or subdivision o

the State of North Carolina, the federal government, or any other state.

(2) A military identification card containing a picture.

(3) A passport.

(4) An alien registration card containing a picture.

(e) A violation of this section shall be punished &8lass 1 misdemeanor. (20861, s. 1; 2001
487, s. 42(a).)

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14113.20. ldentity theft.

(a) A person who knowingly obtains, possesses, or uses identifying information of another person,
living or dead, with the intent to fraudulently repent that the person is the other person for the purposes
of making financial or credit transactions in the other person's name, to obtain anything of value, benefit,
or advantage, or for the purpose of avoiding legal consequences is guilty of a fel@mhaple as
provided in G.S. 1413.22(a).

(b) The term "identifying information" as used in this Article includes the following:

(1) Social security or employer taxpayer identification numbers.

(2) Drivers license, State identification card, or passpamlvers.

(3) Checking account numbers.

(4) Savings account numbers.

(5) Credit card numbers.

(6) Debit card numbers.

(7) Personal Identification (PIN) Code as defined in G.$113.8(6).

(8) Electronic identification numbers, electronic mail names or addee Internet account
numbers, or Internet identification names.

(9) Digital signatures.

(10) Any other numbers or information that can be used to access a person's financial
resources.

(11) Biometric data.

(12) Fingerprints.

(13) Passwords.

(14) P a r elegal Sumame prior to marriage.

(c) It shall not be a violation under this Article for a person to do any of the following:

(1) Lawfully obtain credit information in the course of a bona fide consumer or commercial
transaction.

(2) Lawfully exercise, irgood faith, a security interest or a right of offset by a creditor or
financial institution.

(3) Lawfully comply, in good faith, with any warrant, court order, levy, garnishment,
attachment, or other judicial or administrative order, decree, or direatias any party
is required to do so. (199919, s. 1; 200Q40, s. 37; 200275, s. 4; 200814, s. 6.)

12



Appendix C (continued)
North Carolina General Statutes Included in Study
(ascending by statute number)

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14196.3. Cyberstalking.

(a) The following definitions apply in this section:

(1) Electronic communicatiori. Any transfer of signs, signals, writing, images, sounds,
data, or intelligence of any nature, transmitted in whole or in part by a wire, radio,
computer, electromagnetighotoelectric, or photmptical system.

(2) Electronic maili The transmission of information or communication by the use of the
Internet, a computer, a facsimile machine, a pager, a cellular telephone, a video recorder,
or other electronic means seng@tperson identified by a unique address or address
number and received by that person.

(b) It is unlawful for a person to:

(1) Use in electronic mail or electronic communication any words or language threatening
to inflict bodily harm to any person or tieat person's child, sibling, spouse, or
dependent, or physical injury to the property of any person, or for the purpose of
extorting money or other things of value from any person.

(2) Electronically mail or electronically communicate to another repegtediiether or not
conversation ensues, for the purpose of abusing, annoying, threatening, terrifying,
harassing, or embarrassing any person.

(3) Electronically mail or electronically communicate to another and to knowingly make
any false statement concergideath, injury, illness, disfigurement, indecent conduct, or
criminal conduct of the person electronically mailed or of any member of the person's
family or household with the intent to abuse, annoy, threaten, terrify, harass, or
embarrass.

(4) Knowingly permit an electronic communication device under the person's control to be
used for any purpose prohibited by this section.

(c) Any offense under this section committed by the use of electronic mail or electronic
communication may be deemed to have l@enmitted where the electronic mail or electronic
communication was originally sent, originally received in this State, or first viewed by any person in this
State.

(d) Any person violating the provisions of this section shall be guilty of a Class 2 neadem

(e) This section does not apply to any peaceable, nonviolent, or nonthreatening activity intended to
express political views or to provide lawful information to others. This section shall not be construed to
impair any constitutionally protectexttivity, including speech, protest, or assembly. (2088, s. 1,
2000140, s. 91.)

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14£258.4. Malicious conduct by prisoner.

(a) Any person in the custody of the Department of Correction, the Department of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquacy Prevention, any law enforcement officer, or any local confinement facility (as defined in
G.S. 153A217, or G.S. 153A230.1), including persons pending trial, appellate review, or presentence
diagnostic evaluation, who knowingly and willfully throwsniés, or causes to be used as a projectile,
bodily fluids or excrement at a person who is an employee of the State or a local government while the
employee is in the performance of the employee's duties is guilty of a Class F felony. The provisions of
this section apply to violations committed inside or outside of the prison, jail, detention center, or other
confinement facility.

(b) Reserved. (200360, s. 1.)
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Appendix C (continued)
North Carolina General Statutes Included in Study
(ascending by statuteimber)

N.C. Gen. Stat. 8§ 95.6. Promoting drug sales by a minor.
(a) A person who is 21 years of age or older is guilty of promoting drug sales by a minor if the
person knowingly:
(1) Entices, forces, encourages, or otherwise facilitates a minalating G.S. 90
95(a)(1).
(2) Supervises, supports, advises, or protects the minor in violating GO9S(£)71).
(b) Mistake of age is not a defense to a prosecution under this section.
(c) A violation of this section is a Class D felony. (1988, s. ¥.16(h).)

N.C. Gen. Stat. 8§ 10843.1. lllegal possession or use of electronic food and nutrition benefits.

(a) Any person who knowingly buys, sells, distributes, or possesses with the intent to sell, or
distribute electronic food and nutrition benebitsaccess devices in any manner contrary to that
authorized by this Part or the regulations issued pursuant thereto shall be guilty of a Class H felony.

(b) Any person who knowingly uses, transfers, acquires, alters, or possesses electronic food and
nutrition benefits or access devices in any manner contrary to that authorized by this Part or the
regulations issued pursuant thereto, other than as set forth in subsection (a) of this section, shall be guilty
of a Class 1 misdemeanor if the value of such mlet food and nutrition benefits or access devices is
less than one hundred dollars ($100.00), or a Class A1 misdemeanor if the value of such electronic food
and nutrition benefits or access devices is equal to at least one hundred dollars ($106=66 Xian ffive
hundred dollars ($500.00), or a Class | felony if the value of such electronic food and nutrition benefits or
access devices is equal to at least five hundred dollars ($500.00) but less than one thousand dollars
($1,000), or a Class H felorifythe value of such electronic food and nutrition benefits or access devices
equals or exceeds one thousand dollars ($1,000). 49B 7. 2; 200B7, s. 12.)
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Appendix D
StatewideCharges andConvictions for First Five Years ofLaw Existence

Number of ChargesStatewide for First Five Years of Law Existence

(descending by Year 1)
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Laws with December 1 Effective Date’s

Malicious Conduct by Prisoner 24 746 809 759 778
Sexual Battery 4 355 461 592 708
Larceny of Motor Fuel 3 353 541 703 998
Financial Identity Fraud 2 420 1,283 2,106 2,884
Larceny of Pine Needles or Pine Straw 1 6 22 8 26
Possess/Manufacture Fraudulent ID 0 96 179 320 446
Cyberstalking 0 33 64 a7 52
Buy/Sell/DistributeFood Stamps 0 0 0 1 2
Laws with January 1 Effective Dateg*

Assault by Inflicting Serious Bodily Injury 102 328 529 760 894
Promote Drug Sales by a Minor 0 3 3 9 20

* Year 1 for laws with December 1 effectiveetatepresents one month of data. Yes@esents the
first full year the law was effective.

**Year 1 for laws with Januant effective das represents the first full year the law was effective.

Number of Convictions Statewide for First Five Years of Law Existence

(descendingpy Year 3
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Laws with December 1 Effective Dates

Larceny of Motor Fuel 0 115 209 246 388
Sexual Battery 0 82 221 214 254
Malicious Conduct by Prisoner 0 68 129 172 154
Financial Identity Fraud 0 32 256 391 475
Possess/Manufacture Fraudulent ID 0 16 36 61 98
Cyberstalking 0 4 12 13 12
Larceny of Pine Needles or Pine Straw 0 0 1 0 1
Buy/Sell/Distribute Food Stamps 0 0 0 0 1
Laws with January 1 Effective Date$*

Assault by Inflicting Serious Bodily Injury 13 92 163 218 211
Promote Drug Sales by a Minor 0 0 0 0 0

* Year 1 for laws with December 1 effectiveatatepresents one month of data. Year 2 represents
first full year the law was effective.

**Year 1 for laws with January effective dasrepresents the first full year the law was effective.
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Appendix E
StatewideCharge and Conviction Ratesrom First Year of Law Existence through December 31, 200&er 100,000 population)

Statewide Charge Ratefrom First Year of Law Existence through December 31, 2008 (descending by Year 5)

Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year Year
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Financial Identity Fraud* 0.025| 5.198| 15.639| 25.314| 34.246| 45.745| 57.148| 54.771| 63.124| 66.243
Larceny of Motor Fuel* 0.037| 4.243| 6.424| 8.233| 11.499| 8.636| 8.192| 6.050
Assault by Inflicting Serious Bodily Injury** 1.333| 4.201| 6.655| 9.406| 10.897| 11.984| 10.758| 9.849| 11.729| 12.616| 12.250| 12.976
Malicious Conduct by Prisoner* 0.293| 8.967| 9.607| 8.889| 8.964| 8.275| 8.148| 7.716
Sexual Battery* 0.047| 4.158| 5.311| 6.674| 7.806| 9.513
Possess/Manufacture Fraudulent ID* 0.000| 1.154| 2.126| 3.748| 5.139| 5.186| 6.042| 6.277
Cyberstalking* 0.000| 0.402| 0.769| 0.558| 0.609| 1.256| 2.187| 3.098| 4.848
Larceny of Pine Needles or Pine Straw* 0.013| 0.077| 0.277| 0.099| 0.317| 0.228| 0.285| 0.234| 0.311| 0.158| 0.187| 0.097
Promote Drug Sales by a Minor** 0.000| 0.037| 0.037| 0.108| 0.237| 0.105| 0.138| 0.124| 0.209| 0.108
Buy/Sell/Distribute Food Stamps* 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.012| 0.024| 0.553| 0.083| 0.129| 0.127| 0.068| 0.000| 0.032
* Year 1 for laws with December 1 effective dates represents one month of data. Year 2 represents the first fullwesasheffliective.
**Year 1 for laws with January &ffective dates represents the first full year the law was effective.

Statewide ConvictionRatesfrom First Year of Law Existence through December 31, 2008 (descending by Year 5)

Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year Year
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Financial Identity Fraud* 0.000| 0.396| 3.120| 4.700| 5.640| 7.940| 8.515| 10.226| 9.990| 8.690
Larceny of Motor Fuel* 0.000| 1.382| 2.482| 2.881| 4.470| 3.653| 3.209| 2.673
Sexual Battery* 0.000| 0.960| 2.546| 2.413| 2.801| 3.312
Assault by Inflicting Serious Bodily Injury** 0.170| 1.178| 2.051| 2.698| 2.572| 2.873| 2.684| 2.600| 2.685| 2.661| 2.779| 2.911
Malicious Conduct by Prisoner* 0.000| 0.817| 1.532| 2.014| 1.774| 1.680| 1.731| 1.742
Possess/Manufacture Fraudulent ID* 0.000| 0.192| 0.427| 0.714| 1.129| 1.127| 1.202| 1.353
Cyberstalking* 0.000| 0.049| 0.144| 0.154| 0.141| 0.184| 0.428| 0.397| 0.444
Larceny of Pine Needles or Pine Straw* 0.000| 0.000| 0.013| 0.000| 0.012| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.012| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000
Buy/Sell/Distribute Food Stamps* 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.012| 0.000( 0.012| 0.023| 0.012| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000
Promote Drug Sales by a Minor** 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.012| 0.012| 0.000| 0.044| 0.000

* Year 1 for laws with December 1 effective dates represents one month of data. Year 2 repee§iesttfull year the law was effective.
**Year 1 for laws with January 1 effective dates represents the first full year the law was effective.
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