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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Intro self: 

Today’s presentation organized around 8 to 10 topics, each of which could be their own hour-long presentation.
First half focuses on characteristics of youth, 
Second half focuses on the intersection of youth and the justice system. 

Ice breaker
[NEXT SLIDE]



National Juvenile Justice Data Analysis Program

• Supported by cooperative agreement #2019-JX-FX-K001 awarded by 
NIJ with funding support from OJJDP. 

• The project draws on various national data sets to develop 
publications and online resources to make juvenile justice data easily 
accessible to the field and the general public.

• Provides important data/information on youth and the juvenile 
justice system (e.g., well-being and risk behaviors, victimization of 
and offending by youth, and the juvenile justice system’s response to 
law-violating behavior).

Disclaimer: Points of view do not necessarily represent the official 
position or policies of OJJDP, NIJ, or the U.S. Dept of Justice.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Housekeeping: presentation is supported by a cooperative agreement from NIJ with financial support from OJJDP. 

NCJJ has long been the custodian of the National Juvenile Justice Data Analysis Program. The project has been an important component of OJJDP’s data dissemination activities, through traditional print publications as well as online resources, such as the Statistical Briefing Book. The project serves as a data playground which affords us the opportunity to analyze various national data sets to help inform the juvenile justice community.

Nothing I say today reflects the official position of anyone. [NEXT SLIDE]




Our latest National Report: A cornucopia of data on 
youth and the juvenile justice system
• The report covers a lot of ground 

about youth and their involvement 
with the juvenile justice system: 
poverty, depression, victimization 
experiences, self-report behaviors, 
arrests, juvenile court processing, 
and youth in corrections

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Much of what will be discussed today is derived from our latest National Report – 5th in a series that started in the mid-1990s 
Today focus on themes that stood out to us as we prepared the report
Random assortment of topics that do not necessarily build off each other. 
Today’s topics will use newer data than what was included in the report.
Draw on National Data as frame of reference; state/local patterns may deviate.
The report is a cornucopia of data on youth and their involvement with the juvenile justice system. 
Cornucopia = an abundant supply of good things of a specified kind. 
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The face of our youth population 
has changed – and it will continue

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Census Bureau is our preeminent source for population data. Produce annual estimates about the resident population, detailed by age, sex, race, ethnicity and geography. They also produce population projections, that is, informed guesses about how the population will change. We draw on both to see how our youth population is expected to change.




The racial/ethnic minority population will 
increase nearly 30% between 2020 and 2050
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Summarize image – 0-17 pop, define race as “alone” – 
Census allows more than one response to info about race. The blue line = folks who only identified as white.

2010-2020: the nonwhite population grew about 8% | white population fell 7%. 

Projection 2020-2050: The nonwhite population INCREASE 28% by 2050, white will DECREASE 16%

Changes among nonwhite you are not evenly distributed. Let’s take a closer look at projected changes by race/ethnicity
NEXT SLIDE



But the projected increase will vary by 
race/ethnicity

Note: Race groups are “alone” and exclude youth of Hispanic ethnicity
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
LEFT IMAGE: Projected population change for White, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and Black youth; the first two groups are expected to decrease, while Black youth population will increase somewhat through 2050 (7%). 

RIGHT IMAGE: Asian/NHPI, Hispanic, and Mixed race youth, all of which are expected to increase

ANIMATE
So what do these projections mean? 
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But the projected increase will vary by 
race/ethnicity

Note: Race groups are “alone” and exclude youth of Hispanic ethnicity

Race/ethnicity % change Race/ethnicity % change
Total 6%

White -16% Hispanic 28%

Black 7% Asian/NHPI 44%

American Indian / 
Alaskan Native -10% Two or more 77%

Percent change in the youth population ages 0-17  2020-2050

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
LEFT IMAGE: Projected population change for White, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and Black youth; the first two groups are expected to decrease, while Black youth population will increase somewhat through 2050 (7%). 

RIGHT IMAGE: Asian/NHPI, Hispanic, and Mixed race youth, all of which are expected to increase

ANIMATE
So what do these projections mean? 
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By 2050, Hispanic youth will account for 
nearly one-third of the youth population
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The shift we’ve seen will continue through 2050. White youth will continue to outnumber other groups, but that gap will narrow, most notably for Hispanic youth.
In short, the racial and ethnic profile of the US will become increasingly diverse, as will those who come into contact with the JJS – depending on where you are from, you may be experiencing this change.
This is the national profile of youth; the composition of states/counties/etc will likely look markedly different than this portrait. 

Switch gears to learn about other aspects of today’s youth



A growing proportion of youth 
experience episodes of depression

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
[health4A_B_C_2021_cp.xlsx /statbb_updates/population/depression/] 

Data comes from the National Survey on Drug Use and Health by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) based on surveys of persons ages 12 and older.

Main report: Key Substance Use and Mental Health Indicators in the United States: Results from the 2021 National Survey on Drug Use and Health. 




Major depressive episode (MDE): a period of at least 2 weeks
during which a person experiences - for most of the day nearly 
every day - a depressed mood or loss of interest or pleasure in 
daily activities, plus at least 4 additional symptoms of 
depression (e.g., problems with sleeping, eating, energy, 
concentration, feelings of self-worth, recurring thoughts of 
death, or recurring thoughts of suicidal ideation).

Adapted from: Key Substance Use and Mental Health Indicators in the United 
States: Results from the 2021 National Survey on Drug Use and Health

How the National Survey on Drug Use and Health 
defines “major depressive episode” (MDE)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
SAMSHA report covers a lot of territory
Period of 2 weeks involving near daily loss of interest/pleasure in daily activities, along with 4+ symptoms of depression: 
Problems sleeping, eating, energy, concentration, and feelings of self-worth – basically an unpleasant state to endure for any length of time.



In 2021, 1 in 5 youth ages 12-17 experienced 
an MDE at least once in the prior 12 months
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Estimated 20% of youth ages 12-17 reported an MDE in the past year - about 5 million youth ages 12 to 17 experienced an MDE in 2021
Dots: reflect data collection adjustments/modifications partly in response to the pandemic
* Among youth with MDE, nearly 75% experienced Severe Impairment, that is, their MDE caused severe problems with their ability to do chores at home, do well at work or school, get along with their family, or have a social life 

Similar increases over this period regardless of age, gender, or race. 
MDE more commonly reported by older youth (16-17 year olds) than youth ages 12-15
Females more likely than males
White and Hispanic youth more likely to report than Black
[NEXT SLIDE]



About 4 in 10 youth that experienced an MDE 
received treatment for depression
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
[health4A_B_C_2021_cp.xlsx /statbb_updates/population/depression/] 

Among youth that reported at least one MDE in the prior 12 months:
About 40% - a little more than 2 million 12–17-year-olds received treatment for depression in 2021.

NSDUH also asked respondents to self-report the PERCEIVED impact of the pandemic on their emotional and mental health…
[NEXT SLIDE]



The perceived negative effect of the pandemic was greater 
for youth that experienced an MDE in the past year
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
[health4A_B_C_2021_cp.xlsx /statbb_updates/population/depression/] 

Overall, about 1 in 5 youth ages 12 to 17 said the negative effect of the pandemic on their emotional or mental health was “quite a bit or a lot”

Among those who had an MDE in the past year, 45% reported the negative effect was quite a bit or a lot – about 2.2 million youth





The high school experiences of 
youth who identify as LGBTQ 
differ from their heterosexual 
peers

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Few national justice data collections gather information sexual identity / sexual orientation (BJS Survey of Sexual Victimization is one example, that involves youth in juvenile facilities), but we can learn about this population from non-justice related data collections. The CDC’s Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System is one such source. The YRBS is based on self-reports from youth - it provides a glimpse into a wide range of experiences confronting school aged youth. Separate surveys are administered for middle school and high schools. 



LGBTQ students are significantly more likely than 
their heterosexual peers to report bullying…
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Bullying is when 1 or more students tease, threaten, spread rumors about, hit, shove, or hurt another student over and over again. It is not bullying when 2 students of about the same strength or power argue or fight or tease each other in a friendly way.




… to report safety concerns at school
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… to report physical or sexual dating violence
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… and to report suicide-related behaviors

14.5%

6.4%

46.8%

23.4%

0%
5%

10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
45%
50%

Considered attempting suicide Attempted suicide at least once

Heterosexual Gay, lesbian, or bisexual

Percent of students reporting suicide-related behaviors, 2019

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes





Substance use reported by 
youth has changed

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Lots of self-reported surveys help shape what we know about youth substance use. We will draw on Monitoring the Future data collection – one of the longest running collections regarding drug use reported by youth. Survey of high school seniors goes back to 1975; expanded to include 8th and 10th graders in 1991. Annual data collection. Today we will focus on past month use reported by high school seniors.



Alcohol and cigarette use among high school 
seniors reached historic lows
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Past month use of alcohol as reported by high school seniors has been on the decline since at least 1985. Similarly, past month use of cigarettes has declined since 1997. Pattern for marijuana is a bit unique relative to the other two; declined through 1992, increased through 1997, then stayed within limited range (18%-22%) through 2021.



Recent trends show that both cigarette and 
marijuana use has declined somewhat
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Zero in on last 5 years of cigarettes and marijuana among seniors – still looking at past month use.

Proportion of seniors reporting past month use declined for both – seems like good news, right? 
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But there has been a rise in vaping of nicotine 
and marijuana
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The one-year increase in vaping nicotine between 2017-2018 was the largest one year percentage point increase ever measured by MTF. (The proportion of seniors nearly doubled)

Vaping marijuana has not overtaken traditional marijuana use

Pattern for seniors replicated for 8th and 10th graders (signs of decline after 2019).




Violence against youth 
remains relatively low

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Several data sources help shape our understanding of victims of violent crime. For this section, we draw on the BJS’ National Crime Victimization Survey which is based on a sample of persons ages 12 and older as well as the FBI’s Supplementary Homicide Reports (official data)



Nonfatal violent victimizations reported by 
youth have been on the decline
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes

Discuss data source – self-reported victimizations by youth ages 12 to 17
Series breaks: every so often NCVS goes through a redesign, BJS cautions about comparing past estimates with those after the redesign

Trends for both serious violence (red) and simple assault (blue) are similar
Substantial peaks in the early/mid-1990s followed by substantial decline – 94% each – reaching their lowest level since the mid 1990s
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Likewise for nonfatal violence experienced by 
students at and on the way to school
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This is based on the School Crime Supplement to the NCVS – since this involves school-age students, age group is 12-18; “dots” to note that estimates for 2020 likely impacted by the various stay at home measures that saw many youth move away from in-person to virtual schooling. Even if we ignore 2020, there has been a continuous decline from early 1990s. 

However when talking about violence the bigger issue is Murder
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The number of youth homicide victims had 
been relatively stable – until 2020
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
2020: nearly 1,800 youth victims; 30% more than 2019 – 400 more victims. The largest 1 year increase over this period. 

Even with 2019-2020 increase, 2020 victimization rate was half the rate of the mid 1990s.

Homicide was the 3rd leading cause of death among youth ages 10-17 between 2016-2020, behind accidental deaths and suicides.
What we know about the increase:
Youth ages 15-17 account for the largest share of youth homicide victims, followed by victims under age 6. 
Most of the increase between 2019-2010 was related to killing of older with a firearm: Specifically, two thirds of the increase in the last year was related to the killing of youth ages 15-17 with a firearm.
NEXT SLIDE




Firearms were involved in about two-thirds of 
youth homicides in 2020
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In 2020, 1,164 youth victims killed by a firearm
Since 2013, the proportion of youth homicides involving a firearm has steadily increased
1992-1995 about 60% of youth homicides involved a firearm - proportion in 2020 exceeds levels of 1990s. 

But proportion of youth killed by a vary with youth characteristics
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The proportion of youth killed by a firearm 
increases with age
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Snapshot of the percent of youth killed by a firearm 2020 by demographics. 
In 2020, 90% of victims ages 15-17 were killed with a firearm.
Firearms are much less common in the killing of young children (under age 6) – those incidents typically involve personal weapons, such as hands/fist/feet.

Likewise, the killing of black youth is more likely to involve a firearm
And male killings more likely than female killings
Suicides are next
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The number of suicides involving youth ages 
10 to 17 has increased since the mid-2000s
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Some youth violence is self-directed. 
Here we see the trend in the number of suicides among youth ages 10-17; annual increase from 2007 lowpoint to reach a peak in 2018. This increase took place during a period when youth homicides were on the decline. 

Unlike homicides, the 2019-2020 increase in youth suicides was quite small (~2%). 

Suicide second leading cause of death for youth ages 10-17 2016-2020
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Youth suicide victims outnumbered youth homicide 
victims since 2009 - but the gap narrowed in 2020
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Violent crime by youth is at or 
near historically low levels

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For better or worse, arrest data have become the go to source for tracking criminal/delinquent behavior. And, for the most part, what we know from these data regarding youth is encouraging. This topic draws on data reported to the FBI by local law enforcement agencies. Let’s take a look at what these data tell us about violent crime involving youth.

Caveat: arrest data have long been used as a measure of youth behavior, which is largely a function of not having a better alternative. 



Overall, the number of arrests involving youth 
has been on the decline since the mid-1990s
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
[these are 0-17 arrests]
Start with the really big picture… youth arrests are down – considerably so - since their 1996 peak. This image shows the trend in the number of youth arrests since 1980. Youth arrests peaked in 1996 at more than 2.6 million and has since declined. By 2020, substantially below that level. 

Now, violent crimes are a relatively small proportion of youth arrests: in any given year, between 4 and 6% of all youth arrests are for a violent crime
[NEXT SLIDE]



The number of arrests of youth for violent 
crimes has declined since the mid-2000s
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
[these are 0-17 arrests]
Like the overall trend, youth arrests for violent crimes peaked in the mid 1990s, then declined considerably. By 2020, number of youth arrests for violent crimes was at its lowest level since at least 1980, 78% below 1994 peak.

Arrests of youth for violent crimes is rare. If we assume for a moment that arrests reflect a unique count of individuals – and truth be told, that is not the case. A person arrested multiple times in a year would generate more than one count of arrests. But for the moment, let’s assume arrests reflect counts of individuals. 
In 2020, there were 32,000 violent crime arrests of youth under age 18 (0-17). 
Youth pop ages 0-17 72.8 million 
If each of these arrests involved a unique youth, less than ½ of 1% of all youth under 18 were arrested for a violent crime in 2020. 

Robbery and aggravated assault are the most common violent crimes. Let’s take a look at the trend for each
[NEXT SLIDE]




Youth arrests for robbery & aggravated 
assault are well below their prior peaks
Robbery Aggravated assault
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
[these are 0-17 arrests]
On the left we see the trend for youth arrests for robbery; it is marked by periods of growth and decline. On the right, we see the trend for aggravated assault arrests, which is marked by a period of increase through the mid-1990s followed by a relatively long period of decline. 
2008 and 2020, arrests for both cut in half; by 2020, both reached a historic low and were about 70% below their 1994 peak. 

Together, robbery and aggravated assault account for more than 95% of violent crime arrests in any given year, but the offense that concerns us the most is murder.
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Arrests of youth for murder have increased 
recently, but remain relatively low  
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
[these are 0-17 arrests]

Here we see the trend in youth arrests for murder. Those of you who were in the business through the 1990s may recall warnings of juvenile super-predators, an idea born out of the alarming increase in youth violence, especially murder. Thankfully, such projections did not materialize. In fact, all the growth in youth arrests for murder between 1984 and 1993 was erased by 2000. 

However, while robbery and aggravated assault reached historic lows in 2020, arrests for murder reached a low point in 2012, increased 27% through 2018, which was followed up by a year of decrease and a year of increase. The net result is that the number of youth arrests for murder in 2020 was 75% below the peak year.
[NEXT SLIDE]



Fewer delinquency cases are 
being handled in juvenile court

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes

In light of what we just in topic 2 – the decline in youth arrests, our next point is not much of a surprise, and requires less discussion.

Discuss National Juvenile Court Data Archive
Project at NCJJ since mid-1970s
Primary responsibility > develop estimates of delinquency and petitioned status offense cases handled by US juvenile courts
The project receives data voluntarily provided by juvenile courts across the country. Although not all jurisdictions provide data to the project, the latest estimates - for 2019 - included data from more than 2,500 counties across 44 states. Combined, these jurisdictions represent nearly 90% of the youth population at risk of juvenile court involvement. 

It is important to note that these data are counts of cases, not individuals.
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Delinquency cases handled in juvenile courts 
reached its lowest level since the 1970s
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes

Considering the majority of youth in juvenile court are referred by law enforcement, it is little surprise that juvenile court delinquency caseload has declined. 
In 2019, juvenile courts handled an estimated 507,700 delinquency cases - 73% fewer than were handled in 1997 – the peak year. Since the 1997 peak, delinquency cases have been on the decline, and most of the decline took place between 2007 and 2019, when the caseload was fell more than 60%).

Current annual volume translates to about 1,400 delinquency cases a day; during the 1997 peak, juvenile courts handled more than 5,000 cases a day.
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Since 1997, the relative decline in property 
cases outpaced the decline for other offenses
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Anchor at 1997 as that is peak year of delinquency case volume. 

The nature of the decline varied by offense - property offense cases showed the largest relative decline since 1997 – down 81%, while public order and drug cases fell 70%. Person offense cases fell by nearly 60%. 
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes

The net result is that, by 2020, person offense cases accounted for a larger share of juvenile court workloads than property offense cases. There has also been a modest increase in the proportion of drug and public order offense cases handled by juvenile courts since 1997. 

In short, the data suggest that courts are not only handling fewer cases than years past, they are also handling a different mix of cases. 




After reaching a peak in 1994, the number of delinquency 
cases judicially waived to criminal court declined
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
At present, the most consistent measure we have is the number of cases judicially waived to criminal court – and what we know is based on the work of the National Juvenile Court Data Archive project, maintained by NCJJ. Latest data show a dramatic reduction in the number cases judicially waived since 1994.



Since the 1994 peak, the number of cases judicially waived 
to criminal court declined for all offense types
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Focus on what happened since 1994 peak:
Person offense cases outnumbered property offense cases among judicially waived cases. 
Person cases hit a low in 2015
Property cases show a continuous decline through 2020.

Look at the change since the 1994 peak – person offenses declined the least. 



Racial and ethnic minority 
youth are handled differently 
than white youth

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Common methods of assessing racial and ethnic fairness include comparing proportions or using a combination of case processing rates and ratios. The first method leans toward an understanding of over-representation/disproportionality. When using proportions, the racial/ethnicity profile of youth in the general population is compared to the profile at stages of the juvenile justice system. 

Another approach relies on comparing case processing rates. This helps address the issue of disparity: that the probability of receiving a particular outcome (for example, being detained in a short-term facility vs. not being detained) differs for different groups. 

We’ll talk about both. 



Black youth are overrepresented at various 
stages of the juvenile justice system
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This image shows the race/ethnicity profile of the youth population along with the profile at various stages of juvenile court case processing

The 2020 youth population was 53% White, 15% Black, 24% Hispanic, 2% American Indian, and 6% Asian, whereas the profile of juvenile court referrals was 43% White, 35% Black, 19% Hispanic, 2% American Indian and 1% Asian. 

Compared to their proportion in youth pop, we can see that black youth are overrepresented at the point of court referral, while white, Hispanic, and Indian & Asian underrepresented. For each decision point, black youth are overrepresented by a factor of at least 2, that is, their proportion at each stage is at least twice their proportion of youth population.
Conversely, white youth are underrepresented at each stage, and Hispanic youth are under-represented at the referral, petitioning, adjudication, and waived stages.

What’s missing from this portrait?  ARRESTS. That is largely because, at present, the national arrest data do not meaningfully support ethnicity (but that is changing)






Comparing rates and ratios is another way to 
monitor racial & ethnic fairness
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here we see arrest rates in 2020 for some common youth offenses – use rates to simplify comparing groups



Overall, Black youth were more than twice as 
likely to be arrested as white youth in 2020
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Convert arrest rates to a ratio, the black rate divided by the white rate
Tells us how much more likely, how much higher one rate is compared to another
If the rates were equal, the ratio of arrest rates would equal 1 – the black line is our marker of statistical parity. 
Overall, black youth more than twice as likely to be arrested than their white peers, but disparity at arrest is tied to offense:
Violent crimes: Black rate 4 times the white rate
Murder: more than 6 times more likely
Stolen property and Robbery show the highest disparity in arrest rates

There are few offenses where the arrest rate for white youth is greater than the rate for black youth, these tend to be alcohol related offenses

What about juvenile court?
[NEXT SLIDE]



Court data allows us to compare case 
processing outcomes by race and ethnicity
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Presentation Notes
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Court data allow us to compare case 
processing outcomes by race and ethnicity

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
[HAS ANIMATION]
Here we see case processing rates for cases involving white youth (dark blue) and Hispanic youth (light blue). 
The referral rate in 2020 was about the same but cases involving white youth were more likely to be diverted than cases involving Hispanic youth. 
Otherwise, cases involving Hispanic youth were more likely to be:
Detained
Adjudicated
Placed in a residential setting after adjudicated
More likely than white youth to be detained
Black more likely than white youth to be placed following adjudication
[ANIMATE]
Items in green, diversion and probation following adjudication show opposite patterns – rate for white youth higher than the rates for black and Hispanic youth. Arguably, these are less serious outcomes, and they are more likely for cases involving white youth
[ANIMATE]
Conversely, items in orange mark two stages that consistently show disparity - detention and placement following adjudication – these outcomes are more likely for cases involving black and Hispanic youth. 
[NEXT SLIDE]





… a pattern we’ve seen since at least 2005  

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Case rate for black youth / white youth
Case rate for Hispanic youth / white youth

Ratio of placement rates - all delinquency offenses

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Case rate for black youth / white youth
Case rate for Hispanic youth / white youth

Ratio of detention rates - all delinquency offenses

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
On average, detention rate for cases involving Hispanic youth 50% higher than rate for white over this period
40% for cases involving Black youth

Placement: placement rates for cases involving Black or Hispanic youth 40% higher than corresponding rate for cases involving white youth

Magnitude of difference varies with offense – cases involving drug offenses show some of the highest disparities in both detention and placement rates.



Most youth referred to juvenile 
court do not return

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Based on data provided to the National Juvenile Court Data Archive. Inspired by prior work done 30+ years ago. The bulletin released in August 2022, - covers a fair amount of territory; this section hits a few highlights.



• Case level data from 17 jurisdictions 
representing 34% of the youth population at 
risk for involvement with the juvenile justice 
system

• Cohort included 161,057 youth born in 2000 
who had at least one referral to juvenile court; 
prevalence rate of 12%

Recent bulletin describes re-referral patterns 
of a cohort of youth born in 2000

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Characteristics of youth
Small % of youth (7%) of youth initially referred violent crime – agg assault was the most common violent crime.
A larger proportion (29%) were first referred for a property offense, with larceny theft the most common

Nearly 1 in 5 (17%) were first referred before age 13
Half were first referred between age 13 and 15

Males accounted for two-thirds of youth referred
The race/ethnicity profile: 44% white, 30% black, 22% Hispanic



Most youth in the cohort were “one and done”
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BEFORE ANIMATION: provide definitional info about reoffending
[ANIMATE]
Overall, 37% of youth in this cohort returned to juvenile court on at least one subsequent referral before they aged out of juvenile court jurisdiction in their state.
More positively, 63% DID NOT return
This re-referral rate was lower compared to a prior study done nearly 30 years ago (41%, which was based on a much smaller sample)

Males were more likely to return than females
Black and American Indian youth more like to be re-referred than white, Hispanic, or Asian youth.
Youth who start at an earlier age are more likely to return than those who start later

At least half of youth first referred between the ages of 10-13 were referred at least once more





Youth initially referred for motor vehicle theft 
or burglary were most likely to return
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Demographics tell us one part of the story, offense at first referral tells another. 
The image above shows the 10 offenses at first referral that were associated with the highest reoffending rates.
Youth first referred for MVT or Burglary were most likely to reoffend

What stood out to me is just how many cases are created by a small proportion of youth
[NEXT SLIDE]



Count Percent
341,923 100%

101,739 30%

86,207 25%

153,977 45%

Cases generated

A small proportion of youth generate a large 
number of cases

Number of referrals in career Count Percent
Total 161,057 100%

1 referral 101,739 63%

2-3 referrals 37,251 23%

4 or more referrals 22,067 14%

Youth in cohort

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Nearly one-fourth of youth in the cohort recorded 2-3 total referrals
14% of youth can be characterized as chronic, that is, these youth generated 4 or more referrals before aging out of the JJ system in their jurisdiction

Converting these to case counts shows just how much “work” a small proportion of youth create
Our sample of 161,000 youth generated nearly 342,000 cases
More than 40% of these cases – roughly 154,000 – were the result of the small proportion of chronic offenders.
Highlights importance of early identification/intervention
[NEXT SLIDE]
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Re-referral rates were also related to the 
disposition at first referral

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Let’s define our groups
Informal sanctions: This category includes fines, restitution, community service, referrals outside the court for services with minimal or no further court involvement anticipated, and voluntary/informal probation.
Formal sanctions: includes cases that are judicially waived to criminal court and dispositions of adjudicated cases (most of these dispositions result in out-of-home placement or formal probation).
Dismissed: includes cases that are not proceeded against. These are cases with no further sanction or consequence anticipated. 

What about particular dispositions? ANIMATE
Among youth who were adjudicated and received a placement disposition on their first referral, nearly 6 in 10 returned to juvenile court for at least 1 additional referral
Less than half of youth who were adjudicated and received formal probation as a result of their first referral
[NEXT SLIDE]



The proportion of residential 
placement facilities that 
screen youth for service needs 
has grown

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
OJJDP sponsors two data collections about youth in residential placement



The proportion of facilities that screen all 
youth for service needs has increased
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes

Look at proportion of facilities that evaluate youth for various service needs. The proportion of facilities that screen “all youth” for various service needs has increased since 2000. Notable increase in the proportion of facilities that screen all youth for suicide risk.

[NEXT SLIDE]




And most facilities that evaluate for service 
needs do so within one week of admission
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
NOTE: Percents based on facilities that report evaluating for service needs

Shows the increase in the proportion of facilities that evaluate youth for various service needs and when that evaluation occurs. 



Nearly 90% of facilities that evaluate for 
suicide risk do so within 24 hours
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
NOTE: Percents based on facilities that report evaluating for service needs
[NEXT SLIDE]




The juvenile justice 
population has changed

Beware of how one’s perceptions 
may be fooled into thinking 
juvenile crime is getting more serious



In 1995, about 9% of youth were arrested
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Back when youth violence was near its peak, about 9% of youth ages 10-17 were arrested durign the year. That means that the vast majority of youth were NOT arrested.



Of those, 5% were arrested for violent crimes—
we’ll call them High Risk
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-------------All youth ages 10-17 in the population--------------

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Of the youth who were arrested, about 5% were arrested for a violent crime (murder, rape, robbery, or aggravated assault). Just for the sake of argument, lets call them the High Risk youth – as though all the youth arrested were assessed for risk. 



JJ reforms try to keep youth posing no risk out of the system
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Over the years, juvenile justice systems have worked to keep youth who pose no risk to public safety out of the system.



Court’s use of risk screening tries to divert the lowest risk 
youth away from formal court intervention
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
All across the country, an increasing number of courts are using risk screening tools to divert the lowest risk youth away from formal court intervention. 



In many places, low risk youth are diverted from 
residential placement and even probation
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Some places divert all low risk youth away from residential placement and even formal probation supervision.



State corrections agencies should only be seeing 
high risk and some of the moderate risk youth
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The common wisdom is that state corrections agencies should only be seeing high risk youth (and perhaps the highest risk of the moderate risk youth.



Changing reality can influence our perceptions 

Changing 
reality 
also has 
implications 
for staff, staff 
training, 
staffing 
levels, and 
resources 
needed.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Depending on where in the system you look, where you are working, these shifts can alter your perception of the “juvenile justice population.” We tend to focus on what we see and not on what we don’t see.
These changes are somewhat analogous to changes that have been seen in the health system—as insurance “screening” has changed hospital admission rules, hospitals now house only the sickest patients. For deep end corrections, and even probation, these changes have serious implications for staff, training, and resources. 
We also need to realize that even with improved programming, we may see reoffending rates increase, since only the “toughest” youth remain in the system.



Visit OJJDP’s 
Statistical Briefing Book:

Melissa Sickmund [Msickmund@ncjfcj.org]
Chaz Puzzanchera [CPuzzanchera@ncjfcj.org]
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