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The Briefing Book is a comprehensive online resource describing various topics related to
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youth in residential placement facilities. The Briefing Book is also a repository for more detailed
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use format, using tables and graphs.

The Briefing Book’s “Juveniles in Court” section includes an interactive tool that describes
how specific types of delinquency cases typically flow through the juvenile justice system.

Annual summaries are available from 2005 to present for more than 25 offense categories,
and include separate presentations by gender, age, and race.
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Preface

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017 describes
delinquency cases and petitioned status
offense cases handled between 2005
and 2017 by U.S. courts with juvenile
jurisdiction. National estimates of juve-
nile court delinquency caseloads in
2017 were based on analyses of
577,407 automated case records and
court-level statistics summarizing an
additional 61,655 cases. Estimates of
status offense cases formally processed
by juvenile courts in 2017 were based
on analyses of 58,768 automated case-
level records and court-level summary
statistics on an additional 5,122 cases.
The data used in the analyses were
contributed to the National Juvenile
Court Data Archive (the Archive) by
more than 2,500 courts with jurisdiction
over 87% of the juvenile population in
2017.

The first Juvenile Court Statistics report
was published in 1929 by the U.S.
Department of Labor and described
cases handled by 42 courts during
1927. During the next decade, Juvenile
Court Statistics reports were based on
statistics cards completed for each
delinquency, status offense, and depen-
dency case handled by the courts par-
ticipating in the reporting series. The
Children's Bureau (within the U.S.
Department of Labor) tabulated the
information on each card, including age,
gender, and race of the juvenile; the
reason for referral; the manner of deal-
ing with the case; and the final

disposition of the case. During the
1940s, however, the collection of case-
level data was abandoned because of
its high cost. From the 1940s until the
mid-1970s, Juvenile Court Statistics
reports were based on simple, annual
case counts reported to the Children's
Bureau by participating courts.

In 1957, the Children's Bureau initiated
a new data collection design that
enabled the Juvenile Court Statistics
series to develop statistically sound na-
tional estimates. The Children's Bureau,
which had been transferred to the U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (HEW), developed a probability
sample of more than 500 courts. Each
court in the sample was asked to sub-
mit annual counts of delinquency, status
offense, and dependency cases. This
approach, though, proved difficult to
sustain as courts began to drop out of
the sample. At the same time, a grow-
ing number of courts outside the sam-
ple began to compile comparable sta-
tistics. By the late 1960s, HEW ended
the sample-based effort and returned to
the policy of collecting annual case
counts from any court able to provide
them. The Juvenile Court Statistics se-
ries, however, continued to generate
national estimates based on data from
these nonprobability samples.

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention (OJJDP) became
responsible for Juvenile Court Statistics
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following the passage of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974. In 1975, OJJDP awarded the
National Center for Juvenile Justice
(NCJJ) a grant to continue the report
series. Although NCJJ agreed to use
procedures established by HEW to
ensure reporting continuity, NCJJ also
began to investigate methods of im-
proving the quality and detail of national
statistics. A critical innovation was made
possible by the proliferation of comput-
ers during the 1970s. As NCJJ asked
agencies across the country to com-
plete the annual juvenile court statistics

I[N Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

form, some agencies began offering to
send the detailed, automated case-level
data collected by their management
information systems. NCJJ learned to
combine these automated records to
produce a detailed national portrait of
juvenile court activity —returning to the
original objective of the Juvenile Court
Statistics series.

The project’s transition from using an-
nual case counts to analyzing automat-
ed case-level data was completed with
the production of Juvenile Court Statis-
tics 1984. For the first time since the

1930s, Juvenile Court Statistics con-
tained detailed case-level descriptions
of the delinquency and status offense
cases handled by U.S. juvenile courts.
This case-level detail continues to be
the emphasis of the reporting series.

In 2019, to ensure efficiency and coor-
dination of all Office of Justice Programs
(OJP) research activities, the National
Institute of Justice (NIJ) assumed man-
agement of the juvenile justice research,
evaluation, and statistical data collection
projects funded by OJJDP, including the
National Juvenile Court Data Archive.



Chapter 1

Introduction

This report describes delinquency and
status offense cases handled between
2005 and 2017 by U.S. courts with
juvenile jurisdiction. Courts with juvenile
jurisdiction may handle a variety of mat-
ters, including child maltreatment, traffic
violations, child support, and adoptions.
This report focuses on cases involving
juveniles charged with law violations
(delinquency or status offenses).

Unit of Count

In measuring the activity of juvenile
courts, one could count the number of
offenses referred; the number of cases
referred; the actual filings of offenses,
cases, or petitions; the number of dis-
position hearings; or the number of
juveniles handled. Each “unit of count”
has its own merits and disadvantages.
The unit of count used in Juvenile Court
Statistics (JCS) is the number of “cases
disposed.”

A “case” represents a juvenile pro-
cessed by a juvenile court on a new
referral, regardless of the number of law
violations contained in the referral. A
juvenile charged with four burglaries in
a single referral would represent a sin-
gle case. A juvenile referred for three
burglaries and referred again the follow-
ing week on another burglary charge
would represent two cases, even if the
court eventually merged the two refer-
rals for more efficient processing.

The fact that a case is “disposed”
means that a definite action was taken
as the result of the referral—i.e., a plan
of treatment was selected or initiated. It
does not necessarily mean that a case
was closed or terminated in the sense
that all contact between the court and
the juvenile ceased. For example, a
case is considered to be disposed
when the court orders probation, not
when a term of probation supervision is
completed.

Coverage

A basic question for this reporting series
is what constitutes a referral to juvenile
court. The answer depends partly on
how each jurisdiction organizes its
case-screening function. In many com-
munities, an intake unit within the juve-
nile court first screens all juvenile mat-
ters. The intake unit determines whether
the matter should be handled informally
(i.e., diverted) or petitioned for formal
handling. In data files from communities
using this type of system, a delinquency
or status offense case is defined as a
court referral at the point of initial
screening, regardless of whether it is
handled formally or informally.

In other communities, the juvenile court
is not involved in delinquency or status
offense matters until another agency

(e.g., the prosecutor’s office or a social
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service agency) has first screened the
case. In other words, the intake function
is performed outside the court, and
some matters are diverted to other
agencies without the court ever han-
dling them. Status offense cases, in
particular, tend to be diverted from
court processing in this manner.

Since its inception, Juvenile Court Sta-
tistics has adapted to the changing
structure of juvenile court processing
nationwide. As court processing
became more diverse, the JCS series
broadened its definition of the juvenile
court to incorporate other agencies that
perform what can generically be consid-
ered juvenile court functions. In some
communities, data collection has
expanded to include departments of
youth services, child welfare agencies,
and prosecutors’ offices. In other com-
munities, this expansion has not been
possible. Therefore, while there is exten-
sive data coverage in the JCS series of
formally handled delinquency cases and
adequate data coverage of informally
handled delinquency cases and formally
handled status offense cases, the data
coverage of informally handled status
offense cases is limited and is not suffi-
cient to support the generation of
national estimates. For this reason, JCS
reports do not present any information
on informally handled status offense
cases. (Sub-national analyses of these
cases are available from the National
Juvenile Court Data Archive [the
Archive].)

Juvenile Court Processing

Any attempt to describe juvenile court
caseloads at the national level must be
based on a generic model of court pro-
cessing to serve as a common frame-
work. In order to analyze and present
data about juvenile court activities in
diverse jurisdictions, the Archive strives
to fit the processing characteristics of all
jurisdictions into the following general
model:

Intake. An intake department (either
within or outside the court) first screens

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

referred cases. The intake department
may decide to dismiss the case for lack
of legal sufficiency or to resolve the
matter formally or informally. Informal
(i.e., nonpetitioned) dispositions may
include a voluntary referral to a social
service agency, informal probation, or
the payment of fines or some form of
voluntary restitution. Formally handled
cases are petitioned and scheduled in
court for an adjudicatory or waiver
hearing.

Judicial Waiver. The intake department
may decide that a case should be
removed from juvenile court and han-
dled instead in criminal (adult) court. In
such cases, a petition is usually filed in
juvenile court asking the juvenile court
judge to waive juvenile court jurisdiction
over the case. The juvenile court judge
decides whether the case merits crimi-
nal prosecution.” When a waiver
request is denied, the matter is usually
then scheduled for an adjudicatory
hearing in the juvenile court.

Petitioning. If the intake department
decides that a case should be handled
formally within the juvenile court, a peti-
tion is filed and the case is placed on
the court calendar (or docket) for an
adjudicatory hearing. A small number of
petitions are dismissed for various rea-
sons before an adjudicatory hearing is
actually held.

Adjudication. At the adjudicatory hear-
ing, a juvenile may be adjudicated
(jludged) a delinquent or status offender,
and the case would then proceed to a
disposition hearing. Alternatively, a case
can be dismissed or continued in con-
templation of dismissal. In these cases,
the court often recommends that the
juvenile take some actions prior to the

1 Mechanisms of transfer to criminal court vary
by state. In some states, a prosecutor has the
authority to file juvenile cases directly in criminal
court if they meet specified criteria. This report,
however, includes only cases that were initially
under juvenile court jurisdiction and were trans-
ferred as a result of judicial waiver.

final adjudication decision, such as pay-
ing restitution or voluntarily attending
drug counseling.

Disposition. At the disposition hearing,
the juvenile court judge determines the
most appropriate sanction, generally
after reviewing a predisposition report
prepared by a probation department.
The range of options available to a
court typically includes commitment to
an institution; placement in a group
home or other residential facility or per-
haps in a foster home; probation (either
regular or intensive supervision); referral
to an outside agency, day treatment, or
mental health program; or imposition of
a fine, community service, or restitution.
Disposition orders often involve multiple
sanctions and/or conditions. Review
hearings are held to monitor the juve-
nile’s progress. Dispositions may be
modified as a result. This report
includes only the most severe initial dis-
position in each case.

Detention. A juvenile may be placed in
a detention facility at different points as
a case progresses through the juvenile
justice system. Detention practices also
vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. A
judicial decision to detain or continue
detention may occur before or after
adjudication or disposition. This report
includes only those detention actions
that result in a juvenile being placed in
a restrictive facility under court authority
while awaiting the outcome of the court
process. This report does not include
detention decisions made by law
enforcement officials prior to court
intake or those occurring after the dis-
position of a case (e.g., temporary hold-
ing of a juvenile in a detention facility
while awaiting court-ordered placement
elsewhere).

Data Quality

Juvenile Court Statistics relies on the
secondary analysis of data originally
compiled by juvenile courts or juvenile
justice agencies to meet their own infor-
mation and reporting needs. Although
these incoming data files are not
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uniform across jurisdictions, they are
likely to be more detailed and accurate
than data files compiled by local juris-
dictions merely complying with a man-
dated national reporting program.

The heterogeneity of the contributed
data files greatly increases the complex-
ity of the Archive’s data processing
tasks. Contributing jurisdictions collect
and report information using their own
definitions and coding categories.
Therefore, the detail reported in some
data sets is not contained in others.
Even when similar data elements are
used, they may have inconsistent defini-
tions or overlapping coding categories.
The Archive restructures contributed
data into standardized coding catego-
ries in order to combine information
from multiple sources. The standardiza-
tion process requires an intimate under-
standing of the development, structure,
and content of each data set received.
Codebooks and operation manuals are
studied, data providers interviewed, and
data files analyzed to maximize the
understanding of each information sys-
tem. Every attempt is made to ensure
that only compatible information from
the various data sets is used in the
standardized data files.

While the heterogeneity of the data
adds complexity to the development of
a national data file, it has proven to be
valuable in other ways. The diversity of
the data stored in the National Juvenile
Court Data Archive enables the data to
support a wider range of research
efforts than would a uniform, and prob-
ably more general, data collection form.
For example, the Federal Bureau of
Investigation’s (FBI's) Uniform Crime
Reporting (UCR) Program is limited by
necessity to a small number of relatively
broad offense codes. The UCR offense
code for larceny-theft combines shop-
lifting with a number of other larcenies.
Thus, the data are useless for studies of
shoplifting. In comparison, many of the
Archive’s data sets are sufficiently
detailed to enable a researcher to distin-
guish offenses that are often combined
in other reporting series—shoplifting can

be distinguished from other larcenies,
joyriding from motor vehicle theft, and
armed robbery from unarmed robbery.
The diversity of these coding structures
allows researchers to construct data
sets that contain the detail demanded
by their research designs.

Validity of the Estimates

The national delinquency and status
offense estimates presented in this
report were generated with data from a
large nonprobability sample of juvenile
courts. Therefore, statistical confidence
in the estimates cannot be mathemati-
cally determined. Although statistical
confidence would be greater if a proba-
bility sampling design were used, the
cost of such an effort has long been
considered prohibitive. Secondary anal-
ysis of available data is the best practi-
cal alternative for developing an under-
standing of the nation’s juvenile courts.

National estimates of delinquency cases
for 2017 are based on analyses of indi-
vidual case records from nearly 2,200
courts and aggregate court-level data
on cases from nearly 400 courts.
Together, these courts had jurisdiction
over 87% of the U.S. juvenile population
in 2017. National estimates of petitioned
status offense cases for 2017 are based
on case records from more than 2,000
courts and court-level data from more
than 200 courts, covering 77% of the
juvenile population. The imputation and
weighting procedures that generate
national estimates from these samples
control for many factors: the size of a
community, the age and race composi-
tion of its juvenile population, the vol-
ume of cases referred to the reporting
courts, the age and race of the juveniles
involved, the offense characteristics of
the cases, the courts’ responses to the
cases (manner of handling, detention,
adjudication, and disposition), and the
nature of each court’s jurisdictional
responsibilities (i.e., upper age of origi-
nal jurisdiction).

With each annual release of data, esti-
mates for prior years are revised and

replaced. There are two primary rea-
sons for this. First, data submissions
from contributing jurisdictions, particu-
larly case-level data submissions, can
change as newer data files submitted to
the Archive replace previously submitted
files. Second, the estimation procedure
used by the Archive utilizes county level
population estimates, which are revised
by the Census Bureau each year. There-
fore, readers should not compare esti-
mates from Juvenile Court Statistics
reports produced in different years, but
should compare estimates across
trending years within a Juvenile Court
Statistics report.

Structure of the Report

Chapters 2 and 3 of this report pre-
sent national estimates of delinquency
cases handled by the juvenile courts in
2017 and analyze caseload trends since
2005. Chapter 2 describes the volume
and rate of delinquency cases, demo-
graphic characteristics of the juveniles
involved (age, gender, and race), and
offenses charged. Chapter 3 traces the
flow of delinquency cases from referral
to court through court processing,
examining each decision point (i.e.,
detention, intake decision, adjudication
decision, and judicial disposition) and
presenting data by demographic char-
acteristics and offense. Together, these
two chapters provide a detailed national
portrait of delinquency cases.

Chapter 4 presents national estimates
of status offense cases formally handled
by the juvenile courts in 2017 and case-
load trends since 2005. It includes data
on demographic characteristics, offens-
es charged, and case processing.

Appendix A describes the statistical
procedure used to generate these esti-
mates. Readers are encouraged to con-
sult appendix B for definitions of key
terms used throughout the report. Few
terms in the field of juvenile justice have
widely accepted definitions. The termi-
nology used in this report has been
carefully developed to communicate the
findings of the work as precisely as
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possible without sacrificing applicability
to multiple jurisdictions.

This report uses a format that combines
tables, figures, and text highlights for
presentation of the data. A detailed
index of tables and figures appears at
the end of the report.

Data Access

The data used in this report are stored
in the National Juvenile Court Data
Archive at the National Center for Juve-
nile Justice (NCJJ) in Pittsburgh, PA.
The Archive contains the most detailed
information available on juveniles
involved in the juvenile justice system
and on the activities of U.S. juvenile
courts. Designed to facilitate research
on the juvenile justice system, the
Archive’s data files are available to policy-
makers, researchers, and students. In

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

addition to national data files, state and
local data can be provided to research-
ers. With the assistance of Archive staff,
researchers can merge selected files for
cross-jurisdictional and longitudinal
analyses. Upon request, project staff is
also available to perform special analy-
ses of the Archive’s data files.

Researchers are encouraged to explore
the National Juvenile Court Data Archive
web site at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/njcda/ for
a summary of Archive holdings and pro-
cedures for data access. Researchers
may also contact the Archive directly at
412-246-0833.

Other Sources of Juvenile Court
Data

With support from OJJDP, NCJJ has
developed two web-based data analy-
sis and dissemination applications that

provide access to the data used for this
report. The first of these applications,
Easy Access to Juvenile Court Statistics
1985-2017, was developed to facilitate
independent analysis of the national
delinquency estimates presented in this
report while eliminating the need for sta-
tistical analysis software. It also enables
users to view preformatted tables,
beyond those included in this report,
describing the demographic character-
istics of youth involved in the juvenile
justice system and how juvenile courts
process these cases. The second appli-
cation, Easy Access to State and Coun-
ty Juvenile Court Case Counts, presents
annual counts of the delinquency, status
offense, and dependency cases pro-
cessed in juvenile courts, by state and
county. These applications are available
from OJJDP’s Statistical Briefing Book
at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb.



Chapter 2

National Estimates of
Delinquency Cases

Delinquency offenses are acts commit-
ted by juveniles that, if committed by an
adult, could result in criminal prosecu-
tion. This chapter documents the vol-
ume of delinquency cases referred to
juvenile court and examines the charac-
teristics of these cases, including types
of offenses charged and demographic
characteristics of the juveniles involved
(age, gender, and race).

Analysis of case rates permits compari-
sons of juvenile court activity over time
while controlling for differences in the
size and demographic characteristics of
the juvenile population. Rates are calcu-

lated as the number of cases for every
1,000 juveniles in the population—those
age 10 or older who were under the
jurisdiction of a juvenile court.!

The chapter focuses on cases disposed
in 2017 and examines trends since
2005.

1 The upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction is
defined by statute in each state. See appendix
B, the “Glossary of Terms,” for a more detailed
discussion on the upper age of juvenile court
jurisdiction. Case rates presented in this report
control for state variations in juvenile
population.
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Counts and Trends

B In 2017, courts with juvenile jurisdic-
tion handled an estimated 818,900
delinquency cases.

B In 1960, approximately 1,100 delin-
quency cases were processed daily.
In 2017, juvenile courts handled
about 2,200 delinquency cases per
day.

B The number of delinquency cases
processed by juvenile courts
decreased 51% in the 13 years
between 2005 and 2017.

B Between 2005 and 2017, the number
of cases decreased for all offense
categories: property 57%, public
order 54%, person 45%, and drugs
42%.

Offense profile of delinquency
cases:

Most serious

offense 2005 2017
Person 26% 29%
Property 37 32
Drugs 11 13
Public order 26 25
Total 100% 100%

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

B The offense profile of the court’s
2017 delinquency caseload was sim-
ilar to that of 2005, but had slightly
greater proportions of person and
drug offenses and slightly smaller
proportions of property and public
order offenses.

ﬂ Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

The 2017 juvenile court delinquency caseload was double (102%) the

1960 caseload
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In the last 10 years (2008-2017), the number of cases handled by

juvenile courts has decreased for nearly all offenses

Percent change

Number 10 year 5 year 1 year

of cases 2008- 2013- 2016-
Most serious offense 2017 2017 2017 2017
Total delinquency 818,900 -49% -20% 2%
Total person 241,400 -39 -9 0
Criminal homicide 1,100 -8 50 21
Rape 8,400 -14 3 6
Robbery 21,600 -35 3 10
Aggravated assault 26,600 -38 6 3
Simple assault 153,000 -39 -13 -2
Other violent sex offenses 7,500 =37 22 5
Other person offenses 23,300 -50 -10 1
Total property 265,600 -56 -25 -5
Burglary 54,100 -49 -13 0
Larceny-theft 111,300 -60 -37 -11
Motor vehicle theft 17,100 -28 49 10
Arson 2,500 -62 -33 -5
Vandalism 41,500 -60 —20 1
Trespassing 23,700 -57 -20 -3
Stolen property offenses 8,700 -52 -18 -5
Other property offenses 6,800 -54 -11 4
Drug law violations 107,400 -39 -20
Total public order 204,500 -51 -23 -4
Obstruction of justice 104,800 -46 -20 -3
Disorderly conduct 51,300 -58 =31 -9
Weapons offenses 18,100 -52 =21 0
Liquor law violations 4,800 -72 -33 -8
Nonviolent sex offenses 11,900 1 16 7
Other public order offenses 13,700 -57 -34 -3

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Percent change calculations are

based on unrounded numbers.

Counts and Trends

B Between 2008 and 2017, offenses
with the largest percentage decrease
in caseloads included liquor law vio-
lations (72%) and arson (62%).

Trends in juvenile court cases were
similar to trends in arrests? of per-
sons younger than 18. The number
of juvenile court cases involving rob-
bery and aggravated assault cases
decreased during the 10-year period
between 2008 and 2017 (35% and
38%, respectively). The FBI reported
that the number of arrests involving
persons younger than age 18
charged with aggravated assault or
robbery offenses also decreased
during this period (down 45% and
49%, respectively).

B Between 2008 and 2017, the volume
of juvenile court cases involving
burglary or larceny-theft cases
decreased (49% and 60%, respec-
tively), and the FBI reported that
arrests of persons under age 18
decreased 63% each for burglary
and larceny-theft offenses.

B Unlike most other offenses, the num-
ber of juvenile court cases involving
criminal homicide increased substan-
tially in the 5-year period between
2013 and 2017 (50%), with most of
the increase occurring in the last
year (21% between 2016 and 2017).
The FBI reported a 23% increase in
the number of juvenile arrests involv-
ing criminal homicide between 2013
and 2017.

2 The annual series of data tables from the
FBI’'s Crime in the United States provides
information on arrests and tracks changes in
the general nature of arrests. The arrest
trends reported above are from Crime in the
United States 2017, supplemental tables,
available at ucr.fbi.gov/crime-in-the-u.s/2017/
crime-in-the-u.s.-2017.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017
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Case Rates

B More than 31 million youth were
under juvenile court jurisdiction in
2017. Of these youth, 79% were

between the ages of 10 and 15, 12%

were age 16, and 9% were age 17.
The small proportion of 16- and
17-year-olds among the juvenile
court population is related to the
upper age of juvenile court jurisdic-
tion, which varies by state. In 2017,

youth age 16 in 2 states were under
the original jurisdiction of the criminal

court, as were youth age 17 in an
additional 7 states.

B In 2017, juvenile courts processed
25.8 delinquency cases for every
1,000 juveniles in the population—
those age 10 or older who were
under the jurisdiction of a juvenile
court.

B The total delinquency case rate
remained stable between 2005 and
2008 and then declined 49% to the
2017 level. As a result, the overall
delinquency case rate in 2017 was
50% below the 2005 level.3

B Between 2005 and 2017, case rates
decreased 56% for property offense
cases, 53% for public order offenses,

44% for person offenses, and 41%
for drug law violations.

3 The percent change in the number of cases

disposed may not be equal to the percent

change in case rates because of the changing

size of the juvenile population.

n Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

The delinquency case rate declined from 52.2 per 1,000 juveniles in

2005 to 25.8 in 2017
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Between 2005 and 2017, case rates decreased the most for property
offenses (from 19.2 to 8.4 per 1,000 juveniles)
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Of the 818,900 delinquency cases processed in 2017, 52% involved

youth younger than 16, 27% involved females, and 44% involved white

youth

Percentage of total
juvenile court cases, 2017

Number Younger
Most serious offense of cases than 16 Female White
Total delinquency 818,900 52% 27% 44%
Total person 241,400 59 30 41
Criminal homicide 1,100 31 14 30
Rape 8,400 62 4 54
Robbery 21,600 46 11 13
Aggravated assault 26,600 53 25 32
Simple assault 153,000 61 37 42
Other violent sex offenses 7,500 73 6 59
Other person offenses 23,300 62 30 58
Total property 265,600 54 25 43
Burglary 54,100 54 11 37
Larceny-theft 111,300 52 36 45
Motor vehicle theft 17,100 50 22 31
Arson 2,500 74 14 53
Vandalism 41,500 61 18 54
Trespassing 23,700 55 21 43
Stolen property offenses 8,700 47 13 28
Other property offenses 6,800 50 26 50
Drug law violations 107,400 37 25 56
Total public order 204,500 49 28 42
Obstruction of justice 104,800 41 27 40
Disorderly conduct 51,300 63 37 42
Weapons offenses 18,100 53 11 34
Liquor law violations 4,800 31 33 61
Nonviolent sex offenses 11,900 61 22 60
Other public order offenses 18,700 49 24 48

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.

In 2017, juveniles younger than 16 accounted for more than half of all
delinquency cases, including 59% of person offense cases

Percent of cases involving juveniles younger than age 16

70%
60% T | Person
50% "\.\°\0~. ° ._—P:Oper.ty ° ° ® °
Public order

40% Drugs
30%
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10%

0%
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Age at Referral

B The proportion of cases involving
juveniles age 15 or younger varied by
offense category. Between 2005 and
2017, younger juveniles accounted
for a smaller proportion of drug and
public order cases than of person
and property offense cases.

In 2017, juveniles younger than 16
accounted for three-quarters (74 %)
of juvenile arson cases.

Offense profile of delinquency
cases by age group:

Most serious Age 15 Age 16
offense or younger  or older
2017

Person 34% 25%
Property 34 31
Drugs 9 17
Public order 24 26
Total 100% 100%
2005

Person 29% 22%
Property 38 35
Drugs 8 15
Public order 25 28
Total 100% 100%

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

B Compared with the delinquency
caseload involving older juveniles,
the caseload of youth age 15 or
younger in 2017 included larger pro-
portions of person and property
offense cases and smaller propor-
tions of drug and public order
offense cases.

B Compared with 2005, the caseload
in 2017 for both younger and older
juveniles involved slightly greater
proportions of person and drug
offense cases, and slightly smaller
proportions of property and public
order offense cases.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017 n
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Age at Referral

Although, in general, more 17-year- In 2017, delinquency case rates increased with the referral age of the
olds than 16-year-olds are arrested, juvenile

the number of juvenile court cases

involving 17-year-olds (164,100) was

lower than the number involving Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group

16-year-olds (203,000) in 2017. The 60

explanation lies primarily in the fact
that in 9 states 17-year-olds are
excluded from the original jurisdic-
tion of the juvenile court. In these
states, all 17-year-olds are legally
adults and are referred to criminal
court rather than to juvenile court.
Thus, far fewer 17-year-olds than
16-year-olds are subject to original
juvenile court jurisdiction.

B In 2017, the delinquency case rate
for 17-year-olds (55.9) was nearly Age
twice the rate for 14-year-olds (28.7)
and more than 3 times the rate for
13-year-olds (17.4).

B The largest increase in case rates
between age 13 and age 17 was for

drug offenses. The case rate for drug Case rates increased continuously with age for drug and public order
offenses for 17-year-old juveniles offense cases, while person and property offense case rates leveled
(11.4) was more than 8 times the rate off after age 16
for 13-year-olds (1.4).
B For public order offenses in 2017, Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
the case rate for 17-year-olds (13.8) 18
was nearly 4 times the rate for 16
13-year-olds (3.8) and the property 14
offense case rate for 17-year-olds .
(17.1) was 3 times the rate for 12 Rublic arger
18-year-olds (5.7). 10
B For cases involving person offenses, 8 Drugs
the case rate for 17-year-olds (13.6) 6
was double the rate for 13-year-olds 4
(6.5). 5
0
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Age
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Age at Referral

Trends in case rates were similar across age groups between 2005 and 2017 for each general offense

category

Person offense case rates
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B Between 2005 and 2017, person offense case rates

were at their highest in 2005 for all age groups.

Since 2005, person offense case rates for all age
groups declined through 2017: down 47% for youth
ages 10-12, 46% for youth ages 13-15, 41% for
16-year-olds, and 42% for 17-year-olds.

Drug offense case rates
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Drug offense case rates reached their low point in 2016 for
youth ages 10-12 and age 16, while rates were at their
lowest levels in 2017 for youth ages 13-15 and age 17.
Compared with 2005, rates in 2017 were 28% lower for
youth ages 10-12, 47% lower for youth ages 13-15, 43%
lower for 16-year-olds, and 39% lower for 17-year-olds.

Property offense case rates
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Property offense case rates were at their highest in 2005
for youth ages 10-12 and 13-15, and peaked in 2008 for
youth ages 16 and 17, before declining through 2017.

Property offense case rates were lower in 2017 than in
2005 for all age groups. In 2017, the case rate for juveniles
ages 10-12 was 65% less than the 2005 rate, the rate for
juveniles ages 13-15 was 58% less, the rate for 16-year-
olds was 53% less, and the rate for 17-year-olds was
54% less.

Public order offense case rates

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
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Public order case rates for all age groups were at their
lowest levels in 2017 since at least 2005. Case rates
declined at a similar pace for all age groups: 55% for
youth ages 10-12, 57% for youth ages 13-15, 52% for
youth age 16, and 53% for youth age 17.

* Because of the relatively low volume of cases involving youth ages 10-12 for drug offenses, their case rates are inflated by a factor of 5 to dis-

play the trend over time.
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Gender
B Males were involved in 73% The overall decline in the male and female delinquency caseloads
(596,500) of the delinquency cases between 2005 and 2017 was similar (51% and 52%, respectively)
handled by juvenile courts in 2017.
B The average annual decrease in the Number of cases
male and female delinquency case- 1,400,000 Dol
loads was very similar for all offense 1.200.000 elinquency
types between 2005 and 2017. The T
average decrease was slightly larger 1,000,000
for males than females for cases Male
involving drug offenses (5% vs. 3%), 800,000
equal for person (5% each) and pub-
lic order (6% each), and slightly less 600,000
for property (6% vs. 8%) 400,000 \—Fema'e\
B Between 2005 and 2017, the number 200,000
of property offense cases involving
males was at its highest level in 0
2005, and the female caseload 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
peaked in 2008. Between their
respective peaks and 2017, the male
caseload declined 55% while the
female caseload fell 62%. Number of cases
500,000
. . Male
m Drug offense cases involving males 1

were level between 2005 and 2008, 400,000

before decreasing 45% through Property

2017. Drug offense cases involving ! Public order
. 300,000

females decreased steadily between P

2005 and 2017, and in 2017 the ersoR

number of cases was 29% below 200,000

the level in 2005.

Drugs
B The public order offense caseload 100,000 —_—\

decreased at a similar pace for both
males and females between 2005
and 2017 (53% and 55%, respec-
tively).

0
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Gender
Females accounted for 27% of the delinquency caseload in 2017 — B Between 2005 and 2017, the female
similar to 2005 (28%) proportion of the person offense

caseload has remained steady, from

30% to 31%.
Percent of cases involving females

30%
__ . B The female proportion of the drug
25% Delinquency offense caseload decreased from
20% in 2005 to 18% in 2010 and
20% then increased to 25% by 2017.
15% Offense profile of delinquency
(]
cases for males and females:
10% Most serious
offense Male Female
5% 2017
0% Person 28% 33%
('
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 Property 34 29
Drugs 14 12
Public order 25 26
Total 100% 100%
2005
Percent of cases involving females Percent of cases involving females
35% - 35% Person 25% 28%
0% ————— 30% \/\ Property 37 37
25% A Person 25% A Property Drugs 12 8
20% 1 20%1 Public order 26 27
19% 1 19% Total 100% 100%
10% 1 10% 1 ota ° o
5% 1 5% 1 Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
0% _—- W rounding.
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
B For both males and females, the
property and public order offense
proportions of the delinquency case-
Percent of cases involving females Percent of cases involving females ; i
359 4 35% - loads were less in 2017 than in 2005.
30% A 30% 1
D . . B In 2017, the male caseload con-
25% T 25% A Public order . .
20% _\JLQS/ 20% | tained greater proportions of drug
15% A 15% 1 and property offenses than the
10% 1 10% female caseload.
5% 5% 1 .
gt L 1 | [ | | [ | | o B The male caseload contained smaller
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 proportions of person and public
order offenses than the female case-
load in 2017.
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Gender

B The decrease in the delinquency Despite decreases in case rates for both males and females, the male
case rate was similar for males and case rate remained at least twice the rate of females for all years
females between 2005 and 2017 between 2005 and 2017

(50% and 52%, respectively). Most
of the decline occurred between o
2008 and 2017 (down 48% and ggses per 1,000 juveniles 10—-upper age

50%, respectively).
70
B In 2017, the delinquency case rate
for males was 2.6 times the rate for 60 Male
females, 36.9 compared with 14.3. 50
B With the exception of person cases 40
involving males and drug offense 30
cases involving females (which were Female
both at their lowest in 2016), case 20 \__\\
rates in 2017 for all offense types 10
were at their lowest level since 2005
for both males and females in 2017. 8005 2007 2009 P 2013 2015 2017
B Between 2005 and 2017, male case
rates decreased 44% each for drug
offenses and person offenses, 52%
for public order offenses, and 54% . Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
for property offenses. The patterns in 30
case rate decreases were similar for ) Male
females, down 28% for drug offens- 25
es, 44% for person offenses, 54% )
for public order offenses, and 62% 20} Public order Prpperty
for property offenses.
B Despite a decrease in the disparity 1 Person
between male and female delinquen- 10
cy case rates between 2005 and
2017, the male case rate for drug 5 —_M
offenses was 3.0 times that of the
female case rate. Male rates were 0
between 2.2 and 2.9 times female 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
rates for all other offense types in
2017.
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In 2017, the delinquency case rate for males and females increased
steadily through age 17
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In 2017, the difference between age-
specific male and female delinquen-
cy case rates was greatest for the
younger juveniles. The male delin-
quency rate for 10-year-olds was 3.1
times the female rate; for 11-year-
olds, the male case rate was 3.0
times the female rate.

In 2017, the case rate for person
offenses increased through age 16
for males and leveled off, and the
case rate for property offenses
increased through age 16 and
decreased for 17-year-olds. Case
rates increased through age 17 for
drug and public order offenses.

For females, case rates for property
and drug offenses increased through
age 17, while case rates for person
and public order offenses peaked at
age 16.

In 2017, the drug offense case rate
for 17-year-old males was 24.9 times
the rate for 12-year-old males;
among females, the drug offense
case rate for 17-year-olds was 17.8
times the rate for 12-year-olds.
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G

ender

Across all age groups and offense categories, case rates for males exceed rates for females; however, rates for
both males and females have declined substantially in the past 13 years

Person offense case rates
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B In the last 13 years (2005 through 2017), male person

offense case rates decreased for all age groups: 49% for
youth ages 10-12, 46% for youth ages 13-15, 40% for
youth age 16, and 42% for 17-year-olds.

During the same period, female person offense case rates
followed a similar pattern as males, decreasing 41% for
youth ages 10-12, 46% for youth ages 13-15, 42% for
16-year-olds, and 43% for 17-year-olds.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

Property offense case rates
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B Male property offense case rates decreased to their lowest

levels in 2017 for all age groups except 16-year-olds.

Between 2005 and 2017, male property case rates
decreased 63% for youth ages 10-12, 55% for ages
13-15, 51% for age 16, and 53% for age 17.

Age-specific property offense rates for females were at
their lowest level for all age groups in 2017.
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Drug offense case rates
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The male drug offense case rate decreased 31% between
2005 and 2017 for youth ages 10-12, while case rates
decreased 49% for youth ages 13-15, 46% for youth age
16, and 43% for youth age 17. Most of the decreases
occurred between 2008 and 2017 (down 26% for youth
ages 10-12, 46% for youth ages 13-15, 44% for youth
age 16, and 42% for youth age 17).

Female drug offense case rates for youth ages 10-12
increased 5% from 2005 to 2013, before decreasing 23%
in 2017. Case rates for females ages 13-15 and age 16
decreased relatively steadily between 2005 and 2017
(839% and 28%, respectively). Despite a 14% increase in
the case rate for 17-year-olds between 2015 and 2017,
the 2017 rate was 21% less than the 2005 rate.

Gender

Public order offense case rates

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group

50: Male
401
301 Age 16
207 —eo—,
Ages 13-15 T e
— o
101 ® ) °
Ages 10-12
0 - - - - - -
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
181
16 Female
| Age 16
1473

Ages 13-15 T —e— o .

Ages 10-12

005

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Except for males age 16, whose lowest level was in 2016,
across all other gender and age groups, public order
offense case rates in 2017 were at their lowest level since
2005.

Between 2005 and 2017, public order case rates
decreased at a similar pace for both males and females
across all age groups. Male case rates decreased 57% for
youth ages 10-12, 56% for youth ages 13-15, 51% for
youth age 16, and 53% for youth age 17. Similarly, female
case rates decreased 50% for youth ages 10-12, 59% for
youth ages 13-15, 53% for youth age 16, and 52% for
youth age 17.

* Because of the relatively low volume of cases involving male and female youth ages 10-12 for drug offenses, their case rates are inflated by a
factor of 5 to display the trends over time.
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Race
® Between 2005 and 2017, delinquency The number of delinquency cases decreased substantially for all race
cases declined 61% for Asian4 youth, groups between 2005 and 2017
55% for white youth, 49% for black
youth, and 43% each for Hispanic® Number of cases
and American Indian® youth. 900,000
B The number of property offense 800,000
cases involving black youth and 700,000
Hispanic youth peaked in 2008 600,000 White
before decreasing through 2017 500,000
(47% and 57%, respectively). Black
400,000
® In 2017, the offense profile was 300,000 — Hispanic
similar to that of 2005 for all racial 200,000 — Tt — —l
groups. ’ T —————
100,000 Asian Amer. Indian
B The offense profile was similar for all e S WY W S X ”

0
races; property offenses accounted 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
for the largest proportion of case-
loads, followed by person, public

order, and drug offense cases. Number of cases

30,000 i
25,000 elinquency

4 The racial classification Asian includes 20.000 = o Amer. Indian

Asian, Native Hawaiian, and Other Pacific ' \‘_‘\\3 T~

Islander. 15,000 ASiéN’
10,000 4

5 Persons of Hispanic ethnicity are treated as 5000 [

a distinct race group and are excluded from ’ 0

the other four race groups, with one important
exception. Data provided to the Archive from
many jurisdictions did not include any means
to determine the ethnicity of American Indian
youth. Rather than assume ethnicity for these
youth, they are classified solely on their racial
classification; as such, the American Indian
group includes an unknown proportion of
Hispanic youth.

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Across all racial groups, property cases accounted for the largest

proportion of the delinquency caseload
6 The racial classification American Indian

(usually abbreviated as Amer. Indian) includes Offense profile of delinquency cases

American Indian and Alaskan Native. Most serious Amer.
offense White Black Hispanic Indian Asian
2017
Person 27% 33% 28% 26% 25%
Property 32 35 29 37 37
Drugs 17 7 16 17 14
Public order 24 26 27 19 24
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
2005
Person 24% 32% 22% 23% 21%
Property 40 32 35 41 44
Drugs 13 8 12 12 8
Public order 23 28 32 24 26
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of rounding.
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Race

Between 2005 and 2017, the number of cases decreased for all racial groups and offenses

White Black
Number of cases Number of cases
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20,000 1 Drugs 2,000 { Drugs
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Asian

Number of cases

12,000, Percent change in number of cases, 2005-2017:
10,000+ Most serious American
offense White Black  Hispanic Indian Asian
8,000 Delinquency  -55%  -49%  -43%  -43%  -61%
6,000¢ Publicorder Person -49 -46 -26 -36 -54
Property —65 -45 -53 -48 —68
4,000 Person Drugs -42 -55 -23 -17 -35
2,000 Public order -54 -53 -52 -55 -64
Drugs

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
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Race

Between 2005 and 2017, delinquency case rates declined for youth of all racial groups: 50% for whites, 44%
for blacks, 56% for Hispanics, 49% for American Indians, and 71% for Asians

m In 2017, the total delinquency case rate for white youth and Delinquency
Hispanic youth was similar (21.0 and 19.9, respectively). The

case rate for black juveniles (61.8) was about triple the rates 1023335 per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age

for white youth, Hispanic youth, and American Indian youth 01

(23.0), and more than 13 times the case rate for Asian youth 100

(4.7). Black
801

B In 2017, the person offense case rate for black juveniles
(20.4) was more than 3 times the rate for Hispanic youth 60 1
(5.6), white youth (5.8), and American Indian youth (6.0), and ! Hispanic
more than 17 times that of Asian youth (1.2). 401 )
M
B Case rates in 2017 were lower than in 2005 for each racial 20; ? N S S G|
group for all four offense categories. Asian | | oo

0 I I I ! !
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Person Property
Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
35 40
301 35
Black
5 ] 30
25
201
20
151
; 157 :
10 White ) Amer. Indian
5 Hispanic 5j 3 % e & & 1
e e e SR SR S S G Asian T ——
ob—Asian | | [ T N R R S S S S (D S S s
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Drugs Public order
Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
10 35
8 301
Black
251 Black
6 1 White 201
W Amer. Indian
15 &
4 . —
Amer. Indian T i i
] : : 108 Hispanic
5 Hispanic White
o i S N S S N G | 5 1
0 Asian IR 0 Asian | g
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
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In 2017, 44% of all delinquency cases involved white youth: 41% of per-
son offense cases, 43% of property offense cases, 56% of drug offense
cases, and 42% of public order offense cases

Proportion of delinquency cases
100%

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
Year

-White -Black .Hispanic -Other*

* Because American Indian and Asian proportions are too small to display individually, they
are combined in the category “Other races.”

Case rates for juveniles increased with age, regardless of race

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group

140
"
120 //
100 Bacy
80
v
60 pd . .
/ Amer. Indian Hispanic
40 /’ -
White
—— — Asian
0 ) G
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Age

Race

B In 2017, white youth made up 54%
of the U.S. population under juvenile
court jurisdiction, black youth 15%,
Hispanic youth 24%, American
Indian youth 2%, and Asian youth
6%.

Racial profile of delinquency cases:

Race 2005 2017
White 48% 44%
Black 33 35
Hispanic 16 18
American Indian 1 2
Asian 1 1
Total 100% 100%

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

m Although white youth represented
the largest share of the delinquency
caseload, their relative contribution
declined between 2005 and 2017,
from 48% to 44%.

B The proportion of delinquency cases
involving black youth, Hispanic
youth, and American Indian youth
increased between 2005 and 2017.

Racial profile of delinquency cases
by offense:

Public
Race Person Property Drugs order
2017
White 41% 43% 56% 42%
Black 39 37 18 36
Hispanic 17 16 22 19
Amer.

Indian 1 2 2 1
Asian 1 1 1 1
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
2005
White 44%  53% 57% 42%
Black 40 29 24 36
Hispanic 13 15 17 19
Amer.

Indian 1 2 2 1
Asian 1 2 1 1
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

® In 2017, the delinquency case rate
for 13-year-olds was more than 7
times the rate for 10-year-olds for
each racial group.
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Race

Case rates for person offenses in 2017 were lower than those in 2005 for all age groups for all races

Person offense case rates

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group

20
White
16 Age 17
Age 16
12
Ages 13-15

8 g

4 Ages 10-12

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
20

Hispanic

16

12

Ages 13-15

Ages 10-12

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
1 Asian
6 4
Age 17
5 (¢]
4 Age 16
3 4
Ages 13-15
2 4
11 Ages 10-12
0 - - - - - .
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
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Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
70

Black
60 Age 17

50 Age 16

40

30 Ages 13-15

Ages 10-12

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
20
Amer. Indian

16

Age 16 Age 17

12

Ages 13-15

Ages 10-12

—_—

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

B The pattern of decrease in person offense case rates was

similar for black, American Indian, and Hispanic youth
between 2005 and 2017; case rates decreased more for
younger youth (ages 10-12 and 13-15) than for older youth
(ages 16 and 17).

B For white youth, the relative decline in person offense case

rates between 2005 and 2017 was about the same for each
age group (between 41% and 46%). For Asian youth, the
decrease was greatest for youth ages 13-15, followed by
youth age 16 and age 17, and finally youth ages 10-12.

In 2017, person offense case rates for 17-year-olds
increased from the 2014 historic low level for Hispanic
youth, and the 2015 low level for American Indian youth.
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Race
Property offense case rates were at their lowest level in 2017 for nearly all age groups within each racial
category
Property offense case rates
Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
40+ 90+
Black
35; 801 Age 17
30 701 Age 16
o5 ] 60
501
20 Ades 13-15 40]
154 Ages 13-15
301
10 20
51 Ages 10-12 10 Ages 10-12
0

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
35
Hispanic
30
Age 16 Age 17

Ages 13-15

Ages 10-12

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
14;
121
101

<
8.

] Ages 13-15

_ Ages 10-12

6
4
2
0
2

005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
30

Amer. Indian

Age 17
Age 16

Ages 13=15

Ages 10-12

—_—

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Between 2005 and 2017, among all racial groups, prop-
erty offense case rates decreased more for youth ages
10-12 and 13-15, than youth age 16 and age 17.

Property offense case rates decreased the least for black
youth age 16 and age 17 (32% and 37 %, respectively),
and decreased the most for Asian youth ages 10-12 and
ages 13-15 (86% and 79%, respectively) between 2005
and 2017.
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Race

Drug offense case rates for all age groups within each racial category declined in the 13-year period 2005-2017

Drug offense case rates

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
20 401
4 354 Black
16
301
Age 17
12 251
] 20 Age 16
81 15
j Ages 13-15 101
4 W 4 Ages 13-15
| Ages 10-12 (x5)* 51 Ages 10-12 (x5)*
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group %alses per 1,000 juveniles in age group
16 1
Hispanic ) Age 17 Amer. Indian
14
101
12
10 8
8 6 Ages 13-15
6 Ages 13-15
4 4
4 A 10-12 (x5)* \_/\’/\_\_/
) ges 10-12 (x5) 24 Ages 10=12 (x5)*
\
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
4 4

Asian B Although changes in age specific case rates for drug

Age 17 offenses varied by racial group between 2005 and 2017,
3 case rates decreased for all age groups for all races.
Age 16 B Between 2005 and 2017, age-specific case rates for all
5| racial groups decreased by at least 20% for youth age 17,
while decreases in other age groups varied.
Ages 13-15

Ages 10-12 (x5)*

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

* Because of the relatively low volume of cases involving youth of all races ages 10-12 for drug offenses, their case rates are inflated by a factor
of 5 to display the trends over time.
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Race

In 2017, public order case rates were at the lowest level since 2005 for all age groups in all racial categories
except white youth younger than 17 and Asian youth ages 13-15

Public order offense case rates

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group ?8395 per 1,000 juveniles in age group
251 2
4 White 601
201 Age 17 50
Age 16
151 40
Ages 13-15 30
101 Ages 13-15
20 1
° 10
Ages 10-12 Ages 10-12
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group 2Csases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
35 1
30< Hispanic ) Amer. Indian
201
251 Age 17
Age 16 15 Age 16
20 1
r q
151 10
10 Ages 13+15 Ages 13-15
5 4
°] Ages 10-12 Ages 10-12
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
10

) Asian B Between 2005 and 2017, age-specific public order case

1 rates decreased least for white youth ages 10-12 (39%)
81 and most for Asian youth ages 13-15 (76%).
61 Age 16 m Case rates for white youth were at their lowest in either

| 2015 (ages 10-12) or 2016 (ages 13-15 and age 16) before
n Ages 13-15 increasing through 2017.

B Asian case rates decreased through 2016 for youth ages
2 13-15 and then increased slightly in 2017.
Ages 10-12

0 m  With the exception of white youth and American Indian

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 youth, public order case rates decreased more for youth
ages 10-12 and ages 13-15 than for youth age 16 and age

17 between 2005 and 2017.
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Race

For both males and females, case rates for black youth were higher than rates for all other racial groups for all
offense categories except drug offenses involving females

Person offense case rates Property offense case rates
Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
50 60
Male Male
501
40 Black Black
401
301
30 White

201 White 20 Hispanic
Hispanic Amer. Indian
101 ;
Amer. Indian 10 S,
| s X P— ) |
S — — — S WD D U U | Asian T ———

0 _Asian T e 0 SN Ry S S S S SN S S — c—

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
251 251

Female Female
20 1 201
Black Black
151 154
o . 1 White
1 White 101 Amer. Indian
) Amer. Indian 1 ; ;
54 . 5L ! I:hspaplc
Asian Hispanic T A | ——t—,
T ———— 0 Agen —~————
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

B For all years between 2005 and 2017, person offense case B Among males and females, property offense case rates
rates for black males were 3 to 4 times higher than the cor- were lower in 2017 than in 2005 for all racial groups.
responding rates for white, Hispanic, and American Indian

males, and 9 to 16 times higher than those for Asian males. ™ Between 2005 and 2017, cases involving Asian youth
showed the largest relative decrease in property offense

B In 2017, the person offense case rate for black females case rates. During this period, the property case rate for
(13.2) was 20 times the rate for Asian females (0.7) and 3 to Asian males decreased 76% and the rate for Asian females
4 times the rate for Hispanic females (3.3), white females decreased 75%.

(8.5), and American Indian females (4.3).
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Drug offense case rates Public order offense case rates
?ases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
8 45
|
161 Male 40, Male
4 351 Black
121 30
10; Hispanic White 25;
84 20’
1 Amer. Indian . .
6 Amer. Indian 15¢ Hispanic
41 104 ,
2 ettt t— 5= e iNite |
0 Asian T — 0 Asian D S S S WY )
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
4 20+
Female | Female
[ 16 4
31 Amer. Indian Black
121
White
24 Hispanic ]
\m °
] Amer. Indian
I Black 4] white
P — e — — S S S S l-lispanic
ol | JAsign | | | [ | [ T | ol [ Asen | TTT—d—————
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
B For all years between 2005 and 2017, drug offense case B Between 2005 and 2017, cases involving Asian youth
rates were higher for black males than for males of all showed the largest relative decrease in public order offense
other races. In 2017, the rate for black males (7.0) was case rates for males and females. During this period, the
about 7 times the rate for Asian males, and at least 1.4 public order case rate for Asian males decreased 73% and
times the rate for white males, Hispanic males, and the rate for Asian females decreased 71%.
American Indian males.
B In 2017, the public order offense case rate for black males
B In 2017, the drug offense case rate for American Indian was nearly 3 times the rate for Hispanic males, more than 3
females was higher than the corresponding rate for all times the rate for both white males and American Indian
other race groups: 1.3 times the rate for white youth, dou- males, and more than 13 times the rate for Asian males.

ble the rates for Hispanic youth and black youth, and more
than 7 times the rate for Asian youth.
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Chapter 3

National Estimates of
Delinquency Case Processing

This chapter quantifies the flow of delin-
quency cases referred to juvenile court

through the stages of the juvenile court
system as follows.

Referral: An agency or individual files a
complaint with court intake that initiates
court processing. Cases can be
referred to court intake by a number of
sources, including law enforcement
agencies, social service agencies,
schools, parents, probation officers,
and victims.

Detention: Juvenile courts sometimes
hold youth in secure detention facilities
during court processing to protect the
community, to ensure a juvenile’s
appearance at subsequent court hear-
ings, to secure the juvenile’s own safety,
or for the purpose of evaluating the
juvenile. This report describes the use
of detention between court referral and
case disposition only, although juveniles
can be detained by police prior to refer-
ral and also by the courts after disposi-
tion while awaiting placement
elsewhere.

Intake: Formal processing of a case
involves the filing of a petition that
requests an adjudicatory or waiver
hearing. Informally processed cases, on
the other hand, are handled without a
petition and without an adjudicatory or
waiver hearing.

Waiver: One of the first decisions made
at intake is whether a case should be
processed in the criminal (adult) justice
system rather than in the juvenile court.
Most states have more than one mech-
anism for transferring cases to criminal
court: prosecutors may have the
authority to file certain juvenile cases
directly in criminal court; state statute
may order that cases meeting certain
age and offense criteria be excluded
from juvenile court jurisdiction and filed
directly in criminal court; and a juvenile
court judge may waive juvenile court
jurisdiction in certain juvenile cases,
thus authorizing a transfer to criminal
court. This report describes those cases
that were transferred to criminal court
by judicial waiver only.

Adjudication: At an adjudicatory hear-
ing, a youth may be adjudicated
(judged) delinquent if the juvenile court
determines that the youth did commit
the offense(s) charged in the petition. If
the youth is adjudicated, the case pro-
ceeds to a disposition hearing. Alterna-
tively, a case can be dismissed or con-
tinued in contemplation of dismissal. In
these cases where the youth is not
adjudicated delinquent, the court can
recommend that the youth take some
actions prior to the final adjudication
decision, such as paying restitution or
voluntarily attending drug counseling.
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Disposition: Disposition options
include commitment to an institution

or other residential facility, probation
supervision, or a variety of other sanc-
tions, such as community service, resti-
tution or fines, or referral to an outside
agency or treatment program. This

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

report characterizes case disposition
by the most severe or restrictive sanc-
tion. For example, although most youth
in out-of-home placements are also
technically on probation, in this report
cases resulting in placement are not
included in the probation group.

This chapter describes case process-
ing by offense and by demographics
(age, gender, and race) of the juveniles
involved, focusing on cases disposed
in 2017 and examining trends from
2005 through 2017.
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Referral

Law enforcement agencies are the primary source of delinquency
referrals to juvenile court
B Between 2005 and 2017, law en-

I:gaco}ent of cases referred by law enforcement forcement agencies were the primary
>]__Drugs Property source of delinquency referrals for
90% each year.
80% Person
70% E In 2017, 81% of all delinquency
60% A - cases were referred by law enforce-
ment; however, there were variations
50% across offense categories.
40%
30% m Law enforcement agencies referred
20% 90% of drug law violation cases,
92% of property offense cases, 87%
10% of person offense cases, and 57% of
O(y;OOS 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 public order offense cases in 2017.

B For each year between 2005 and
2017, public order offense cases
had the smallest proportion of
cases referred to court by law
enforcement. This may be attributed
in part to the fact that this offense
category contains probation viola-
tions and contempt-of-court cases,
which are most often referred by
court personnel.

Drug and property offense cases were most likely to be referred by law
enforcement, compared with other offense types

Proportion of cases
100%

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

B Law enforcement referred a smaller
proportion of all delinquency cases
in 2017 (81%) than in 2005 (84 %).

Delinquency Person Property Drugs Public Order

| [l Law enforcement referral

- Total other referrals |

Source of referral profile, 2017:

Public
Referral source Delinquency Person Property Drugs order
Law enforcement 81% 87% 92% 90% 57%
School 4 4 1 5 5
Relative 1 2 1 1 2
Other 14 8 6 4 36
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.
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Detention

B The number of delinquency cases
involving detention decreased 48%
between 2005 and 2017 to its lowest
level in the analysis period. The larg-
est relative decline since 2005 was
for drug offense cases involving
detention, down 57%, compared
with 51% for public order offenses,
47% for property offenses, and 43%
for person offenses.

B Despite the decrease in the volume
of delinquency cases involving
detention, the proportion of cases
detained was slightly larger in 2017
(26%) than in 2005 (24%).

B Between 2005 and 2017, the use of
detention decreased for drug law
violation cases (from 23% to 16%),
while the use of detention increased
for all other offenses. The use of
detention increased from 31% to
33% for person offense cases, from
19% to 23% for property offense
cases, and from 26% to 27% for
public order offense cases.

Offense profile of detained
delinquency cases:

Most serious

offense 2005 2017
Person 33% 37%
Property 29 29
Drugs 10 8
Public order 28 26
Total 100% 100%

Number of cases 410,500 213,700

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

B Compared with 2005, the offense
characteristics of the 2017 detention
caseload had a larger proportion of
person offenses and slightly smaller
proportions of drug and public order
offenses.
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The number of cases involving detention decreased between 2005 and
2017 for all offense categories

Number of cases
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120,000 3
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60,000
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40,000 Drugs
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Between 2005 and 2017, the proportions of cases involving detention
increased slightly for person, property, and public order offense cases
and decreased for drug offense cases

Percent of cases detained

35%
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Black and Hispanic youth represented a larger share of the overall
detention caseload than of the overall delinquency caseload in 2017

Percent of cases
50%
45% | 44% Delinquency
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

35% 35%

2% 2% 1%

1% |

0%
White Black Hispanic ~ Amer. Indian Asian
| [l Cases referred [ cases detained
Proportion of caseload Proportion of caseload
50% 50%

A 43% Person

Property

40% A 40% 4
30% |

20%

30% 4
20% 4

10% 4 10% |

0%

0%

White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic
Proportion of caseload Proportion of caseload
60% 1 56% 50%

Drugs

50% Public order

40%+
30%

40% | 36% 37%

30% 1 27% -

20% 1

20%+
10%
0%-

10%

0%
White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic

Note: Proportions for American Indian and Asian youth are not shown in the offense
graphs above because their percentages are too small for display.

Detention

In 2017, black youth accounted for
35% of the overall delinquency
caseload, compared with 40% of the
overall detention caseload. Hispanic
youth accounted for 18% of the
overall delinquency caseload and
22% of the overall detention case-
load.

White youth accounted for a smaller
proportion of the detention caseload
(35%) compared with the delinquen-
cy caseload (44%).

Black and Hispanic youth accounted
for larger proportions of the cases
detained than of the cases referred
for all offense categories in 2017.

White youth accounted for a smaller
proportion of the cases detained
than of the cases referred for all
offense categories in 2017.
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Detention

Age

B In each year from 2005 through
2017, delinquency cases involving
youth age 16 or older were more
likely to be detained than were cases
involving youth age 15 or younger.

B For all years between 2005 and
2017, person offense cases were
more likely to involve detention than
were other offenses for both youth
age 15 and younger and those age
16 and older.

Gender

B In 2017, male juveniles charged with
delinquency offenses were more like-
ly than females to be held in secure
facilities while awaiting court disposi-
tion. Overall in 2017, 28% of male
delinquency cases involved deten-
tion, compared with 21% of female
cases.

Offense profile of detained
delinquency cases by gender, 2017:

Most serious

offense Male Female
Person 35% 44%
Property 31 22
Drugs 9 7
Public order 26 27
Total 100% 100%
Race

m Cases involving white youth were
less likely to be detained than cases
involving all other racial groups for
most years between 2005 and 2017
across offense categories.

B In 2017, person and public order
offense cases involving Hispanic
youth were more likely to involve
detention (38% each) than those
involving all other races.
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Detention was more likely for cases involving older youth than
younger youth, and for cases involving males than females

Percentage of cases detained

Most serious Age 15 Age 16

offense and younger and older Male Female
2017

Delinquency 25% 27% 28% 21%
Person 31 35 35 27
Property 23 24 26 15
Drugs 16 16 18 13
Public order 25 30 29 22
2005

Delinquency 24% 26% 26% 20%
Person 30 34 33 28
Property 18 20 22 13
Drugs 22 23 23 19
Public order 24 28 27 23

Detention was more likely for cases involving Hispanic youth
than cases involving youth of other racial groups

Percentage of cases detained

Most serious American

offense White Black Hispanic Indian Asian
2017

Delinquency 21% 30% 32% 26% 25%
Person 28 35 38 33 30
Property 18 28 27 22 19
Drugs 13 22 21 16 15
Public order 22 28 38 35 33
2005

Delinquency 21% 27% 29% 25% 24%
Person 29 32 37 31 33
Property 17 22 22 20 18
Drugs 17 32 27 21 20
Public order 24 25 32 32 27
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Intake Decision

Each year between 2005 and 2017, delinquency cases were more W Between 2005 and 2017, the likeli-
likely to be handled formally, with the filing of a petition for hood that a delinquency case would

ST . be handled informally (without filing a
adjudication, than informally petition for adjudication) decreased

Delinquency cases at a similar rate as formally handled
1,000,000 cases. As the overall delinquency
caseload decreased 51% between
2005 and 2017, the number of non-
petitioned cases decreased 54% to
its lowest level in 2017, and the

800,000 .
Petitioned

600,000 e
’ o number of petitioned cases
Nonpetition

onpetitioned decreased 49%.

400,000
B The largest relative decrease in the
number of petitioned cases between

200,000

2005 and 2017 was seen in property
offense cases (52%), followed by

0 drug offense cases and public order
son offense cases (43%).

Offense profile of delinquency

cases, 2017:
Most serious
offense Nonpetitioned Petitioned
Regardless of offense type, the number of petitioned cases decreased Person 29% 30%
between 2005 and 2017 Property 30 30
Petitioned cases Drugs 16 11
350,000 ] Public order 23 27
— — 0, 0,
300,000 = — Total 100% 100%
Public order N\ Number
250,000 N \Property of cases 352,500 466,400
200,000 Person Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.
150,000 r m In 2017, the offense profiles of non-
100,000 Drugs petitioned and petitioned delinquen-
cy cases were similar but the nonpe-
50,000 titioned caseload had a greater
0 proportion of drug law violations and
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 a smaller proportion of public order

offenses.
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Intake Decision

The overall likelihood of formal han-
dling was greater for more serious
offenses within the same general
offense category. In 2017, for exam-
ple, 72% of aggravated assault

In 2017, juvenile courts petitioned 57% of all delinquency cases

Petitioned delinquency  Younger

Percentage
of total

Percentage of all

petitioned cases, 2017

cases were handled formally, com- Most serious offense cases cases than 16 Female = White
pared with 50% of simple assault Total delinquency 466,400 57% 50% 24% 40%
cases. Similarly, 73% of burglary Total person 138,000 57 56 27 37
cases and 76% of motor vehicle Criminal homicide 900 82 30 12 30
theft cases were handled formally by Rape 6,100 73 63 3 53
juvenile courts, compared with 48% Robbery 18,200 85 46 11 13
of larceny-theft and 46% of tres- Aggravated assault 19,300 72 51 23 30
passing cases. Simple assault 76,500 50 59 35 40
Other violent sex offenses 5,500 73 73 4 59
Youth younger than 16 accounted Other person offenses 11,500 49 57 28 51
for 50% of the delinquency cases Total property 151,300 57 53 20 39
handled formally by juvenile courts Burglary 39,300 73 53 9 36
in 2017; females accounted for 24% k/la"fe”y'tl:‘,elﬂ heft ‘:’gggg ‘712 28 gg ‘218
and white youth accounted for 40% otor venicie the s
of pgvtiti'on L e ° Arson 1,600 66 70 16 54
’ Vandalism 22,100 53 59 18 51
Between 2005 and 2017, the likeli- Trespassing 10,900 46 55 18 37
hood of formal processing increased: Stolen property offenses 6,900 80 45 12 25
: Other property offenses 3,800 56 46 26 50
f 56% to 61% fi bl d
;:Srgs fr;m052% °to°g$(;) f'ocrorroer_ Drug law violations 52,000 48 33 21 55
orty offenss asss, and from P to Total public order 125,100 61 45 26 40
57% f'i’ Obstruction of justice 77,800 74 39 26 38
o Tor person ofiense cases. Disorderly conduct 22,600 44 61 35 43
Weapons offenses 11,300 62 a7 9 28
In 2017, 48% of drug offense cases . s ’
were petitioned—a Igwer percentage Liquor law violations 1,400 30 33 30 58
than in 2005. when 56% were peti- Nonviolent sex offenses 6,200 52 57 17 58
’ ° P Other public order offenses 5,900 43 50 22 50

tioned.

Between 2005 and 2009, property
offense cases were less likely than
cases in each of the other general
offense categories to be handled
with a petition for adjudication; since
2010, drug offense cases were the
least likely.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.

Between 2005 and 2017, the use of formal processing increased in all
general offense categories except drug offense cases

Percent of cases petitioned
70%
Person Public order

° ° e ° L 4

—
e m—

60%

50%
Drugs
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
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Intake Decision

Formal processing was more likely for cases involving Age
older youth than younger youth, and more likely for

cases involving males than females W In each year between 2005 and

2017, delinquency cases involving

Percentage of cases petitioned juveniles age 16 or older were more
Most serious Age 15 Age 16 likely to be petitioned than were
offense and younger  and older Male Female cases involving younger juveniles.
2017 B In 2017, 54% of delinquency cases
Delinquency 54% 60% 60% 49% involving youth age 15 or younger
Person 54 61 60 50 were petitioned, compared with 60%
Property 56 59 61 45 of cases involving older youth.
Drugs 43 51 51 42
Public order 56 66 63 56 Gend
2005 ender
Delinquency 51% 58% 57% 47% B Between 2005 and 2017, the likeli-
Person 53 59 58 49 hood of formal case processing for
Property 49 55 56 40 delinquency cases increased slightly
Drugs 53 59 58 48 for males (from 57% to 60%) and
Public order 52 61 58 52 females (from 47% to 49%).

B Between 2005 and 2017, for both
males and females, the likelihood of
formal case processing decreased
for drug offense cases (down 7 and
6 percentage points, respectively).
The use of formal case processing
increased slightly for all other offense

Between 2005 and 2017, the likelihood of formal processing
increased for cases involving all race groups except Asian

youth types for both males and females,
Percentage of cases petitioned with the Iqrgest increases occurring
. . for males involved in property and
Most serious American bli d p d
offense White Black Hispanic Indian Asian public or. ero en.se cases an
females involved in property offense
2017 cases (up 5 percentage points each).
Delinquency 52% 63% 56% 58% 53%
Person 52 62 57 58 56
Property 52 64 55 61 46 Race
Drugs 47 58 44 46 43 B The proportion of delinquency cases
Public order 58 65 61 62 68 petitioned decreased between 2005
2005 and 2017 for Asian youth (down 3
Delinquency 51% 59% 53% 56% 56% percentage points), and increased
Person 51 60 55 55 61 between 1 and 4 percentage points
Property 49 57 50 51 51 for all other race groups.
Drugs 51 70 55 50 59
Public order 56 58 53 66 62 B For each year between 2005 and

2017, drug offense cases involving
black juveniles were more likely to be
petitioned than were such cases
involving any other racial group.
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Waiver

B Between 2005 and 2017, the number The number of cases judicially waived to criminal court decreased 42%
of delinquency cases waived to crim- between 2005 and 2017
inal court was at its highest in 2006

(6,900). Despite an increase between Cases judicially waived to criminal court

2015 and 2017, the number of cases 7,000
waived in 2017 was 45% below the
2006 level. 6,000
Total delinquency
B The number of judicially waived per- 5,000

son offense cases increased 10%

between 2005 and 2008, fell 49% to 4,000
its lowest level in 2015, and then 3,000
increased 25% by 2017. Despite the

recent increase, the number of per- 2,000
son offense cases judicially waived in 1000
2017 was 30% less than the number ’

in 2005. 0

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

B The number of drug offense cases
judicially waived remained stable
between 2005 and 2008 before fall-
ing 63% by 2017.

B For public order offenses, the num-
ber of waived cases decreased 45%
between 2005 and 2017.
Since 2005, the number of cases judicially waived to criminal court
B Between 2005 and 2017, the largest decreased the most for drug offenses (63%), followed by property

number of judicially waived cases (50%), public order (45%), and person offenses (30%)
involved person offense cases.

m Historically, the number of cases Cases judicially waived to criminal court

judicially waived declined after 1994 3:500
and may be attributable in part to 3,000
the large increase in the number of
states that passed legislation exclud- 2,500 Person
ing certain serious offenses from 5 0004 I~ \Property
juvenile court jurisdiction and legisla- ’ —— \
tion permitting the prosecutor to file 1.500 —~—
certain cases directly in criminal ' \/ N~
court. 1,000 Drugs —
e e S =
Public order b ————e—9
.(2)005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
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For all years from 2005 to 2017, cases involving person offense cases

were most likely to be judicially waived

Percent of petitioned cases judicially waived to criminal court

1.6%
- - Person - ,/
—
1.2% /
0.8% Drugs | _—~_
| — ~—T—
Property
0.4%
s —=9
PL||bI|c order
0.0%
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Between 2005 and 2017, the offense profile of the judicially waived
caseload changed slightly—the share of person offense cases
increased while the share of most other offense cases decreased

Proportion of judicially waived delinquency cases
100%
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Waiver

During the reporting period, the like-
lihood of waiver for person offense
cases was at its highest level in
2017.

Between 2005 and 2017, the pro-
portion of property and public order
offense cases that were judicially
waived fluctuated, with the likeli-
hood of waiver being slightly higher
in 2017 than in 2005.

Despite some fluctuation in the latter
years of the analysis period, the pro-
portion of judicially waived drug
offense cases was lower in 2017
than in 2005.

The proportion of the waived case-
load involving person offenses grew
between 2005 and 2017. In 2005,
person offense cases accounted for
46% of the waived caseload; by
2017, person offense cases were
55% of the waived caseload.

The proportion of all waived delin-
quency cases that involved a prop-
erty offense as the most serious
charge was 31% in 2005 and 27%
in 2017, and ranged between 29%
and 33% over the time period.

Drug offense cases represented
14% of the judicially waived cases
in 2005 and 9% in 2017.

Between 2005 and 2017, public
order offense cases comprised 8%
to 11% of the waived caseload.
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Waiver
Age Cases involving juveniles age 16 or older were much more
likely to be judicially waived to criminal court than those
B In 2017, 1.4% of all petitioned delin- involving younger juveniles
quency cases involving juveniles age
16 or older were waived to criminal Percentage of petitioned cases judicially waived
court, compared with 0.2% of cases Most serious Age 15 Age 16
involving younger juveniles. offense and younger and older Male Female
2017
® For both age groups, the probability Delinquency 0.2% 1.4% 1.0% 0.2%
of waiver remained relatively stable
between 2005 and 2017. Person 04 8.0 19 0.4
Property 0.1 1.3 0.8 0.3
Drugs 0.1 0.9 0.8 0.2
Gender Public order 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.1
. 2005
B The proportion of person offense i
cases judicially waived increased Delinquency 0.2% 1.4% 0.9% 0.3%
from 1.6% in 2005 to 1.9% in 2017 Person 0.4 2.7 1.6 0.4
for males. Property 0.1 1.4 0.7 0.3
Drugs 0.1 1.3 1.0 0.4
B The proportion of drug offense Public order 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.1
cases judicially waived decreased
from 1.0% in 2005 to 0.8% in 2017
for males and from 0.4% to 0.2% for
females.
Race Person offense cases involving black youth were more likely

than cases involving white youth to be judicially waived
B The likelihood of judicial waiver

among cases involving white youth Percentage of petitioned cases judicially waived

was slightly lower in 2017 (0.6%) Most serious American

than in 2005 (0.7%); the likelihood offense White Black Hispanic Indian Asian

for cases involving black youth was 2017

higher in 2017 (1.19) than in 2005 Delinquency 06%  1.1% 06%  0.8% 0.4%

(0.8%). Person 1.1 2.1 1.2 1.8 1.0

Propert 0.6 0.9 0.4 0.5 0.2

B In 2017, cases involvling person Drqu y 0.5 0.9 0.7 11 0.0

offenses were more likely than other Public order 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.4

offenses to be waived for youth of

T 2005
all races: 1.1% among white juve- .
niles, 2.1% among black juveniles Delinquency 0.7% 0.8% 0.6% 0.9% 0.5%
1.2% among Hispanic youth, 1.8% iersor;t ;g (1)2 ;g ;g ;i
among American Indian juveniles, roperty : : : : :
and 1.0% among Asian juveniles. Drugs 08 1.2 0.5 0.6 0.2
Public order 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.3
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The number of delinquency cases judicially waived to criminal court
was lower in 2017 than in 2005 for all race groups

Delinquency cases judicially waived to criminal court
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2,000

1,500

Black

1,000 Hispanic
500

0
2005 2007 2009

Cases judicially waived to criminal court
2,000
Person
1,600 Black

1,200

800 White

400 Hispanic

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases judicially waived to criminal court
5

Drugs
400 .
hite
300
200 Black
Hispanic

100

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

1,200 1
1,000 1

2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases judicially waived to criminal court

Property

800 1
600 1
400 {

200 ‘%

0 —
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases judicially waived to criminal court
400 4

| Public order
300: White
200: Black
100 '_’\/\H—'m..—«._.
0

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Waiver

B The number of judicially waived
cases involving white youth declined
60% between 2005 and 2017.

B For black juveniles, the number of
judicially waived cases increased
16% between 2005 and 2008, fell
45% to its lowest level in 2015, and
then increased 26% by 2017.

B The number of judicially waived
cases involving Hispanic youth
increased 19% between 2005 and
2007 and decreased 58% to its low-
est level in 2015 before a slight
increase in 2017.

B Between 2005 and 2017, the number
of judicially waived cases decreased
the most for drug offenses involving
black youth (75%) and property
offenses involving white youth (71%).

Offense profile of waived cases:

Most serious

offense White  Black Hispanic
2017

Person 46% 60% 62%
Property 31 27 18
Drugs 13 5 15
Public order 10 9 5
Total 100% 100% 100%
2005

Person 33 58 55
Property 42 19 26
Drugs 14 15 11
Public order 10 8 8
Total 100% 100% 100%

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding. Offense profiles are not presented
for American Indian and Asian youth because
counts were too small to calculate meaningful
percentages.

B In 2017, person offense cases
accounted for the largest proportion
of judicially waived cases for all racial
groups.

B The proportion of person cases
waived was largest for Hispanic
youth compared with all other race
groups in 2017.
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Adjudication

B In 2005, 34% of all delinquency The proportion of formally processed delinquency cases that resulted
cases resulted in either adjudication in a delinquency adjudication or waiver changed little since 2005
of delinquency or waiver to criminal
court. This proportion decreased to

31% in 2017. 1F’(n)‘(c;op/ortion of delinquency cases
b -
B In general, the likelihood of being 90% I I I I I I I I I I I I
adjudicated delinquent was greater 80% - I I I I I I I I I I I I
for more serious offenses within the 70% | I I I I I I I I I I I I
same general offense category. 60% RN
m  Within the 2017 person offense cat- 50% I I I I I I I I I I I I
egory, 57% of petitioned aggravated 40% - I I I I I I I I I I I I
assault cases were adjudicated 30% | I I I I I I I I I I I I
delinquent, compared with 47% of 20% | E R R R R R
simple assault cases. 10% | I I I I I I I I I I I I
B In the property offense category in 0% - I I I I I I I I I I I I
2017, similar proportions of peti- 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
tioned burglary and motor vehicle [ Nonpetitioned
theft cases were adjudicated delin- Bl Petitioned: not adiudiciated deii ;
quent (59% and 58%, respectively), ettioned: hot adjudiciated delinquen
Compared with 50% of Iarceny—theft [ Petitioned: adjudicated delinquent or judicially waived
cases.
B Among public order offenses in
2017, 59% of obstruction of justice
cases were adjudicated delinquent,
compared Wit}': 48% of disordqer|y In 2017, youth were adjudicated delinquent in more than half (53%) of
conduct cases. petitioned delinquency cases Percentage Percentage of all
B Youth younger than 16 accounted Cases of total adjudicated cases, 2017
for 50% of all adjudicated delin- , adjudicated  petitioned younger ,
quency cases handled by juvenile Most serious offense delinquent cases than 16 Female = White
courts in 2017, females accounted Total delinquency 248,100 53% 50% 21% 1%
for 21%, and white youth accounted Total person 71,200 52 56 24 37
for 41%. CR)riminaI homicide s 288 451(75 gg 1;1 gg
ape ,
Robbe! 11,600 63 47 10 13
Aggravrgted assault 11,000 57 50 22 30
Simple assault 35,700 47 59 32 40
Other violent sex offenses 3,200 59 73 4 61
Other person offenses 6,000 52 58 24 52
Total property 80,600 53 54 17 40
Burglary 23,300 59 54 7 36
Larceny-theft 26,800 50 52 25 42
Motor vehicle theft 7,500 58 52 19 30
Arson 900 52 71 15 54
Vandalism 10,900 50 58 18 52
Trespassing 5,000 46 56 19 39
Stolen property offenses 4,100 60 47 11 26
Other property offenses 2,100 54 49 24 56
Drug law violations 26,700 51 35 20 55
Public order offenses 69,600 56 45 24 40
Obstruction of justice 45,800 59 40 25 38
Disorderly conduct 10,900 48 64 33 47
Weapons offenses 6,200 55 44 8 25
Liquor law violations 700 49 36 29 60
Nonviolent sex offenses 3,200 52 59 12 59
Other public order offenses 2,800 47 51 20 51

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.
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Between 2005 and 2017, the number of cases in which youth were
adjudicated delinquent decreased 55%

Cases adjudicated delinquent
600,000

500,000
Total delinquency
400,000
300,000
200,000

100,000

0
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Since 2005, the number of cases adjudicated delinquent decreased for
all general offense categories

Cases adjudicated delinquent
200,000 1

160,000 & Ptiblic c:rder‘ \

\
120,000
80,000
40,000 Drugs
0
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Adjudication

B The annual number of delinquency
cases in which youth were adjudi-
cated delinquent steadily decreased
from 555,400 in 2005 to its lowest
level in 2017 (248,100).

B The number of adjudicated property
offense cases was at its lowest level
in 2017 (from 193,400 in 2005 to
80,600 in 2017).

B The number of adjudicated person
offense cases decreased 49% from
140,200 cases in 2005 to 71,200
cases in 2017.

B The number of adjudicated cases
decreased 58% for drug offense
cases and 56% for public order
cases between 2005 and 2017.

Offense profile of cases adjudicated
delinquent:

Most serious

offense 2005 2017
Person 25% 28%
Property 35 32
Drugs 11 11
Public order 29 29
Total 100% 100%

Cases adjudicated
delinquent

555,400 248,100

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

B Compared with 2005, the 2017 adju-
dicated delinquency caseload includ-
ed a greater proportion of person
offense cases, a smaller proportion
of property offense cases, and equal
proportions of drug and public order
offenses.
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Adjudication

[ | The Iikelihood of a delinquency. adju- The likelihood of delinquency adjudication decreased from 61% of
dication was less in 2017 than in petitioned cases in 2005 to 53% in 2017
2005 for all offense types (by 6 to 10

percentage points).
Percent of petitioned cases adjudicated delinquent

. . . . . 9
B The likelihood of adjudication among 70%
cases involving a property offense 60%
decreased from 61% to 53% Total delinW\
between 2005 and 2017. 50%
B The likelihood of adjudication among 40%
drug offense cases followed a simi- .
lar pattern, decreasing from 61% to 30%
0,
51% between 2005 and 2017. 20%
B Among public order cases, the likeli- 10%
hood of adjudication decreased from
64% to 56% between 2005 and 0%
2017. 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
B Cases involving public order offens-
es were slightly more likely than any
other offense to result in a delin-
quency adjudication each year B o i Porcent of petitioned dudicated deli "
between 2005 and 2017. I;Szze_nt of petitioned cases adjudicated delinquent 7852?” of petitioned cases adjudicated delinquen
60% fm 60% 1
50% 1 Person 50% A Property
40% 1 40% 1
30% A 30% 1
20% - 20% 1
10% 10% 1
0% +———————————— %+
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Percent of petitioned cases adjudicated delinquent Percent of petitioned cases adjudicated delinquent
70% 70% 1
60% \ 60% 1 | T | ———
50% | Drugs 50% | Public order
40% A 40%
30% A 30%
20% A 20%
10% 10% |
0% +——" %+
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2000 2011 2013 2015 2017
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Cases involving younger juveniles were slightly more likely to
be adjudicated delinquent than those involving older juveniles

Percentage of petitioned cases adjudicated delinquent

Most serious Age 15 Age 16

offense and younger and older Male Female
2017

Delinquency 54% 53% 55% 48%
Person 52 52 54 46
Property 54 52 55 47
Drugs 55 50 52 49
Public order 55 56 57 51
2005

Delinquency 62% 60% 62% 58%
Person 59 56 60 53
Property 62 60 62 56
Drugs 64 60 61 62
Public order 64 64 64 62

Delinquency cases involving black youth were less likely
to result in a delinquency adjudication than were cases
involving youth of all other races

Percentage of petitioned cases adjudicated delinquent

Most serious American

offense White Black Hispanic Indian Asian
2017

Delinquency 53% 50% 59% 57% 53%
Person 51 50 58 53 51
Property 54 51 58 55 53
Drugs 52 48 54 60 48
Public order 56 51 63 60 57
2005

Delinquency 62% 58% 65% 67% 62%
Person 59 55 63 65 64
Property 62 58 64 66 58
Drugs 62 59 64 68 59
Public order 65 60 68 70 68

Adjudication

Age

For youth age 15 and younger, per-
son offense cases were less likely
than other offense categories to be
adjudicated delinquent for each year
between 2005 and 2017.

For drug offense cases involving
juveniles age 16 and older, the likeli-
hood of adjudication decreased from
60% to 50% between 2005 and
2017.

Gender

Between 2005 and 2017, male cases
generally were more likely to be
adjudicated delinquent than were
female cases.

Between 2005 and 2017, for
females, the likelihood of a delin-
quency adjudication decreased for
all offense types (between 7 and 13
percentage points).

Race

Between 2005 and 2017, the likeli-
hood of a delinquency adjudication
decreased 9 percentage points for
white youth, and 8 percentage points
for black youth, and 6 percentage
points for Hispanic youth.

In 2017, cases involving Hispanic

juveniles were more likely to result
in a delinquency adjudication than
cases involving all other races.
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Dispositions: Out-of-Home Placement

B The number of cases adjudicated The number of cases adjudicated delinquent that resulted in out-of-

delinquent that resulted in out-of- home placement decreased from 152,000 in 2005 to 69,700 in 2017
home placement decreased 55%

from 2005 to its lowest level in 2016,

then increased slightly in 2017. ?gg%sogdjudicated delinquent, resulting in out-of-home placement
B Between 2005 and 2017, the number ’

of cases involving the use of out-of- 140,000

home placement decreased 67 % for 120,000

drug offense cases, 57% for public Total delinquency

order offense cases, 55% for prop- 100,000

erty offense cases, and 46% for per- 80,000

son offense cases.

60,000

B Public order offense cases include 40,000

escapes from institutions, weapons

offenses, and probation and parole 20,000

violations. This may help to explain 0

the relatively high number of public 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

order offense cases involving out-of-
home placement.

Offense profile of cases
adjudicated delinquent, resulting
in out-of-home placement:

Most serious In 2017, the number of cases adjudicated delinquent that resulted in

offense 2005 2017 . .
out-of-home place was at its lowest level for public order offenses
Person 27% 31%
Property 33 32
Drugs 9 7 Cases adjudicated delinquent, resulting in out-of-home placement
Public order 31 30 50,000 g

p [)
Total 100%  100% Pubm\

. 40,000
Cases resulting
in out-of-home

placement 152,000 69,700 30,000
Propert

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of p,_y‘
rounding. 20,000 »
B In 2005 and 2017, property offense 10,000 Drugs

cases accounted for the largest ’

share of cases adjudicated delin-

quent that resulted in out-of-home 0

placement. 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
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|
Dispositions: Out-of-Home Placement

The court ordered out-of-home placement in 28% of all cases adjudicated

delinquent in 2017

Percent of cases adjudicated delinquent, resulting in out-of-home placement
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B The proportion of adjudicated delin-

quency cases that resulted in out-
of-home placement was very stable
over the period 2005 to 2017, rang-
ing from 28% to 26%.

The likelihood that an adjudicated
case would result in out-of-home
placement was also very stable
between 2005 and 2017 for person,
property, and public order offense
cases.

The proportion of drug offense
cases resulting in out-of-home
placement declined from 22% in
2005 to 18% in 2017.
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Dispositions: Out-of-Home Placement

Age

Unlike all other offense categories in
2017, drug offense cases involving
juveniles age 16 or older adjudicated
delinquent were slightly less likely to
result in out-of-home placement
than were cases involving youth age
15 or younger.

Between 2005 and 2017, the use of
out-of-home placement for youth
age 15 and younger declined for
drug and public order offense cases,
and increased slightly for person and
property offense cases. For youth
age 16 and older, the use of out-of-
home placement declined for drug
offense cases and increased slightly
for all other offense types.

Gender

For males in 2017, person and pub-
lic order offense cases adjudicated
delinquent were most likely to result
in out-of-home placement (33% and
32%, respectively), followed by
property cases (30%), and cases
involving drug offenses (19%).

For females in 2017, adjudicated
person and public order offense
cases were most likely to result in
out-of-home placement (24% each),
followed by property cases (20%)
and drug offense cases (14%).

Race

After adjudication, the likelihood of
out-of-home placement in 2017 was
greater for Hispanic youth (33%)
than for black (32%), American
Indian (26%), white (22%), or Asian
youth (18%).

The proportion of cases adjudicated
delinquent that resulted in out-of-
home-placement was smaller in
2017 than in 2005 for white and
Asian youth, and greater for all other
race groups.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

Between 2005 and 2017, the likelihood of out-of-home
placement remained relatively stable but varied by offense

Percentage of petitioned cases adjudicated delinquent,
resulting in out-of-home placement

Most serious Age 15 Age 16

offense and younger and older Male Female
2017

Delinquency 26% 30% 30% 22%
Person 28 34 33 24
Property 26 30 30 20
Drugs 18 17 19 14
Public order 26 33 32 24
2005

Delinquency 26% 29% 29% 22%
Person 27 32 31 23
Property 24 28 28 18
Drugs 21 23 23 17
Public order 28 32 32 25

In 2017, adjudicated public order cases involving Hispanic
youth were most likely to receive a disposition of out-of-home
placement, across all offense and racial categories

Percentage of petitioned cases adjudicated delinquent,
resulting in out-of-home placement

Most serious American

offense White Black Hispanic Indian Asian
2017

Delinquency 22% 32% 33% 26% 18%
Person 25 33 35 32 23
Property 22 33 32 26 13
Drugs 14 24 21 19 NA
Public order 23 33 37 24 22
2005

Delinquency 24% 31% 32% 24% 24%
Person 26 31 32 27 28
Property 23 30 29 23 23
Drugs 16 31 27 18 22
Public order 27 31 36 25 23

NA: Data are not presented because the small number of cases produces
unstable estimates.
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Dispositions: Probation

The number of cases adjudicated delinquent that resulted in probation B Between 2005 and 2017, the

declined 56% between 2005 and 2017 number of cases adjudicated delin-
quent that resulted in an order of

i ()
Cases adjudicated delinquent, resulting in probation probation decreased 56%, compared

400,000 with a 54% decrease in the number
of cases that resulted in out-of-home
350,000 placement.
300,000 p
Total delinquency m Between 2005 and 2017, the number
250,000 of cases resulting in probation
200,000 decreased at a similar pace for all
offense groups: 60% for property
150,000 offenses, 56% each for drug and
100,000 public order offenses, and 50% for
person offenses.
50,000
0
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

The number of adjudicated property offense cases resulting in an order
of probation fell 60% since 2005

Cases adjudicated delinquent, resulting in probation
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100,000‘ Public order

80,000
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Dispositions: Probation

m Despite a decrease in the volume of Probation remains the most likely sanction imposed by juvenile courts
cases between 2005 and 2017
(852,200 and 155,500, respectively), Percent of cases adjudicated delinquent, resulting in probation
the proportion of adjudicated cases 70%
with probation as the most restrictive . , I —
outcome remained the same (63%). 60% Total-delinquency
I 50%
B Between 2005 and 2017, the likeli-
hood of probation for cases adjudi- 40%
cated delinquent was relatively sta-
ble for all offense categories. 30%
Offense profile of cases adjudicated 20%
delinquent, resulting in probation: 10%
Most serious 0%
0
offense 2005 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Person 26% 29%
Property 36 33
Drugs 12 12
Public order 26 26
Total 100% 100%
Cases resultir?g in Percent of cases adjudicated delinquent, Percent of cases adjudicated delinquent,
formal probation 352,200 155,500 resulting in probation resulting in probation
80% 1 80% 1
Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 1 1
rounding. 60% 1 Person 60% 1 Property
40% A 40% A
B In 2017, 33% of cases adjudicated ZO‘V. o ]
delinquent that resulted in probation °] 2“’:
involved property offenses, 29% Y3 N S S S B Y9 AN S S S S A
involved person cases, and 26% 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
involved public order cases.
B The offense characteristics of cases
adjudicated delinquent that resulted
in probation Changed little between Percent of cases adjudicated delinquent, Percent of cases adjudicated delinquent,
. \ resulting in probation resulting in probation
2005 and 2017, with a slight 809% - 80% -
increase in the proportion of cases 1 Druas 1
involving person offenses and a cor- 60% 1 & 60% 1 Sl ol
responding decrease in the propor- 400/: 40(y: N i
tion of cases involving property ] ’]
offenses. The proportion of drug and 209% 1 209% 1
public order offense cases remained 1 1
the same. 0% +—————————— 0% +——————————————————
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
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Dispositions: Probation

Cases involving youth age 15 or younger were generally more Age
likely than cases involving older youth to be placed on formal

probation following a delinquency adjudication W Among juveniles age 15 or younger,

Percentage of petitioned cases adjudicated
delinquent, resulting in probation

the overall likelihood of being placed
on formal probation decreased
slightly between 2005 and 2017 from

Most serious Age 15 Age 16 66% to 65%.
offense and younger and older Male Female

Among youth age 16 or older, the
2017 M ;

) overall likelihood of being placed on
Delinquency 65% 61% 62% 65% formal probation remained the same
Person 67 60 63 69 between 2005 and 2017, 61% each.
Property 65 61 62 65
Drugs 73 4 72 72 For both age groups in 2017, adjudi-
Public order 60 56 57 58 cated cases involving drug offenses
2005 were more likely to result in proba-
Delinquency 66% 61% 63% 66% tion than cases in other offense cat-
Person 67 61 63 69 egories.

Property 67 63 64 68
Drugs 72 67 68 74 Gender
Public order 60 55 57 59

Adjudicated cases involving white youth were more likely
than cases involving black youth to be placed on probation

Percentage of petitioned cases adjudicated
delinquent, resulting in probation

B The overall likelihood of being

placed on formal probation
decreased slightly between 2005
and 2017 for females (from 66% to
65%) and males (from 63% to 62%).

For females in 2017, drug offense
cases adjudicated delinquent were
most likely to be placed on proba-
tion (72%), followed by person

Most serious American o

offense White Black Hispanic Indian Asian Egg;‘j ;.aggbﬁ:;og%tyr g::g:: g::g:
2017 were least likely to result in formal
Delinquency 65% 60% 62% 61% 75% probation (58%).

Person 68 62 61 63 73

Property 66 60 62 57 80 Race

Drugs 73 68 72 68 NA

Public order 57 57 58 60 73 B Between 2005 and 2017, the overall
2005 likelihood of being placed on formal
Delinquency 65% 61% 64% 66% 68% probation decreased slightly for
Person 67 63 65 68 65 black, Hispanic, and American
Property 66 63 66 67 68 Indian youth, remained the same for
Drugs 72 63 70 74 67 white youth, and increased for Asian
Public order 57 56 61 59 70 youth.

NA: Data are not presented because the small number of cases produces
unstable estimates.

In 2017, among white youth, drug
offense cases that were adjudicated
delinquent were most likely to be
placed on formal probation (73%),
followed by adjudicated person and
property offense cases (68% and
66%, respectively) and public order
offense cases (57%).
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Case Processing Overview, 2017

In 2017, 57% (466,400) of the esti-
mated 818,900 juvenile court cases
were handled formally (with the filing
of a petition).

® In 2017, 1% (3,800) of all formally
processed delinquency cases were
judicially transferred to criminal
court.

B In 2017, 53% (248,100) of the cases
that were handled formally (with the
filing of a petition) resulted in a delin-
quency adjudication.

B In 63% (155,500) of cases adjudi-
cated delinquent in 2017, formal pro-
bation was the most severe sanction
ordered by the court.

B In 2017, 28% (69,700) of cases adju-
dicated delinquent resulted in place-
ment outside the home in a residen-
tial facility.

B In 9% (22,900) of cases adjudicated
delinquent in 2017, the juvenile was
ordered to pay restitution or a fine, to
participate in some form of commu-
nity service, or to enter a treatment
or counseling program—dispositions
with minimal continuing supervision.

B In 46% (214,500) of all petitioned
delinquency cases in 2017, the youth
was not subsequently adjudicated
delinquent. The court dismissed 57%
of these cases, while 35% resulted in
some form of informal probation and
8% in other voluntary dispositions.

B In 2017, the court dismissed 41% of
the informally handled (i.e., nonpeti-
tioned) delinquency cases, while
15% of the cases resulted in volun-
tary probation and 44% in other
dispositions.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

818,900 estimated Waived
delinquency cases 3,800 1%
Placed
69,700 28%
Adjudicated Probation
248,100 53% 155,500 63%

Other sanction
22,900 9%

Petitioned |

466,400 57%

Probation

74,100 35%

Not adjudicated
214,500 46%

Other sanction
18,200 8%

Dismissed

122,200 57%

Probation
54,000 15%

Other sanction
153,600

Not petitioned

352,500 43% 44%

Dismissed
144,900

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may
not add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.
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Case Processing Overview, 2017

A typical 1,000 5 Waived
delinquency cases

85 Placed

Adjudicated
303 delinquent

Probation

570 Petitioned Other sanction

Probation

Not adjudicated
262 delinquent

Other sanction
Dismissed

66 Probation

430 Nonpetitioned 188 Other sanction

177 Dismissed

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may
not add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.

For every 1,000 delinquency cases
processed in 2017, 570 were peti-
tioned for formal processing and 430
were handled informally.

Of the cases that were adjudicated
delinquent, 63% (190 of 303)
received a disposition of probation
and 28% (85 of 303) were placed
out of the home.

In many petitioned delinquency
cases that did not result in a delin-
quency adjudication, the youth
agreed to informal services or sanc-
tions (113 of 262), including informal
probation and other dispositions
such as restitution.

Although juvenile courts in 2017
handled more than 4 in 10 delin-
quency cases without the filing of a
formal petition, 59% of these cases
received some form of court sanc-
tion, including probation or other
dispositions such as restitution,
community service, or referral to
another agency.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017



Chapter 3: National Estimates of Delinquency Case Processing

Case Processing by Offense Category, 2017

Person Offense Cases

B In 2017, 52% (71,200) of all formally
processed person offense cases

resulted in a delinquency adjudication.

B Formal probation was the most
severe sanction ordered by the court
in 64% (45,600) of the adjudicated
person offense cases in 2017.

B Once adjudicated, person offense
cases were more likely to result in
out-of-home placement (31%) than
public order offense cases (30%),
property offenses cases (28%), and
drug offense cases (18%).

m In 2017, 15% of person offense
cases that were handled informally
resulted in probation; 47% were dis-
missed.

B Juvenile courts waived jurisdiction in
2% (2,100) of all petitioned person
offense cases in 2017.

Property Offense Cases

® Juvenile courts handled more than
half (57%) of all property offense
cases formally in 2017. Of these for-
mally handled cases, 53% (80,600
cases) were adjudicated delinquent.

® In 2017, 50,700 (63%) of the adjudi-
cated property offense cases result-
ed in probation as the most severe
sanction; another 28% (22,600)
resulted in out-of-home placement.
Other sanctions, such as restitution,
community service, or referral to
another agency, were ordered in 9%
(7,300) of the petitioned property
offense cases following adjudication.

B Property offense cases were equally
as likely as person offense cases to
be petitioned for formal processing.
Once petitioned, however, property
offense cases were slightly more
likely to result in the youth being
adjudicated delinquent than were
cases involving person offenses.
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Person offenses Waived
241,400 2,100 2%

Placed

Probation
45,600

Adjudicated
71,200

52%

Other sanction
3,800

Petitioned

138,000 57%

Probation
22,200

Other sanction
6,000

Not adjudicated
64,600 47%

Dismissed
36,400

Probation
15,600

Other sanction
38,900

Not petitioned

103,400 43% 38%

Dismissed
48,800

Property offenses Waived
265,600 1,000 1%

Probation
50,700 63%

Adjudicated
80,600

53%

Other sanction
7,300

Petitioned

151,300 57%

Probation
25,200

Other sanction
6,300

Not adjudicated
69,700 46%

Dismissed
38,200

Probation
17,100

Other sanction
52,800

Not petitioned

114,300 43% 46%

Dismissed
44,400

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may
not add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.
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Case Processing by Offense Category, 2017

Drug offenses Waived
107,400 300 1%

Adjudicated
26,700

Probation
19,100

51%

Other sanction
2,900

Petitioned

52,000 48%

Probation
10,100

Other sanction
2,500

Not adjudicated
24,900 48%

Dismissed
12,300

Probation
11,100

Other sanction
28,200

Not petitioned

55,400 52% 51%

Dismissed
16,100

Waived
204,500 300 <1%

Public order offenses

Adjudicated
69,600

Probation
40,000

56%

Other sanction
8,900
Petitioned

125,100 61%

Probation
16,600

Other sanction
3,400

Not adjudicated
55,200 44%

Dismissed
35,200

Probation
10,200

Other sanction
33,600

Not petitioned

79,400 39% 42%

Dismissed
35,600

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may
not add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.

Drug Offense Cases

In 2017, 51% (26,700) of all peti-
tioned drug offense cases resulted
in the youth being adjudicated delin-
quent; 72% (19,100) of these cases
received probation as the most
severe sanction, and another 18%
(4,700) resulted in out-of-home
placement.

Other sanctions, such as restitution,
community service, or referral to
another agency, were ordered in
11% (2,900) of petitioned drug
offense cases following adjudication
in 2017.

Juvenile courts waived jurisdiction in
1% (300) of all petitioned drug
offense cases in 2017.

More than half (52%) of drug offense
cases were informally handled in
2017; 71% of the informally handled
drug offense cases resulted in pro-
bation or some other sanction.

Public Order Offense Cases

In 2017, the majority (61%) of all
public order offense cases were han-
dled formally, with the filing of a peti-
tion for adjudication.

Once adjudicated delinquent, 58%
of public order offense cases in 2017
resulted in probation as the most
severe sanction, 30% were placed
out of the home, and 13% resulted
in other sanctions.

In 2017, 39% of all public order
offense cases were handled infor-
mally. Of the informal cases, 45%
were dismissed, while the remaining
cases resulted in some form of court
sanction, including probation, restitu-
tion, community service, or referral
to another agency.
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Case Processing by Age, 2017

In 2017, 54% (231,000) of all delin-
quency cases involving youth age 15
or younger and 60% (235,400) of
cases involving youth age 16 or
older were handled formally with the
filing of a petition.

Cases involving youth age 15 or
younger were adjudicated delinquent
in 54% of all formally processed
cases in 2017; cases involving youth
age 16 or older were adjudicated
delinquent in 53% of all such cases.

The proportion of petitioned cases
waived to criminal court in 2017 was
less than 1% for youth age 15 or
younger, compared with 1% for
youth age 16 or older.

In 2017, 26% of cases adjudicated
delinquent involving youth age 15 or
younger and 30% of such cases
involving youth age 16 or older
resulted in out-of-home placement.

Probation was ordered as the most
severe sanction in 2017 in 65% of
the adjudicated cases involving
youth age 15 or younger, compared
with 61% of adjudicated cases
involving youth 16 or older.

Among cases formally adjudicated in
2017, equal proportions of cases
involving youth age 15 or younger
and youth age 16 or older resulted in
other sanctions (9% each).

For youth age 15 or younger, 46% of
all delinquency cases were handled
informally in 2017; of these cases,
17% resulted in a disposition of pro-
bation and 39% were dismissed.
Among older youth, 40% of all delin-
quency cases were handled without
the filing of a petition for adjudication
in 2017; 13% of these cases resulted
in a disposition of probation and
44% were dismissed.
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Age 15 or younger Waived
426,000 500 <1%

Placed
32,400

Adjudicated
124,200

Probation
80,500

54%

Other sanction
11,300
Petitioned

231,000 54%

Probation
37,000

Other sanction
9,200

Not adjudicated
106,300 46%

Dismissed
60,100

Probation
32,900

Other sanction
86,200

Not petitioned
195,000 46%

44%

Dismissed
75,800

Waived
392,900 3,300 1%

Age 16 or older

Probation
75,000

Adjudicated
123,900

53%

Other sanction
11,600
Petitioned

235,400 60%

Probation
37,100

Other sanction
8,900

Not adjudicated
108,200 46%

Dismissed
62,100

Probation
21,100

Other sanction
67,300

Not petitioned

157,500  40% 43%

Dismissed
69,100

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may
not add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.
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Case Processing by Gender, 2017

Male Waived
596,500 3,500 1%

Adjudicated
195,500

Probation

55% 121,300 62%

Other sanction
16,000 8%
Petitioned |

356,700 60%

Probation
54,800

Other sanction
13,200

Not adjudicated
157,700  44%

Dismissed
89,700

Probation
36,600

Other sanction
101,600

Not petitioned

239,700  40% 42%

Dismissed
101,600

Female Waived

222,400 300 <1%

Placed
11,600

Probation
34,200

Adjudicated
52,700

48%

Other sanction
6,900 13%
Petitioned I

109,700  49%

Probation
19,300

Not adjudicated
56,700 52%

Other sanction

5,000 9%

Dismissed
32,500

Probation
17,500

Other sanction
52,000

Not petitioned

112,700 51% 46%

Dismissed
43,200

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may not
add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.

In 2017, 60% of delinquency cases
involving males were handled with

the filing of a petition for adjudica-

tion, compared with 49% of those

involving females.

Once petitioned, cases involving
males in 2017 were more likely to
result in a delinquency adjudication
than were cases involving females
(55% vs. 48%).

Delinquency cases involving females
in 2017 were less likely to be waived
to criminal court than those involving
males.

Once adjudicated delinquent, 30% of
cases involving males in 2017 result-
ed in out-of-home placement, com-
pared with 22% of those involving
females.

Of the adjudicated cases involving
males, 62% received probation as
the most severe sanction, and 8%
resulted in other sanctions such as
restitution or community service.

Among adjudicated cases involving
females in 2017, 65% received pro-
bation as the most severe sanction
and 13% resulted in other sanctions.

Informally handled delinquency
cases involving males were less like-
ly than those involving females to
receive probation in 2017 (15% and
16%, respectively); male cases were
more likely than female cases to be
dismissed (42% vs. 38%).

In 2017, informally handled delin-
quency cases involving females were
more likely to result in other sanc-
tions than those involving males
(46% vs. 42%).
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Case Processing by Race, 2017

In 2017, delinquency cases involving White Waived Placed

white youth were less likely to be 359,800 1,200 1% 22,200 22%
handled formally (52%) than those Adjudicated
involving black youth (63%), 100,900
Hispanic youth (56%), American
Indian youth (58%), or Asian youth
(63%).

Probation
65,500

Other sanction

53%

Petitioned
188,800

52% Probation

B Once petitioned, cases in 2017
involving black youth (50%), white
youth (53%), Asian youth (53%), and
American Indian youth (57 %) were Probation
less likely to be adjudicated delin- 31,600 18%
quent than were cases involving
Hispanic youth (59%).

Not adjudicated

Other sanction
86,700 46% 8,200

Dismissed
46,900

Other sanction

Not petitioned
78,600

171,000 48%

Dismissed
60,800

m For all racial groups in 2017, about
1% or less of petitioned delinquency
cases resulted in waiver to criminal

court. Black Waived Placed
287,600 2,100 1% 29,700 32%

Adjudicated
91,700

B In 2017, adjudicated delinquency
cases involving Hispanic youth were
more likely to result in out-of home
placement (33%) than cases involv-
ing all other races. Black youth were Petitioned
ordered to residential placement in 182,400
32% of adjudicated cases. Asian
youth (18%) and white youth (22%)
were less likely than American Indian
youth (26%) to be ordered to resi- )
dential placement. Piokation 1%

Probation
55,300 60%

50%

Other sanction
6,700 7%
I

63% Probation

28,800

Not adjudicated
88,600 49%

Other sanction

Dismissed
53,200

Other sanction

B For adjudicated cases involving Not petitioned Qiher s

black youth in 2017, probation was 105,390 7%
the most severe sanction ordered in
60% of the cases and 7% resulted in
other sanctions.

Dismissed
50,300

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may not
add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.
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Case Processing by Race, 2017

Hispanic Waived Placed B For adjudicated cases involving
149,100 500 1% 16,200 33% American Indian youth in 2017, pro-
Adjudicated bation was the most severe sanction
48,600 ordered in 61% of the cases and
13% resulted in other sanctions.

Probation

59%

Other sanction
2,400 5%

Petitioned

82,800 B In 75% of the adjudicated cases

involving Asian youth in 2017, proba-
tion was the most severe sanction;
6% resulted in other sanctions such
as restitution or community service.

Probation
12,400

56%

Not adjudicated

Other sanction
33,700 41% 2,900

Dismissed
18,300

Probation
9,000 14%

B In 2017, 48% of delinquency cases
involving white youth were handled
informally, compared with 37% of
cases involving black youth, 44% of
cases involving Hispanic youth, 42%
of cases involving American Indian
youth, and 47% of cases involving

American Indian Waived Placed Asian juveniles.
13,600 100 1% 1,100 26%

Other sanction

Not petitioned
27,700

66,300 44% 42%

Dismissed
29,600

B Informally handled delinquency

Adjudicat P ti ) . .

4%8'°a ed 57% 2%’3 on 61% cases involving black youth in 2017
oth " were more likely to be dismissed
Gooer sanction 13% (48%) than those involving American

Petitioned

Indian youth (46%), Hispanic youth
7,800 58% youth (46%), Hispanic y

(45%), Asian youth (37 %), or white
youth (36%).

Probation
800

Not adjudicate
,300

Other sanction
4 200

5% | |
® In 2017, informally handled delin-

quency cases involving white youth
were most likely to result in other
sanctions such as restitution, com-
munity service, or referral to another
agency (46%), compared with cases
involving Asian youth (43%),
Hispanic or American Indian youth
(42% each), or black youth (41%).

Dismissed
2,400

Probation
700 12%

Not petitioned Other sanction
5,700 42% 2,400

42%

Dismissed
00

Asian Waived Placed
8,800 0 <1% 500 18%

Adjudicated
2,500

Probation
1,900

53%

Other sanction
200

Petitioned
4,700

53%

Probation
600

Not adjudicated
2,200

Other sanction
47% 200

Dismissed
1,500

Probation
800

20%

Not petitioned
4,100

Other sanction
47% 1,800

Dismissed
1,500

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may not
add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.
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Case Processing by Selected Individual Offense, 2017

Aggravated Assault Cases

B Juvenile courts waived 10 of every
1,000 aggravated assault cases to
criminal court in 2017, compared
with 2 of every 1,000 simple assault
cases.

B In 2017, 42% of aggravated assault
cases received some formal sanction
or were waived to criminal court (423
of 1,000).

B In 2017, 15% of aggravated assault
cases received a formal sanction of
out-of-home placement (146 of
1,000) and 25% were placed on for-
mal probation (250 of 1,000).

m Of all aggravated assault cases
referred to juvenile courts in 2017,
30% were eventually released or dis-
missed (300 of 1,000)—20% of the
petitioned cases and 55% of those
that were informally handled.

Simple Assault Cases

m Of every 1,000 simple assault cases
handled in 2017, 235 received some
formal sanction or were waived to
criminal court.

H In 2017, 6% of simple assault cases
resulted in the juvenile receiving a
formal sanction of out-of-home
placement (60 of 1,000) and 16%
were placed on formal probation
(159 of 1,000).

B Juveniles received informal sanc-
tions in 38% of simple assault cases
processed in 2017 (385 of 1,000).

m  Of all simple assault cases referred
to juvenile courts in 2017, 38%
were eventually dismissed (380 of
1,000)—31% of the petitioned cases
and 45% of those that were infor-
mally handled.

m Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

A typical 1,000 10 Waived
aggravated assault cases

146 Placed

413 Adjudicated Probation

725 Petitioned Other sanction

Probation

302 Not adjudicated Other sanction
Dismissed

47 Probation

275 Not petitioned 75 Other sanction

152 Dismissed

A typical 1,000 2 Waived
simple assault cases

Placed

233 Adjudicated Probation

500 Petitioned Other sanction

Probation

265 Not adjudicated Other sanction
Dismissed

65 Probation

500 Not petitioned 207 Other sanction

227 Dismissed

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may not
add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.
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Case Processing by Selected Individual Offense, 2017

A typical 1,000
robbery cases

39 Waived

248 Placed

536 Adjudicated Probation

846 Petitioned Other sanction

Probation

270 Not adjudicated Other sanction
Dismissed

21 Probation

154 Not petitioned 28 Other sanction

105 Dismissed

8 Waived

A typical 1,000
burglary cases

152 Placed

430 Adjudicated Probation

726 Petitioned Other sanction

Probation

288 Not adjudicated Other sanction
Dismissed

32 Probation

274 Not petitioned 106 Other sanction

135 Dismissed

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may not
add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.

Robbery Cases

Juvenile courts waived 39 of every
1,000 robbery cases to criminal
court in 2017.

In 2017, juvenile courts ordered for-
mal sanctions or waived jurisdiction
in 58% of all robbery cases (576 of
1,000).

In 2017, 25% of robbery cases
received a formal sanction of out-of-
home placement (248 of 1,000) and
27% resulted in formal probation
(273 of 1,000).

Of all robbery cases referred to juve-
nile court in 2017, 15% were not
petitioned; the majority (68%) of
these cases were dismissed.

Burglary Cases

Juvenile courts waived 8 of every
1,000 burglary cases to criminal
court in 2017.

Juvenile courts ordered formal sanc-
tions or waived jurisdiction in 60% of
all formally handled burglary cases in
2017 (438 of 726).

In 2017, 152 of 1,000 burglary cases
received a formal sanction of out-of-
home placement and 263 of 1,000
resulted in formal probation.

More than one-quarter (27 %) of all
burglary cases referred to juvenile
courts in 2017 were handled infor-
mally and nearly half of these cases
(135 of 274) were dismissed.
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Case Processing by Selected Individual Offense, 2017

Motor Vehicle Theft Cases

Juvenile courts waived less than 1%
of motor vehicle theft cases to crimi-
nal court in 2017 (6 of every 1,000).

In 2017, nearly half (45%) of motor
vehicle theft cases referred to juve-
nile courts resulted in formal court
sanctions or waiver to criminal court.

About 42% of motor vehicle cases
adjudicated delinquent in 2017
resulted in out-of-home placement
(186 of 439).

Nearly one-quarter of motor vehicle
theft cases referred to juvenile

courts in 2017 were handled without
the filing of a petition (242 of 1,000).

Vandalism Cases

Juvenile courts waived 2 of every
1,000 vandalism cases to criminal
court in 2017.

More than half of vandalism cases
referred to juvenile courts in 2017
were handled formally (533 of 1,000).
Of these cases, 50% were adjudi-
cated delinquent (264 of 533).

In 2017, 67% of petitioned vandalism
cases adjudicated delinquent result-
ed in a court sanction of probation
(178 of 264), and 20% resulted in
out-of-home placement (54 of 264).

Juvenile courts handled 467 of every
1,000 vandalism cases informally
(without a petition) in 2017. Youth
received informal sanctions in 59%
of these nonpetitioned cases.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

6 Waived

A typical 1,000
motor vehicle theft cases

439 Adjudicated Probation

758 Petitioned Other sanction

Probation

313 Not adjudicated Other sanction
Dismissed

28 Probation

242 Not petitioned 85 Other sanction

129 Dismissed

2 Waived

A typical 1,000
vandalism cases

Placed

264 Adjudicated Probation

533 Petitioned Other sanction

Probation

267 Not adjudicated Other sanction
Dismissed

78 Probation

467 Not petitioned 199 Other sanction

190 Dismissed

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may not
add to totals because of rounding. Annual case processing flow diagrams for 2005
through 2017 are available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/court/fags.asp.



Chapter 4

National Estimates of
Petitioned Status

Offense Cases

Status offenses are acts that are illegal
only because the persons committing
them are of juvenile status. The five
major status offense categories used in
this report are running away, truancy,
curfew law violations, ungovernability
(also known as incorrigibility or being
beyond the control of one’s parents),
and underage liquor law violations
(e.g., a minor in possession of alcohal,
underage drinking). A number of other
behaviors, such as those involving
tobacco offenses, may be considered
status offenses. However, because of
the heterogeneity of these miscella-
neous offenses, they are not discussed
independently in this report but are
included in discussions and displays of
petitioned status offense totals.

Agencies other than juvenile courts are
responsible for processing status
offense cases in many jurisdictions. In
some communities, for example, family
crisis units, county attorneys, and social
service agencies have assumed this
responsibility. When a juvenile charged
with a status offense is referred to juve-
nile court, the court may divert the juve-
nile away from the formal justice system
to other agencies for service or may

decide to process the juvenile formally
with the filing of a petition. The analy-
ses in this report are limited to peti-
tioned cases.

Juvenile courts may adjudicate peti-
tioned status offense cases and may
order sanctions such as probation or
out-of-home placement. While their
cases are being processed, juveniles
charged with status offenses are some-
times held in secure detention. (Note
that the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act discourages
secure detention of status offenders.
States holding large numbers of status
offenders in secure detention risk losing
a significant portion of their juvenile jus-
tice block grant awards.)

This chapter presents national esti-
mates of petitioned status offense
cases disposed in 2017 and examines
trends since 2005, including demo-
graphic characteristics of the juveniles
involved, types of offenses charged,
and the flow of cases as they moved
through juvenile court processing. (See
chapter 3 for a description of the stag-
es of court processing.)
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Counts and Trends

In 2017, U.S. courts with juvenile
jurisdiction petitioned and formally
disposed an estimated 87,900 status
offense cases.

The number of petitioned status
offense cases processed by juvenile
courts decreased 48% between
2005 and 2017.

The number of petitioned runaway
cases processed by juvenile courts
decreased 59% between 2005 and
2017 (from 18,700 to 7,600).

The number of petitioned truancy
cases processed by juvenile courts
increased 17% between 2005 and
2007 and then declined 26% through
2017.

Between 2005 and 2007, the number
of petitioned curfew cases increased
16% and then declined 73% through
2017 (4,700).

The number of petitioned ungovern-
ability cases in 2017 (7,500) was
63% below the 2005 level (20,200).

The number of petitioned liquor law
violation cases increased 12%
between 2005 and 2007 and then
decreased 75% through 2017.

Offense profile of petitioned status
offense cases:

Most serious

offense 2005 2017
Runaway 11% 9%
Truancy 37 61
Curfew 9 5
Ungovernability 12 9
Liquor 21 11
Miscellaneous 10 5
Total 100% 100%

Number of cases 167,700 87,900

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

Compared with 2005, a larger pro-
portion of the court’s petitioned
status offense caseload in 2017
involved truancy and smaller propor-
tions of all other status offenses.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

Between 1995 and 2002, the formally handled status offense caseload
increased considerably (59%) and then declined 56% through 2017

Number of cases
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Petitioned status offense case rates decreased from 5.2 to 2.8 per 1,000

juveniles between 2005 and 2017
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Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age

6

5

Total status
4
3

0
2005 2007 2009

Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
0.6 1

0.5 1
0.4
0.3 1
0.2
0.1

Runaway

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
0.6

0.51
0.4
0.31
0.2
0.1

Curfew

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

2011

2013 2015 2017

Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
2.57

1.51 Truancy
1.01

0.51

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
0.7 7

0.6
0.5 {
0.4
0.3 {
0.2
0.1 1

Ungovernability

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age

1.4 4
1.2 4
1.0
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2
0.0

Liquor

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Case Rates

In 2017, juvenile courts formally pro-
cessed 2.8 status offense cases for
every 1,000 juveniles in the popula-
tion—those age 10 or older who
were under the jurisdiction of a juve-
nile court.

The total petitioned status offense
case rate decreased 47% between
2005 and 2017.1

Between 2005 and 2017, the peti-
tioned runaway case rate decreased
59%.

The petitioned truancy case rate
increased 18% between 2005 and
2007, and then declined 25%
through 2017.

Between 2005 and 2007, the peti-
tioned curfew violation case rate
increased 17% and then decreased
72% by 2017.

The petitioned ungovernability case
rate declined 62% between 2005
and 2017.

The petitioned liquor law violation
case rate increased 13% between
2005 and 2007, and then decreased
75% by 2017.

1 The percent change in the number of cases
disposed may not be equal to the percent
change in case rates because of the changing
size of the juvenile population.
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Age at Referral

B In 2017, the petitioned status offense In 2017, status offense case rates increased with the age of the
case rate for 16-year-olds was twice juvenile through age 16, then decreased slightly for 17-year-olds
the rate for 14-year-olds, and the
rate for 14-year-olds was 3 times the
rate for 12-year-olds. Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group

7

B The largest increase in case rates

between age 13 and age 17 was for
liquor law violations. The case rate
for 17-year-old juveniles (1.3) was 22
times the rate for 13-year-olds (0.1).

B Curfew and liquor law violation rates
increased continuously with the age
of the juvenile. In contrast, rates for
petitioned cases involving runaway,
truancy, and ungovernability were
higher for 16-year-old juveniles than
for 17-year-olds.

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
0.61 4.07
051 Runaway | Truancy
' 3.0
0.41 ]
0.31 2.0
0.2 1
1.01
0.11 |
0.0- 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 0.0° 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
Age Age
Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group gasses per 1,000 juveniles in age group
0.41 .51
| Curfew 1 Ungovernability
0.3 0.4:
0.31
0.2 1
| 0.2
0.14 0.1
0.0- 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 0.0° 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Age Age

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
1.4

1.2] Liquor

1.01
0.81
0.61
0.41
0.21
0.0-

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
Age
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Age at Referral

Trends in case rates differed across age groups for each general status offense category

Runaway case rates
Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
1.4

1.2
4 Age 16

1.01

0.8 Age17
— o
0.61 '
_ L
0.4 Ages 13-15 SEDE -
—eo—o—o
0.21

Ages 10-12 (x2)*

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Curfew case rates

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
1.6 1

1.2¢

0.8 1

¢ Ages 13-15
0.4 . o

Ages 10-12 (x2)*

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Liquor law violation case rates

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group

6.0 1
5.0
1 Age 17
4.0
3.0
Age 16
2.0
1'0i| Py ° py d Ages 13=15
Ages 10-12 (x10)* e —o ¢ o+ o

0.0 T T T T T T T " T d
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Truancy case rates

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group

5.0
Age 16
4.0
Age 17

4
3.0 —

[ 4 °
2.0 ® ® - - ® Y

Ages 13-15 *
1.01
Ages 10-12

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Ungovernability case rates

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
1.24

1.0; Age 17 Age 16

1
0.8

0.6 -

Ages 13-15
0.4

0.21 Ages 10-12

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

B Case rates for petitioned runaway cases decreased the
most for youth ages 10-12 and 13-15 between 2005 and
2017 (65% and 61%, respectively).

m Despite relative stability in recent years, truancy case
rates for most age groups increased slightly between
2014 and 2017.

B The decrease in case rates between 2005 and 2017 for
petitioned ungovernability cases was greater for younger
youth (ages 10-12 and 13-15) than older youth (ages 16
and 17).

B Depending on age, case rates for petitioned curfew
offenses and petitioned liquor law violations grew
between 2005 and either 2007 or 2008, before decreas-
ing through 2017.

* Because of the relatively low volume of cases involving youth ages 10-12 for runaway, curfew, and liquor law violations, their case rates are

inflated by a factor specified in the graph to display the trend over time.
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Gender

m Overall, the relative decrease in peti-
tioned status offense cases between
2005 and 2017 was similar for males
and females (48% and 47%, respec-

tively).

B Between 2005 and 2017, the peti-

tioned runaway caseload decreased
54% for males and 63% for females.

B Between 2005 and 2007, the number

of petitioned truancy cases
increased 16% for males and 18%

for females, then decreased through

2017 (24% for males and 28% for
females).

B Between 2005 and 2017, the number
of petitioned truancy cases outnum-
bered all other status offense cases

for both males and females.

m Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

Trends in petitioned status offense caseloads revealed similar patterns
for males and females
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Gender
Compared with the delinquency caseload, females accounted for a W Males accounted for 57% of the total
substantially larger proportion of petitioned status offenses ggﬁ'goned status offense caseload in
Percent of cases involving females B In 2017, males accounted for the
0,
50% majority of curfew (69%), liquor law
45% violation (59%), ungovernability
0, 0, o)
40% Total status (57%), and truancy (55%) cases.
35% .
30% B Females accounted for 55% of peti-
° - tioned runaway cases in 2017, the
25% Total-delinquency only status offense category in which
20% females represented a larger propor-
15% tion of the caseload than males.
10% i iti
5o Offense profile of petitioned status
(0]
0% offense cases by gender:
(0]
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 Most serious
offense Male Female
2017
Runaway 7% 11%
Truancy 59 63
P, t of involving f | Percent of cases involving females
S&?ﬁ% 50% 1 9 Curfew N 6 4
50% 1 Runaway 40% 1 Truancy U'ngovernablllty o 8
o | 1 Liquor 12 10
40% 30% | )
30% 1 1 Miscellaneous 7 3
20% | 20% 1 Total 100% 100%
10% - 10%: 2005
0% — 0% —— 0 0
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 Runaway 8% 15%
Truancy 35 39
Curfew 11 7
Percent of cases involving females Percent of cases involving females Ungovernability 11 13
32; /\,——\/ 50%1. Liquor 23 18
250/: | Curfew 40% 1 Ungovemability Miscellaneous 12 8
20% ] 30% | Total 100% 100%
15% 1 20% Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
10% 1 1 rounding.
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0% +———————————— 0% +———F——"+—F—+——+——

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 m Truancy cases accounted for over
half of the petitioned status offense
caseload for both males and females

Percent of cases involving females in 2017.
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Gender
B The petitioned status offense case The petitioned status offense case rates followed similar patterns for
rate decreased for both males and males and females between 2005 and 2017

females between 2005 and 2017

(47% and 46%, respectively).
Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age

B Runaway case rates declined Total status
between 2005 and 2017 for both 7
males (53%) and females (62%).
6
B Between 2005 and 2017, the truancy 5 Male
case rate for both males and females
was greater than the rate of any 4
other status offense category. 3 Female
B For both males and females, the 2
case rates for truancy cases
increased between 2005 and 2007 1
(17% and 18%, respectively) before 0
declining through 2017 (23% and 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
27%, respectively). A similar pattern
occurred for curfew cases: male
case rates increased 16% and
female case rates increased 17%
betvyegn 2005 and 2007, before Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
declining through 2017 (72% and 0.8+ R 2.5+ I
73%’ respeCtlvely)' ] unaway 2.0 'w
0.6 M
B Between 2005 and 2017, case rates 0 4' Female 1.51
for ungovernability declined 60% for ' \ 1.0
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Gender
In 2017, the status offense case rate for males and females increased B After age 11, case rates for running
through age 16 and dropped slightly for 17-year-olds away were higher for females than

for males in 2017.

B In 2017, petitioned case rates for
running away, truancy, and ungov-
ernability peaked at age 16 for both
males and females.

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
7

6

B Petitioned case rates for curfew vio-
lations peaked at age 16 for females
and continued to increase through
age 17 for males.

5

B For both males and females, peti-
tioned status offense case rates
increased continuously with age for
liquor law violations in 2017.

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Age B In 2017, curfew case rates for males
- Male

were at least double curfew case
[ Female rates for females for most ages.

B The largest disparity in the ungov-
ernability case rate between males
and females was among youth age
11. The case rate for males age 11

Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group Cases per 1,000 juveniles in age group
0715 4. TrLancy was double the case rate for females
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Race

B The petitioned status offense case-
load decreased the most for white
youth (51%) between 2005 and 2017,
followed by black youth and Asian
youth (43% each).

m Between 2005 and 2017, across
racial groups and offenses, the num-
ber of cases decreased with the
exception of truancy cases involving
Hispanic youth.

B In 2017, truancy cases made up the
greatest proportion of the caseloads
for youth of all race groups.

Racial profile of petitioned status
offense cases:

Race 2005 2017
White 68% 63%
Black 20 22
Hispanic? 8 10
American Indian3 3 3
Asian4 2 2
Total 100% 100%

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

B White youth made up 54% of the
population under juvenile court juris-
diction and 63% of the petitioned
status offense caseload in 2017.

B Between 2005 and 2017, the pro-
portion of petitioned status offense
cases involving white youth
decreased and the proportion involv-
ing black youth and Hispanic youth
increased.

2 Persons of Hispanic ethnicity are treated as
a distinct race group and are excluded from
the other four race groups, with one important
exception. Data provided to the Archive from
many jurisdictions did not include any means
to determine the ethnicity of American Indian
youth. Rather than assume ethnicity for these
youth, they are classified solely on their racial
classification; as such, the American Indian
group includes an unknown proportion of
Hispanic youth.

3 The racial classification American Indian
(usually abbreviated as Amer. Indian) includes
American Indian and Alaskan Native.

4 The racial classification Asian includes
Asian, Native Hawaiian, and Other Pacific
Islander.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

The petitioned status offense caseload decreased for all racial groups
between 2005 and 2017

Number of cases

140,000
Total status
120,000
100,000 :
White
80,000
60,000
40,000
Amer. Indian  Asian . ' Black
20,000 e —m— Hispanic
OH—t X —
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015

The number of petitioned status offense cases decreased more for white

2017

youth (51%) than youth of any other race between 2005 and 2017

Percent change in number of cases, 2005-2017

Most serious American

offense White Black Hispanic Indian Asian
Status -51% -43% -33% -41% -43%
Runaway -64 -53 -54 -62 -82
Truancy =17 -11 7 -5 -2
Curfew 71 -59 =77 -70 -78
Ungovernability —65 -60 -54 -50 -48
Liquor law -74 —67 —65 -56 -80

The proportion of truancy cases increased across all racial groups
between 2005 and 2017

Offense profile of status offense cases

Most serious Amer.

offense White Black Hispanic Indian Asian
2017

Runaway 6% 17% 8% 4% 5%
Truancy 61 55 70 56 79
Curfew 5 9 4 6 3
Ungovernability 8 14 4 3 2
Liquor law 13 3 11 28 5
Miscellaneous 7 2 3 4 5
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
2005

Runaway 7% 17% 9% 4% 12%
Truancy 39 39 51 33 47
Curfew 8 15 9 14 9
Ungovernability 10 19 5 3 3
Liquor law 26 5 20 39 14
Miscellaneous 10 6 6 7 14
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of rounding.
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Race

Between 2005 and 2017, the petitioned status offense caseload declined the most for liquor law violation cases

involving white youth (74%)
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B The number of petitioned runaway cases decreased by at
least half for all three race groups between 2005 and
2017.

B The number of truancy cases increased for Hispanic youth
(7%) and decreased for white youth and black youth (17%
and 11%, respectively) between 2005 and 2017.

B The decrease in the curfew caseload between 2005 and
2017 was greater for white youth (71%) and Hispanic
youth (77%), and smaller for black youth (59%).

B Between 2005 and 2017, the number of petitioned ungov-
ernability cases decreased by at least 54% for all three
race groups.

Note: Case counts for American Indian and Asian youth are not shown in the offense graphs above because their numbers are too small for

display.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017



Chapter 4: National Estimates of Petitioned Status Offense Cases
|

Race
B Between 2005 and 2017, petitioned Between 2005 and 2017, petitioned status offense case rates
status offense case rates decreased decreased for all race groups

54% for Asian youth, 48% for
Hispanic youth, 47% for American
Indian youth, 44% for white youth, Total status offense case rates

and 38% for black youth.
Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
121

For all years between 2005 and
2017, the total petitioned status 104
offense case rate for American Indian q
youth was higher than that for juve- 8 1
niles of all other racial categories.

Amer. Indian

B Between 2005 and 2017, the run- White

away case rate decreased 49% for 41
black youth, 59% for white youth, ) . )

) , , 2 M e — _Hispanic
and 65% for Hispanic youth. Despite e —
declines for all racial groups, the run- 0 | | | | | |Asian | T T T ]
away case rate for black youth in 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

2017 was more than 3 times the rate
for white youth and American Indian

youth, and more than 7 times the Runaway case rates

rates for Hispanic youth and Asian

youth. Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
1.4

m Compared with all other status
offense types, truancy case rates
decreased the least for all race 1.0
groups between 2005 and 2017,

down 24% for Asian youth, 17% for 08
Hispanic youth, 14% for American 0.6 Amer. Indian
Indian youth, 6% for white youth,

and 4% for black youth. 0.44

Hispanic &
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Case rates varied by racial group and offense between 2005 and
2017

Curfew case rates

Cases per 1,000 juveniles ages 10-upper age
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B Between 2005 and 2017, curfew
case rates decreased most for Asian
youth and Hispanic youth (83% and
82%, respectively), followed by
American Indian youth (73%), white
youth (67 %), and black youth (56%).

B In 2017, the ungovernability case
rate for black juveniles was more
than twice the white rate.

B American Indian juveniles had the
highest case rate for liquor law viola-
tions in each year between 2005 and
2017. In 2017, the liquor law violation
case rate for American Indian youth
was more than 3 times the rate for
white youth, and more than 11 times
the rates for black youth, Hispanic
youth, and Asian youth.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017
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Source of Referral

Status offense cases can be referred
to court intake by a number of
sources, including law enforcement
agencies, schools, relatives, social
service agencies, and probation
officers.

Percentage of petitioned status
offense cases referred by law

enforcement:

Most serious

offense 2005 2017

Total status 34% 20%

Runaway 36 40

Truancy 4 2

Curfew 96 96

Ungovernability 26 35

Liquor law 95 91

B In 2017, law enforcement agencies
referred one-fifth (20%) of the peti-
tioned status offense cases disposed
by juvenile courts.

m Compared with 2005, law enforce-
ment referred larger proportions of
runaway and ungovernability offense
cases in 2017.

B Schools referred 93% of the peti-
tioned truancy cases in 2017.

B Relatives referred 47% of the peti-

tioned ungovernability cases in 2017.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

Law enforcement agencies are the primary source of referrals to
juvenile court for curfew and liquor law violation cases
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The number of cases involving detention decreased substantially
between 2005 and 2017 for all case types
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5,000

&

4,0004
3,000
2,000
<

1,000

detained

Ungovernability
Curfew

0
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Between 2005 and 2017, truancy cases were least likely to involve
detention, and runaway cases were the most likely
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Detention

B The number of petitioned status
offense cases involving detention
decreased 68% between 2005 and
2017 (from 15,500 to 4,900).

B The decline in the volume of peti-
tioned status offense cases involving
detention resulted in a smaller pro-
portion of cases detained in 2017
(6%) than in 2005 (9%).

B Between 2005 and 2017, the number
of petitioned cases involving deten-
tion decreased: 85% for curfew
cases, 83% for liquor law violation
cases, 57% for ungovernability
cases, 56% for truancy cases, and
49% for runaway cases.

B Between 2005 and 2017, the likeli-
hood of detention increased for run-
away and ungovernability cases, and
decreased for truancy, curfew, and
liquor law violation cases.

Offense profile of detained status
offense cases:

Most serious

offense 2005 2017
Runaway 16% 25%
Truancy 24 33
Curfew 10 4
Ungovernability 11 15
Liquor law 29 15
Miscellaneous 11 7
Total 100% 100%
Number of cases 15,500 4,900

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

m Compared with 2005, the offense
characteristics of the 2017 status
offense detention caseload involved
a greater proportion of runaway, tru-
ancy, and ungovernability cases, and
a smaller proportion of curfew and
liquor law violation cases.
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Adjudication

Between 2005 and 2017, the number
of status offense cases in which the
youth was adjudicated a status
offender decreased from 88,800 to
32,900.

Between 2005 and 2017, the num-
ber of cases in which the youth

was adjudicated a status offender
decreased for all offense types:
liquor law violation (78%), curfew
(75%), runaway (68%), ungovernabil-
ity (67 %), and truancy (35%).

Offense profile of cases
adjudicated a status offender:

Most serious

offense 2005 2017
Runaway 9% 8%
Truancy 28 48
Curfew 11 7
Ungovernability 12 11
Liquor law 27 16
Miscellaneous 14 10
Total 100% 100%
Cases adjudicated

a status offender 88,800 32,900

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

In both 2005 and 2017, cases involv-
ing truancy and liquor law violations
made up the largest proportions of
the adjudicated caseload.

The 2017 adjudicated status offense
caseload had a much greater propor-
tion of truancy offenses and smaller
proportions of all other offenses than
the 2005 caseload.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

Between 2005 and 2008, the number of cases in which the youth was
adjudicated a status offender remained stable and then declined 62%
through 2017
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Between 2005 and 2017, the number of cases in which the youth was
adjudicated a status offender decreased for all status offense
categories
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The likelihood of adjudication for petitioned status offense cases
decreased from 53% in 2005 to 37% in 2017

Percent of petitioned cases adjudicated a status offender
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Adjudication

B Among status offense categories in
2017, adjudication was least likely in
petitioned truancy cases (30%) and
most likely in cases involving curfew
and liquor law violations (50% and
53%, respectively).

B The likelihood of petitioned runaway
cases resulting in adjudication
decreased from 43% in 2005 to 34%
in 2017.

B Between 2005 and 2017, the likeli-
hood of adjudication among peti-
tioned curfew cases decreased from
65% to 50%.

B The likelihood of adjudication for
petitioned ungovernability cases
decreased from 54% to 48%
between 2005 and 2017.

B The likelihood of adjudication among
petitioned liquor law violation cases
decreased from 67% in 2005 to 53%
in 2017.

Percentage of petitioned status
offense cases adjudicated, 2017:

Most serious 150or 16 or

offense younger older Male Female
Total status 36% 39% 39% 35%
Runaway 35 33 33 35
Truancy 29 31 31 28
Curfew 49 51 49 52
Ungovern. 49 46 48 47

Liquor law 57 52 55 51

Most serious
offense White Black Hisp. Other

Total status 41% 31% 31% 37%
Runaway 41 26 38 NA
Truancy 31 29 22 28
Curfew 63 30 59 NA
Ungovern. 51 41 62 NA
Liquor law 53 46 54 58

NA: Too few cases to obtain a reliable per-
centage.
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Dispositions: Out-of-Home Placement

B The number of petitioned status The number of adjudicated status offense cases resulting in out-of-
offense cases in which youth were home placement declined 69% between 2005 and 2017
adjudicated a status offender and
ordered to out-of-home placement
declined from 7,100 in 2005 to 2,200 Adjudicated cases resulting in out-of-home placement
. 8,000
in 2017.

7,000
Offense profile of adjudicated 6,000
L Total status
status offense cases resulting in 5 000
out-of-home placement: ’
. 4,000

Most serious

offense 2005 2017 3,000

Runaway 21% 23% 2,000

Truancy 19 31 1,000

Curfew 3 1 ’

il 0

Ungovernability 25 24 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Liquor law 19 7

Miscellaneous 13 14

Total 100% 100%

Cases resulting in

out-of-home 7,100 2,200

placement

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding. The number of adjudicated status offense cases that resulted in out-

of-home placement declined between 2005 and 2017 for all offense

B In 2005, ungovernability cases types
accounted for the largest share
(25%) of adjudicated status offense Adjudicated cases resulting in out-of-home placement
cases that resulted in out-of-home 2,400
placement; in 2017, truancy cases 2000

accounted for the largest share

o 3
(31%). 1,600

Ungovernability

%

1,200

Runaway

800 Truancy

:N:
400 Liquor\:\:\
— Cufew = e e e
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Dispositions: Out-of-Home Placement

The court ordered out-of-home placement in 7% of all adjudicated status B The likelihood that an adjudicated
offense cases in 2017 status offense case would result in
out-of-home placement decreased

Percent of adjudicated cases resulting in out-of-home placement between 2005 and 2017 for all status

9% offense categories except runaway,
89 which increased 2 percentage
) points.
7%
6% Total status B Between 2005 and 2017, the largest
decline in the proportion of adjudi-
5% cated status offense cases resulting
4% in out-of-home placement was seen
3% in cases involving liquor law viola-
tions (down 3 percentage points).
2%
9, - -
1% Percentage of adjudicated status
0% ffen resulting in out-of-
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 ofiense cases resu g out-o
home placement, 2017:
Most serious 15 or 16 or
offense younger older Male Female
Total status 7% 6% 1% 1%
. ) o ) Runaway 21 18 18 21
Percent of adjudicated cases resulting Percent of adjudicated cases resulting
in out-of-home placement in out-of-home placement Truancy 4 4 4 4
25% 1 6% 1 Curfew 2 1 1 1
20% | 5% 1 Ungovern. 13 16 16 12
Runaway 4% Liquor law 4 3 3 3
15% 1 . Truancy
10% 3% Most serious
2% 1 offense White Black Hisp. Other
5% 1% Total status 6% 10% 6% 3%
2005 2007 2000 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 Runaway 20 23 11 NA
Truancy 4 6 5 2
Curfew 1 3 2 NA
Ungovern. 15 12 18 NA
Percent of adjudicated cases resulting Percent of adjudicated cases resulting Liquor law 2 6 4 5
in out-of-home placement in out-of-home placement NA: Too few cases to obtain a reliable per-
4% 1 20% 1 centage.

3% | 16%: Ungovernability
1 Curfew 12% 1

2% 1
g 8% 1

1%: 4%
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Dispositions: Probation

B Between 2005 and 2017, the num-
ber of adjudicated status offense
cases resulting in an order of proba-
tion decreased 64%, compared with
a 69% decrease in the number of
cases resulting in out-of-home
placement.

B Between 2005 and 2017, the num-
ber of adjudicated status offense
cases receiving probation decreased
for all offense types: liquor law viola-
tion (81%), curfew (76%), ungovern-
ability (69%), runaway (66%), and
truancy (40%).

Offense profile of adjudicated
status offense cases resulting
in probation:

Most serious

offense 2005 2017
Runaway 10% 10%
Truancy 31 52
Curfew 6 4
Ungovernability 16 14
Liquor law 27 14
Miscellaneous 9 7
Total 100% 100%

Cases resulting in

formal probation 50,800 18,500

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of
rounding.

B In 2017, most adjudicated status
offense cases that resulted in proba-
tion involved truancy offenses (52%),
followed by ungovernability and
liquor law violations (14% each).

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

Between 2005 and 2008, the number of adjudicated status offense
cases that resulted in probation increased 8% and then declined 66%
by 2017
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Between 2005 and 2017, the number of adjudicated status offense
cases that resulted in probation decreased in all major status offense
categories
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Dispositions: Probation

Between 2005 and 2017, the use of probation as the most restrictive B Probation was the most restrictive

disposition in adjudicated status offense cases increased for runaway disposition used in 56% of the adju-

offenses and decreased for all other offenses dicated status offense cases in 2017
and 57% of the adjudicated caseload
in 2005.

Percent of adjudicated cases resulting in probation

70%

® In 2017, probation was ordered in
60% ——"" \/__\ 69% of adjudicated runaway cases,
50% Total status 60% of truancy cases, 28% of cur-
few violations, 72% of ungovernabil-
40% ity cases, and 51% of cases involv-
ing liquor law violations.

30%
20% Percentage of adjudicated status
offense cases resulting in
10% probation, 2017:
0% Most serious 15 or 16 or
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 offense younger older Male Female
Total status 60% 52% 56% 57%
Runaway 68 70 68 70
Truancy 64 55 61 59
Perclcte.nt of adjugi(t:_ated cases Percent of adjudicated cases Curfew 32 25 30 24
resulting in probation resulting in probation
80% 1 80%- Qngovern. 74 69 70 74
I o N e Liquor law 49 51 54 46
60%: Runaway 60%: Truancy Most serious
40% 40% - offense White Black Hisp. Other
20% ] ] Total status  50% 78% 61% 48%
o/ 4 0/ 4
] 20% Runaway 69 66 79  NA
% +—— 74 N [ N Truancy 60 65 58 46
2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 Curfew 24 33 53 NA
Ungovern. 72 73 63 NA
Liquor law 51 50 61 40
o NA: Too few cases to obtain a reliable per-
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Case Processing Overview, 2017

In 2017, 37% of petitioned status
offense cases resulted in adjudica-
tion.

In 56% of adjudicated status
offense cases, formal probation was
the most restrictive sanction ordered
by the court.

In 2017, 7% of adjudicated status
offense cases resulted in out-of-
home placement.

Dispositions with minimal continuing
supervision by probation staff were
ordered in 37% of status offense
cases adjudicated in 2017 —the
juvenile was ordered to enter a
treatment or counseling program, to
pay restitution or a fine, or to partici-
pate in some form of community
service.

In 63% of formally handled status
offense cases in 2017, the juvenile
was not adjudicated a status offend-
er. The court dismissed 78% of
these cases, while 16% resulted in
some form of informal probation and
6% in other voluntary dispositions.

For every 1,000 status offense cases
formally processed by juvenile
courts in 2017, 211 resulted in for-
mal probation and 25 were placed
out of the home.

Juvenile Court Statistics 2017

Total status Placed
2,200 7%

Adjudicated a
status offender
32,900 37%

Probation
18,500

Other sanction
12,200
87,900 estimated petitioned
status offense cases

Probation
8,700

Not adjudicated a
status offender
55,000 63%

Other sanction
3,500

Dismissed
42,900

Total status 25 Placed
Adjudicated a
374 status offender

Probation

A typical 1,000 petitioned
status offense cases

Other sanction

99 Probation

Not adjudicated
626 a status offender

Other sanction

Dismissed

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may
not add to totals because of rounding.
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Case Processing by Offense Category, 2017

Runaway 66 Placed
Adjudicated a
337 status offender

Probation

A typical 1,000 petitioned Other sanction

runaway cases

105 Informal sanction

Not adjudicated
663 a status offender

Dismissed

Truancy 13 Placed
Adjudicated a
297 status offender

Probation

A typical 1,000 petitioned

105 Other sanction
truancy cases |

Not adjudicated 152 Informal sanction

703 a status offender

Dismissed

Curfew 6 Placed
Adjudicated a
502 status offender

Probation

355 Other sanction

A typical 1,000 petitioned
curfew cases

Not adjudicated 82 Informal sanction

498 a status offender

Dismissed

Ungovernability 68 Placed
Adjudicated a
478 status offender

Probation

A typical 1,000 petitioned 66 Other sanction

ungovernability cases

92 Informal sanction

Not adjudicated
522 a status offender

Dismissed

Liquor 16 Placed
Adjudicated a
533 status offender

Probation

A typical 1,000 petitioned

247 Other sanction
liquor law violation cases R —

Not adjudicated
467 a status offender

184 Informal sanction

283 Dismissed

Notes: Cases are categorized by their most severe or restrictive sanction. Detail may not
add to totals because of rounding.

Runaway Cases

Among the five major status offense
categories, juvenile courts were most
likely to order youth to out-of-home
placement following adjudication in
runaway cases (66 of 337 cases), but
formal probation was a more likely
outcome (234 of 337.

Among petitioned runaway cases in
2017, youth were not adjudicated a
status offender in 663 of a typical
1,000 cases. Of these 663 cases,
84% (558) were dismissed.

Truancy Cases

In 2017, of a typical 1,000 formal
truancy cases, 179 resulted in formal
probation and 13 were placed out of
the home.

Curfew Violation Cases

In 2017, for every 1,000 petitioned
curfew violation cases, 141 resulted
in formal probation and 6 were
placed out of the home.

Among petitioned cases involving
curfew violations in 2017, youth were
not adjudicated a status offender in
498 of a typical 1,000 cases. Of
these 498 cases, 83% (415) were
dismissed.

Ungovernability Cases

For every 1,000 petitioned ungovern-
ability cases in 2017, 343 resulted in
formal probation following adjudica-
tion and 68 were placed out of the
home.

Liquor Law Violation Cases

Among petitioned liquor law violation
cases in 2017, the most likely out-
come was formal probation (269 of
1,000); out-of-home placement was
ordered in 16 of a typical 1,000
cases.

In 2017, among petitioned liquor law
violation cases, youth were not adju-
dicated as status offenders in 467 of
a typical 1,000 cases.
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Appendix A

Methods

The Juvenile Court Statistics (JCS)
series uses data provided to the Nation-
al Juvenile Court Data Archive (the
Archive) by state and county agencies
responsible for collecting and/or dis-
seminating information on the process-
ing of youth in juvenile courts. These
data are not the result of a uniform data
collection effort. They are not derived
from a complete census of juvenile
courts or obtained from a probability
sample of courts. The national estimates
presented in this report are developed
by using compatible information from all
courts that are able to provide data to
the Archive.

Sources of Data

The Archive uses data in two forms:
detailed case-level data and court-

level aggregate statistics. Case-level
data are usually generated by automat-
ed client-tracking systems or case-
reporting systems managed by juvenile
courts or other juvenile justice agencies.
These systems provide detailed data on
the characteristics of each delinquency
and status offense case handled by
courts, generally including the age, gen-
der, and race of the youth referred; the
date and source of referral; the offenses
charged; detention and petitioning deci-
sions; and the date and type of
disposition.

The structure of each case-level data
set contributed to the Archive is unique,

having been designed to meet the infor-
mation needs of a particular jurisdiction.
Archive staff study the structure and
content of each data set in order to
design an automated restructuring pro-
cedure that will transform each jurisdic-
tion’s data into a common case-level
format.

Court-level aggregate statistics either
are abstracted from the annual reports
of state and local courts or are contrib-
uted directly to the Archive. Court-level
statistics typically provide counts of the
delinquency and status offense cases
handled by courts in a defined time
period (calendar or fiscal year).

Each year, many juvenile courts contrib-
ute either detailed data or aggregate
statistics to the Archive. However, not
all of this information can be used to
generate the national estimates con-
tained in JCS. To be used in the devel-
opment of national estimates, the data
must be in a compatible unit of count
(i.e., case disposed), the data source
must demonstrate a pattern of consis-
tent reporting over time (at least 2
years), and the data file contributed to
the Archive must represent a complete
count of delinquency and/or status
offense cases disposed in a jurisdiction
during a given year.

The aggregation of the JCS-compatible
standardized case-level data files con-
stitutes the Archive’s national case-level
database. The compiled data from
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Table A-1: 2017 Stratum Profiles for Delinquency Data

Counties reporting compatible data

Number of counties

County population  Counties in Case- Court-
Stratum ages 10-17 stratum level level Total*
1 Fewer than 14,054 2,672 1,815 329 2,104
2 14,054-51,000 327 245 40 272
3 51,001-122,700 108 87 9 92
4 More than 122,700 35 31 9 34
Total 3,142 2,178 387 2,502

Percentage Percentage of
of counties juvenile population
79% 81%
83 84
85 87
97 98
80 87

* Some counties reported both case-level and court-level data; therefore, the total number of counties reporting delinquency data is
not equal to the number of counties reporting case-level data plus the number of counties reporting court-level data.

Table A-2: 2017 Stratum Profiles for Status Offense Data

Counties reporting compatible data

Number of counties

County population Counties in Case- Court-
Stratum ages 10-17 stratum level level Total
1 Fewer than 14,054 2,672 1,708 194 1,902
2 14,054-51,000 327 223 11 234
3 51,001-122,700 108 76 3 79
4 More than 122,700 35 30 0 30
Total 3,142 2,037 208 2,245

jurisdictions that contribute only court-
level JCS-compatible statistics consti-
tute the national court-level database.
Together, these two multijurisdictional
databases (case-level and court-level)
are used to generate the Archive’s
national estimates of delinquency and
status offense cases.

In 2017, case-level data describing
577,407 delinquency cases handled by
2,178 jurisdictions in 38 states met the
Archive’s criteria for inclusion in the
development of national delinquency
estimates. Compatible data were avail-
able from Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
Arkansas, California, Colorado, Con-
necticut, District of Columbia, Florida,
Georgia, Hawalii, lllinois, lowa, Kentucky,
Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Mis-
souri, Montana, New Jersey, New Mexi-
co, New York, North Carolina, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, South Carolina, South
Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Ver-
mont, Virginia, Washington, West
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Virginia, and Wisconsin. These courts
had jurisdiction over 80% of the nation’s
juvenile population in 2017. Compatible
court-level aggregate statistics on an
additional 61,655 delinquency cases
from 387 jurisdictions were used from 8
states: (lllinois, Indiana, Maine, Michi-
gan, Nebraska, Nevada, New York, and
Wyoming). In all, the Archive collected
compatible case-level data and court-
level statistics on delinquency cases
from 2,502 jurisdictions containing 87%
of the nation’s juvenile population in
2017 (table A-1).

Case-level data describing 58,768 for-
mally handled status offense cases from
2,037 jurisdictions in 36 states met the
criteria for inclusion in the sample for
2017. The states included Alabama,
Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California,
Connecticut, District of Columbia, Flori-
da, Georgia, Hawaii, lllinois, lowa, Ken-
tucky, Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Missouri, Montana, New Jersey, New
Mexico, New York, North Carolina,

Percentage Percentage of
of counties juvenile population
1% 2%
72 72
73 75
86 90
71 77

Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island,
South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennes-
see, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia, and Wiscon-
sin. These courts had jurisdiction over
74% of the juvenile population. An addi-
tional 208 jurisdictions in Indiana,
Nebraska, and Wyoming had compati-
ble court-level aggregate statistics on
5,122 petitioned status offense cases.
Altogether, compatible case-level and
court-level data on petitioned status
offense cases were available from 2,245
jurisdictions containing 77% of the U.S.
juvenile population in 2017 (table A-2).

A list of states contributing case-level
data (either delinquency or petitioned
status offense data), the variables each
reports, and the percentage of cases
containing each variable are presented
in table A-3. More information about the
reporting sample for the current data
year and previous years since 1985 is
available online at ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/
ezajcs/asp/methods.asp.
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Table A-3: Content of Case-Level Data Sources, 2017

Age at Referral  Referral Secure  Manner of
Data source referral Gender Race source reason detention handling Adjudication Disposition
Alabama AL AL AL AL AL AL AL AL AL
Alaska AK AK AK AK AK AK AK AK AK
Arizona AZ AZ AZ AZ AZ - AZ AZ AZ
Arkansas AR AR AR - AR - AR AR -
California CA CA CA CA CA CA CA CA CA
Colorado - - CO - CO - CO - -
Connecticut CT CT CT CT CT CT CT CT CT
District of Columbia DC DC DC - DC DC DC DC DC
Florida FL FL FL FL FL FL FL FL FL
Georgia GA GA GA GA GA - GA GA GA
Hawaii HI HI HI HI HI - HI HI HI
lllinois? IL IL - - IL IL IL IL IL
lowa IA 1A 1A - IA - IA IA IA
Kentucky KY KY KY KY KY KY KY KY KY
Maryland MD MD MD MD MD - MD MD MD
Minnesota MN MN MN - MN - MN MN MN
Mississippi MS MS MS MS MS MS MS MS MS
Missouri MO MO MO MO MO MO MO MO MO
Montana MT MT MT MT MT MT MT MT -
New Jersey NJ NJ NJ - NJ - NJ NJ NJ
New Mexico NM NM NM NM NM - NM NM NM
New York NY NY NY - NY - NY NY NY
North Carolina NC NC NC - NC - NC NC NC
Ohio? OH OH OH OH OH OH OH OH OH
Oklahoma OK OK OK OK OK OK OK OK OK
Oregon OR OR OR OR OR OR OR OR OR
Pennsylvania PA PA PA PA PA - PA PA PA
Rhode Island RI RI - RI RI - RI RI RI
South Carolina SC SC SC SC SC SC SC SC SC
South Dakota SD SD SD - SD SD SD SD SD
Tennessee TN TN TN TN TN - TN TN TN
Texas TX X X X TX TX X X X
Utah uT uT uT uT uT uT uT uT uT
Vermont VT VT VT - VT VT VT VT VT
Virginia VA VA VA VA VA VA VA VA -
Washington WA WA WA WA WA WA WA WA WA
West Virginia WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV
Wisconsin Wi Wi Wi - Wi - Wi Wi Wi
Percentage of
estimation sample 98% 98% 94% 77% 96% 59% 100% 93% 84%
Note: The symbol “~” indicates that compatible data for this variable are not reported by this state.

1 Data from Cook county only.
2 Data from Cuyahoga, Franklin, Hamilton, and Lucas counties only.
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Juvenile Population

The volume and characteristics of juve-
nile court caseloads are partly a func-
tion of the size and demographic com-
position of a jurisdiction’s population.
Therefore, a critical element in the
Archive’s development of national esti-
mates is the population of youth that
generates the juvenile court referrals in
each jurisdiction—i.e., the “juvenile”
population of every U.S. county.

A survey of the Archive’s case-level data
shows that very few delinquency or sta-
tus offense cases involve youth younger
than 10. Therefore, the lower age limit
of the juvenile population is set at 10
years for all jurisdictions. On the other
hand, the upper age limit varies by
state. Every state defines an upper age
limit for youth who will come under the
original jurisdiction of the juvenile court if
they commit an illegal act. (See “Upper
age of jurisdiction” in the “Glossary of
Terms” section.) Most states set this
age to be 17 years; other states have
set the age at 15 or 16. States often
enact exceptions to this simple age cri-
terion (e.g., offense-specific youthful
offender legislation and concurrent juris-
diction or extended jurisdiction provi-
sions). In general, however, juvenile
courts have responsibility for all law vio-
lations committed by youth whose age
does not exceed the upper age of origi-
nal jurisdiction.

For the purposes of this report, there-
fore, the juvenile population is defined
as the number of youth living in a juris-
diction who are at least 10 years old but
who are not older than the upper age of
original juvenile court jurisdiction. For
example, in New York, where the upper
age of original juvenile court jurisdiction
is 15 in 2017, the juvenile population is
the number of youth residing in a coun-
ty who have had their 10th birthday but
are not older than 15 (e.g., they have
not yet reached their 16th birthday).

The juvenile population estimates used
in this report were developed with data
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from the Census Bureau.! The esti-
mates, separated into single-year age
groups, reflect the number of white,
black, Hispanic,2 American Indian/Alas-
kan Native, and Asian (including Native
Hawaiian and Pacific Islander) youth
ages 10 through the upper age of juve-
nile court jurisdiction who reside in each
county in the nation.

Estimation Procedure

National estimates are developed

using the national case-level database,
the national court-level database, and
the Archive’s juvenile population esti-
mates for every U.S. county. “County”
was selected as the unit of aggregation
because (1) most juvenile court jurisdic-
tions in the United States are concur-
rent with county boundaries, (2) most
data contributed by juvenile courts

1 County-level intercensal estimates were
obtained for the years 2005-2017. The follow-
ing data files were used:

National Center for Health Statistics. 2012.
Intercensal Estimates of the Resident
Population of the United States for July 1,
2000-July 1, 2009, by Year, County, Single-
year of Age (0, 1, 2, ..., 85 Years and Over),
Bridged Race, Hispanic Origin, and Sex
[machine-readable data file]. Prepared under a
collaborative arrangement with the U.S. Census
Bureau. Available online: cdc.gov/nchs/
nvss/bridged_race.htm [Released 10/26/12,
following release by the U.S. Census Bureau of
the unbridged intercensal estimates by 5-year
age group on 10/9/12].

National Center for Health Statistics. 2018.
Vintage 2017 Postcensal Estimates of the
Resident Population of the United States (April
1, 2010, July 1, 2010-July 1, 2017), by Year,
County, Single-year of Age (0, 1, 2, ..., 85 Years
and Over), Bridged Race, Hispanic Origin, and
Sex [machine-readable data file]. Prepared
under a collaborative arrangement with the U.S.
Census Bureau. Available online: cdc.gov/nchs/
nvss/bridged_race.htm [released on 6/27/18,
following release by the U.S. Census Bureau of
the unbridged Vintage 2017 postcensal esti-
mates by 5-year age groups.

2 In this report, Hispanic ethnicity is handled as
a race category. All other racial categories
exclude youth of Hispanic ethnicity.

identify the county in which the case
was handled, and (3) youth population
estimates can be developed at the
county level.

The Archive’s national estimates are
generated using data obtained from its
nonprobability sample of juvenile courts.
There are two major components of the
estimation procedure. First, missing val-
ues on individual records of the national
case-level database are imputed using
hot deck procedures. Then the records
of the national case-level database are
weighted to represent the total number
of cases handled by juvenile courts
nationwide. Each stage of the estimation
procedure will be described separately.

Record-level imputation. The first step
in the estimation procedure is to place
all U.S. counties into one of four strata
based on their youth population ages
10 through 17. The lower and upper
population limits of the four strata are
defined each year so that each stratum
contains one-quarter of the national
population of youth ages 10 through
17.

This information is added onto each
record in the national case-level data-
base. As a result, each record in the
national case-level database contains
11 variables of interest to the JCS
report: county strata, year of disposi-
tion, intake decision, youth’s age,
youth’s gender, youth’s race, referral
offense, source of referral, case deten-
tion, case adjudication, and case
disposition.

By definition, the first three of these
variables (i.e., county strata, year of dis-
position, and intake decision) are known
for every case in the database. Each of
the other variables may be missing for
some records and given a missing value
code. The estimation procedure for the
JCS report employs a multistage pro-
cess to impute information for each
missing value on each case record in
the national case-level database.
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Within a county’s set of records in the
database there can be two types of
missing information: record-level miss-
ing and format-level missing. For many
counties, a small proportion of their
case-level records are missing valid
codes in data elements that are valid for
most of the other records from that
county. For example, the gender of a
youth may not have been reported on a
few records while it is known for all the
other youth in the county’s database.
This type of missing value is “record-
level missing.” There are also counties
in which every record in the database
has a missing value code for a specific
variable. For example, some court data
collection systems do not capture infor-
mation on a youth’s pre-disposition
detention. Therefore, the variable “case
detention” in the national case-level
data has a missing value code on each
record from that county. This type of
missing value is “format-level missing.”
(Table A-3 indicates the standardized
data elements that were not available,
i.e., format-missing, from each jurisdic-
tion’s 2017 data set.) The imputation
process handles the two types of miss-
ing values separately.

The imputation of record-level missing
values uses a hot deck procedure with
a donor pool of records from the same
county. First, all the records for a specif-
ic county are sorted by disposition date.
Then the file is read again, one record
at a time. When the imputation software
identifies a record with a record-level
missing value (i.e., the target record), it
imputes a valid code for this target data
field. This is accomplished by locating
the next record in the county file that
matches the target record on all of its
nonmissing values and has a nonmiss-
ing code in the target data field; this
record is called the donor record. The
imputation software copies the valid
code from the donor record and replac-
es the missing value code on the target
record with this nonmissing value.

Once a donor record is used in the pro-
cess for a given variable, it is not used

again for that variable unless no other
matches can be found for another target
record. There are a small number of
instances in which no donor record can
be found in the county file. When this
occurs, the imputation software relaxes
its record matching criteria. That is,
instead of trying to find a donor record
with identical codes on variables other
than the target field, the software
ignores one nonmissing variable and
attempts to find a match on all of the
others. In the small number of cases
where this does not lead to the identifi-
cation of a donor record, a second vari-
able is ignored and the file is reread
looking for a donor. Although theoreti-
cally (and programmatically) this process
can be repeated until all variables but
county, year of disposition, and intake
decision are ignored to find a donor, this
never occurred. The order in which vari-
ables are removed from the matching
criteria are source of referral, detention,
offense, adjudication, race, gender, and
age.

Format-level imputation. After all the
record-level missing values have been
imputed, the process turns to format-
missing information, or information that
is missing from a case record because
that court’s information system does not
report this information on their cases.
The process for imputing format-missing
information is similar to that used in the
record-missing imputation process with
the needed difference that the donor
pool is expanded. Since all records in a
county are missing the target data, the
donor pool for format-missing records is
defined as the records from all counties
in the target record’s stratum with the
same year of disposition and intake
decision.

Using this expanded donor pool, the
imputation process follows the steps
described above where a target record
(i.e., one with missing data) is identified
and the donor pool is scanned for a
match. Once a match is found, the
missing information on the target record
is overwritten and the donor record is

flagged as having been used for that
variable so it will not be reused for that
variable unless all other donors are
used. If a donor record cannot be found
in the first pass through the donor pool,
matching criteria are relaxed until a
donor is found.

There is one major exception to this
process of imputing format-level
missing information. This exception
involves the process of imputing
missing race for those counties that do
not report this data element to the
Archive. The racial composition of a
court’s caseload is strongly related to
the racial composition of the resident
juvenile population. Creating a donor
pool that ignores this relationship would
reduce the validity of the imputation pro-
cess. So for those few data files that did
not include race, donor pools were
developed that restricted the pool to
counties with racial compositions similar
to that of the target record’s county.

This was accomplished by dividing the
counties in the U.S. into four groups
defined by the percentage of white juve-
niles in their age 10-17 populations.
This classification was then added to
each case record and used as a match-
ing criterion for finding a donor record
within the set of potential donor records
defined by stratum, year of disposition,
and intake decision.

Weighting to produce national esti-
mates. The Archive employs an elabo-
rate multivariate procedure that assigns
a weight to each record in the national
case-level database that, when used in
analysis, yields national estimates of
juvenile court activity. The weights incor-
porate a number of factors related to
the size and characteristics of juvenile
court caseloads: the size of a communi-
ty, the age and race composition of its
juvenile population, the age and race
profile of the youth involved in juvenile
court cases, the courts’ responses to
the cases (intake decision, detention,
adjudication, and disposition), and the
nature of each court’s jurisdictional
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responsibilities (i.e., upper age of original
jurisdiction).

The basic assumption underlying the
weighting procedure is that similar legal
and demographic factors shape the vol-
ume and characteristics of cases in
reporting and nonreporting counties of
comparable size and features. The
weighting procedure develops indepen-
dent estimates for the number of peti-
tioned delinquency cases, nonpetitioned
delinquency cases, and petitioned sta-
tus offense cases handled by juvenile
courts nationwide. Identical statistical
procedures are used to develop all case
estimates.

As noted earlier, all U.S. counties are
placed into one of four strata based on
the size of their youth population ages
10 through 17. In the first step to devel-
op the weights, the Archive divides the
youth 10-17 population for each stra-
tum into three age groups: 10- through
15-year-olds, 16-year-olds, and 17-year-
olds. The three age groups are further
subdivided into five racial groups: white,
black, Hispanic, American Indian (includ-
ing Alaskan Native), and Asian (including
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
Islander). Thus, juvenile resident popula-
tion estimates are developed for 15 age/
race categories in each stratum of
counties.

The next step is to identify within each
stratum the jurisdictions that contributed
to the Archive case-level data consistent
with JCS reporting requirements. The
populations of these case-level reporting
jurisdictions within each stratum are
then developed for each of the 15 age/
race categories. The national case-level
database is summarized to determine
within each stratum the number of court
cases that involved youth in each of the
15 age/race population groups. Case
rates (number of cases per 1,000 juve-
niles in the population) are then devel-
oped for the 15 age/race groups within
each of the four strata.

For example, assume that a total of
2,785,000 white youth ages 10-15
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resided in those stratum 2 counties that
reported JCS-compatible case-level
data to the Archive. If the Archive’s
case-level database shows that the
juvenile courts in these counties han-
dled 18,139 petitioned delinquency
cases involving white youth ages 10
through 15, the number of cases per
1,000 white youth ages 10-15 for stra-
tum 2 would be 6.5, or:

(18,139 / 2,785,000) x 1,000 = 6.5

Comparable analyses are then used to
establish the stratum 2 case rates for
black youth, Hispanic youth, American
Indian youth, and Asian youth in the
same age group (30.4, 8.6, 11.6, and
2.4, respectively).

Next, information contained in the
national court-level database is intro-
duced, and stratum-level case rates are
adjusted accordingly. First, each court-
level statistic is disaggregated into the
15 age/race groups. This separation is
accomplished by assuming that, for
each jurisdiction, the relationships
among the stratum’s 15 age/race case
rates (developed from the case-level
data) are paralleled in the court-level
data.

For example, assume that a jurisdiction
in stratum 2 with an upper age of origi-
nal juvenile court jurisdiction of 15
reported it processed 500 cases during
the year. Also assume that this jurisdic-
tion had a juvenile population of 12,100
white youth, 4,000 black youth, 5,400
Hispanic youth, 300 American Indian
youth, and 800 Asian youth. The stra-
tum 2 case rates for each racial group
in the 10-15 age group would be multi-
plied by the corresponding population
to develop estimates of the proportion
of the court’s caseload that came from
each age/race group, as follows:

White:
(6.5 x 12,100) / [(6.5 x 12,100) +
(30.4 x 4,000) + (8.6 x 5,400)] +
(11.6 x 300) + (2.4 x 800) = 31.2%

Black:

(30.4 x 4,000) / [(6.5 x 12,100) +
(30.4 x 4,000) + (8.6 x 5,400)] +
(11.6 x 300) + (2.4 x 800) = 48.2%

Hispanic:

(8.6 x 5,400) / [(6.5 x 12,100) +
(30.4 x 4,000) + (8.6 x 5,400)] +
(11.6 x 300) + (2.4 x 800) = 18.4%

American Indian:

(11.6 x 300) / [(6.5 x 12,100) +
(30.4 x 4,000) + (8.6 x 5,400)] +
(11.6 x 300) + (2.4 x 800) = 1.4%

Asian:

(2.4 x 800) / [(6.5 x 12,100) +
(30.4 x 4,000) + (8.6 x 5,400)] +
(11.6 x 300) + (2.4 x 800) = 0.8%

The jurisdiction’s total caseload of 500
would then be allocated based on
these proportions. In this example, it
would be estimated that 31.2% of all
cases reported in the jurisdiction’s
aggregate statistics involved white
youth, 48.2% involved black youth,
18.4% involved Hispanic youth, 1.4%
involved American Indian youth, and the
remaining 0.8% involved Asian youth.
When these proportions are applied to
a reported court-level caseload statistic
of 500 cases, this jurisdiction is estimat-
ed to have handled 156 cases involving
white youth, 241 cases involving black
youth, 92 cases involving Hispanic
youth, 7 cases involving American Indi-
an youth, and 4 cases involving Asian
youth age 15 or younger.

The same method is used to disaggre-
gate the case counts reported by those
jurisdictions that could only report
aggregate court-level statistics for juris-
dictions with an upper age of 16 (10
age/race groups) and an upper age of
17 (15 age/race groups). The disaggre-
gated court-level counts are then added
to the counts developed from case-level
data to produce an estimate of the
number of cases involving each of the
15 age/race groups handled by report-
ing courts (i.e., both case-level and
court-level reporters) in each of the four
strata.
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The juvenile population figures for the
entire reporting sample are also com-
piled. Together, these new stratum-
specific case counts and juvenile popu-
lations for the reporting counties are
used to generate a revised set of case
rates for each of the 15 age/race
groups within each of the four strata.

Stratum estimates for the total number
of cases involving each age/race group
are then calculated by multiplying the
revised case rate for each of the 15
age/race groups in a stratum by the
corresponding juvenile population in all
counties belonging to that stratum (both
reporting and nonreporting).

After the stratum estimates for the total
number of cases in each age/race group
in each stratum has been calculated, the
next step is to weight the records in the
national case-level database. This
weight is equal to the estimated number
of cases in one of the stratum’s 15 age/
race groups divided by the actual num-
ber of such records in the national case-
level database. For example, assume
that the Archive generates a national
estimate of 14,833 petitioned delinquen-
cy cases involving white 16-year-olds
from stratum 2 counties. Assume also
that the national case-level database for
that year contained 9,338 petitioned
delinquency cases involving white
16-year-olds from stratum 2 counties. In

the Archive’s national estimation data-
base, each stratum 2 petitioned delin-
quency case that involved a white
16-year-old would be weighted by 1.59
because:

14,833 /9,338 = 1.59

Finally, by incorporating the weights into
all analyses of the national case-level
database, national estimates of case
volumes and case characteristics can
be produced. More detailed information
about the Archive’s national estimation
methodology is available on request
from the National Center for Juvenile
Justice.
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Glossary of Terms

Adjudication: Judicial determination
(judgment) that a juvenile is or is not
responsible for the delinquency or sta-
tus offense charged in a petition.

Age: Age at the time of referral to juve-
nile court.

Case rate: Number of cases disposed
per 1,000 juveniles in the population.
The population base used to calculate
the case rate varies. For example, the
population base for the male case rate
is the total number of male youth age
10 or older under the jurisdiction of the
juvenile courts. (See “juvenile popula-
tion.”)

Delinquency: Acts or conduct in viola-
tion of criminal law. (See “reason for
referral.”)

Delinquent act: An act committed by a
juvenile which, if committed by an adult,
would be a criminal act. The juvenile
court has jurisdiction over delinquent
acts. Delinquent acts include crimes
against persons, crimes against proper-
ty, drug offenses, and crimes against
public order.

Dependency case: Those cases involv-
ing neglect or inadequate care on the
part of parents or guardians, such as
abandonment or desertion; abuse or
cruel treatment; improper or inadequate
conditions in the home; and insufficient
care or support resulting from death,

absence, or physical or mental incapaci-
ty of parents/guardians.

Detention: The placement of a youth in
a secure facility under court authority at
some point between the time of referral
to court intake and case disposition.
This report does not include detention
decisions made by law enforcement
officials prior to court referral or those
occurring after the disposition of a case.

Disposition: Sanction ordered or treat-
ment plan decided on or initiated in a
particular case. Case dispositions are
coded into the following categories:

m Waived to criminal court—Cases
that were transferred to criminal
court as the result of a judicial waiv-
er hearing in juvenile court.

m Placement—Cases in which youth
were placed in a residential facility
for delinquents or status offenders,
or cases in which youth were other-
wise removed from their homes and
placed elsewhere.

® Probation—Cases in which youth
were placed on informal/voluntary or
formal/court-ordered supervision.

m Dismissed/released —Cases dis-
missed or otherwise released
(including those warned and coun-
seled) with no further sanction or
consequence anticipated. Among
cases handled informally (see
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“manner of handling”), some cases
may be dismissed by the juvenile
court because the matter is being
handled in another court or agency.

m Other—Miscellaneous dispositions
not included above. These disposi-
tions include fines, restitution, com-
munity service, referrals outside the
court for services or treatment pro-
grams with minimal or no further
supervision anticipated, and disposi-
tions coded as “other” in a jurisdic-
tion’s original data.

Formal handling: See “intake deci-
sion.”

Informal handling: See “intake deci-
sion.”

Intake decision: The decision made by
juvenile court intake that results in the
case either being handled informally at
the intake level or being petitioned and
scheduled for an adjudicatory or judicial
waliver hearing.

B Nonpetitioned (informally han-
dled)—Cases in which duly autho-
rized court personnel, having
screened the case, decide not to file
a formal petition. Such personnel
include judges, referees, probation
officers, other officers of the court,
and/or agencies statutorily designat-
ed to conduct petition screening for
the juvenile court.

m Petitioned (formally handled)—
Cases that appear on the official
court calendar in response to the
filing of a petition, complaint, or
other legal instrument requesting the
court to adjudicate a youth as a
delinquent, status offender, or
dependent child or to waive jurisdic-
tion and transfer a youth to criminal
court for processing as a criminal
offender.

Judicial decision: The decision made
in response to a petition that asks the
court to adjudicate or judicially waive
the youth to criminal court for prosecu-
tion as an adult. This decision is gener-
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ally made by a juvenile court judge or
referee.

Judicial disposition: The disposition
rendered in a case after the judicial
decision has been made.

Juvenile: Youth at or below the upper
age of original juvenile court jurisdiction.
(See “juvenile population” and “upper
age of jurisdiction.”)

Juvenile court: Any court that has
jurisdiction over matters involving
juveniles.

Juvenile population: For delinquency
and status offense matters, the juvenile
population is defined as the number of
children between the age of 10 and the
upper age of jurisdiction. For dependen-
cy matters, it is defined as the number
of children at or below the upper age of
jurisdiction. In all states, the upper age
of jurisdiction is defined by statute.
Thus, when the upper age of jurisdiction
is 17, the delinquency and status
offense juvenile population is equal to
the number of children ages 10 through
17 living within the geographical area
serviced by the court. (See “upper age
of jurisdiction.”)

Nonpetitioned case: See “intake
decision.”

Petition: A document filed in juvenile
court alleging that a juvenile is a delin-
quent or a status offender and asking
that the court assume jurisdiction over
the juvenile or that an alleged delinquent
be judicially waived to criminal court for
prosecution as an adult.

Petitioned case: See “intake decision.”

Race: The race of the youth referred, as
determined by the youth or by court
personnel. In this report, Hispanic eth-
nicity is considered a separate race.
Each of the other racial categories
excludes persons of Hispanic ethnicity.
An important exception must be noted.
Data provided to the Archive did

not always allow for identification of

Hispanic ethnicity for cases involving
American Indian youth. Specifically, data
from many jurisdictions did not include
any means to determine the ethnicity of
American Indian youth. Rather than
assume ethnicity for these youth, they
are classified solely on their racial clas-
sification; as such, the American Indian
group includes an unknown proportion
of Hispanic youth.

B White—A person having origins in
any of the indigenous peoples of
Europe, North Africa, or the Middle
East.

m Black—A person having origins in
any of the black racial groups of
Africa.

® Hispanic—A person of Cuban,
Mexican, Puerto Rican, South
or Central American, or other
Spanish culture or origin regardless
of race.

B American Indian—A person having
origins in any of the indigenous peo-
ples of North America, including
Alaskan Natives.

B Asian—A person having origins in
any of the original peoples of the Far
East, Southeast Asia, the Indian
Subcontinent, Hawaii, or any of the
other Pacific Islands.

Reason for referral: The most serious
offense for which the youth is referred
to court intake. Attempts to commit an
offense are included under that offense,
except attempted murder, which is
included in the aggravated assault cate-

gory.

m Crimes against persons—Includes
criminal homicide, rape, robbery,
aggravated assault, simple assault,
other violent sex acts, and other
offenses against persons as defined
below.

¢ Criminal homicide—Causing
the death of another person
without legal justification or
excuse. Criminal homicide is a
summary category, not a single



codified offense. In law, the term
embraces all homicides in which
the perpetrator intentionally kills
someone without legal justifica-
tion or accidentally kills someone
as a consequence of reckless or
grossly negligent conduct. It
includes all conduct encom-
passed by the terms murder,
nonnegligent (voluntary) man-
slaughter, negligent (involuntary)
manslaughter, and vehicular
manslaughter. The term is broad-
er than the category used in the
Federal Bureau of Investigation’s
(FBI’s) Uniform Crime Reporting
Program (UCR), in which murder/
nonnegligent manslaughter does
not include negligent manslaugh-
ter or vehicular manslaughter.

Rape —Penetration, no matter
how slight, of the vagina or anus
with any body part or object, or
oral penetration by a sex organ
of another person, without the
consent of the victim. This
includes certain statutory rape
offenses where the victim is pre-
sumed incapable of giving con-
sent. This definition includes the
offenses of rape, sodomy, and
sexual assault with an object.
Unlike the prior definition for
“forcible rape,” the current defini-
tion of rape is gender neutral and
does not require force. The term
is used in the same sense as the
FBI's revised rape definition
(implemented in 2013) in the
UCR.

Robbery —Unlawful taking

or attempted taking of property
that is in the immediate posses-
sion of another by force or threat
of force. The term is used in the
same sense as in the UCR and
includes forcible purse snatching.

Assault—Unlawful intentional
infliction, or attempted or threat-
ened infliction, of injury upon the
person of another.

< Aggravated assault—
Unlawful intentional infliction

of serious bodily injury or
unlawful threat or attempt to
inflict bodily injury or death by
means of a deadly or danger-
ous weapon with or without
actual infliction of any injury.
The term is used in the same
sense as in the UCR. It
includes conduct encom-
passed under the statutory
names: aggravated assault
and battery, aggravated bat-
tery, assault with intent to Kill,
assault with intent to commit
murder or manslaughter,
atrocious assault, attempted
murder, felonious assault,
and assault with a deadly
weapon.

2
<

Simple assault—Unlawful
intentional infliction or
attempted or threatened
infliction of less than serious
bodily injury without a deadly
or dangerous weapon. The
term is used in the same
sense as in UCR reporting.
Simple assault is not often
distinctly named in statutes
because it encompasses all
assaults not explicitly named
and defined as serious.
Unspecified assaults are clas-
sified as “other offenses
against persons.”

Other violent sex offenses—
Includes unlawful sexual acts or
contact, other than rape,
between members of the same
sex or different sexes against the
will of the victim which can
involve the use or threatened use
of force or attempting such
act(s). Includes incest where the
victim is presumed to be inca-
pable of giving consent.

Other offenses against
persons—Includes kidnapping,
custody interference, unlawful
restraint, false imprisonment,
reckless endangerment, harass-
ment, and attempts to commit
any such acts.
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m Crimes against property —
Includes burglary, larceny, motor
vehicle theft, arson, vandalism,
stolen property offenses, trespass-
ing, and other property offenses as
defined below.

¢ Burglary—Unlawful entry or
attempted entry of any fixed
structure, vehicle, or vessel used
for regular residence, industry, or
business, with or without force,
with intent to commit a felony or
larceny. The term is used in the
same sense as in the UCR.

¢ Larceny—Unlawful taking or
attempted taking of property
(other than a motor vehicle) from
the possession of another by
stealth, without force and without
deceit, with intent to permanently
deprive the owner of the proper-
ty. This term is used in the same
sense as in the UCR. It includes
shoplifting and purse snatching
without force.

¢ Motor vehicle theft—Unlawful
taking or attempted taking of a
self-propelled road vehicle
owned by another with the intent
to deprive the owner of it perma-
nently or temporarily. The term is
used in the same sense as in the
UCR. It includes joyriding or
unauthorized use of a motor
vehicle as well as grand theft
auto.

¢ Arson—Intentional damage or
destruction by means of fire or
explosion of the property of
another without the owner’s con-
sent or of any property with
intent to defraud, or attempting
the above acts. The term is used
in the same sense as in the
UCR.

¢ Vandalism—Destroying, damag-
ing, or attempting to destroy or
damage public property or the
property of another without the
owner’s consent, except by fire
or explosion.
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¢ Stolen property offenses —
Unlawfully and knowingly receiv-
ing, buying, distributing, selling,
transporting, concealing, or pos-
sessing stolen property, or
attempting any of the above. The
term is used in the same sense
as the UCR category “stolen
property: buying, receiving, pos-
sessing.”

¢ Trespassing—Unlawful entry or
attempted entry of the property
of another with the intent to
commit a misdemeanor other
than larceny or without intent to
commit a crime.

¢ Other property offenses—
Includes extortion and all fraud
offenses, such as forgery, coun-
terfeiting, embezzlement, check
or credit card fraud, and
attempts to commit any such
offenses.

B Drug law violations—Includes

unlawful sale, purchase, distribution,
manufacture, cultivation, transport,
possession, or use of a controlled or
prohibited substance or drug or
drug paraphernalia, or attempt to
commit these acts. Sniffing of glue,
paint, gasoline, and other inhalants
is also included. Hence, the term is
broader than the UCR category
“drug abuse violations.”

Offenses against public order—
Includes weapons offenses; nonvio-
lent sex offenses; liquor law viola-
tions, not status offenses; disorderly
conduct; obstruction of justice; and
other offenses against public order
as defined below.

¢ Weapons offenses— Unlawful
sale, distribution, manufacture,
alteration, transportation, pos-
session, or use of a deadly or
dangerous weapon Or accessory,
or attempt to commit any of
these acts. The term is used in
the same sense as the UCR cat-
egory “weapons: carrying, pos-
sessing, etc.”
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Nonviolent sex offenses—All
offenses having a sexual element
not involving violence. The term
combines the meaning of the
UCR categories “prostitution and
commercialized vice” and “sex
offenses.” It includes offenses
such as statutory rape, indecent
exposure, prostitution, solicita-
tion, pimping, lewdness, fornica-
tion, and adultery. (Many states
have decriminalized prostitution
for minors and view this as com-
mercial sexual exploitation of
children under Safe Harbor laws.)

Liquor law violations, not
status offenses—Being in a
public place while intoxicated
through consumption of alcohol.
It includes public intoxication,
drunkenness, and other liquor
law violations. It does not include
driving under the influence. The
term is used in the same sense
as the UCR category of the
same name. Some states treat
public drunkenness of juveniles
as a status offense rather than
delinquency. Hence, some of
these offenses may appear
under the status offense code
“status liquor law violations.”
(When a person who is publicly
intoxicated performs acts that
cause a disturbance, he or she
may be charged with disorderly
conduct.)

Disorderly conduct—Unlawful
interruption of the peace, quiet,
or order of a community, includ-
ing offenses called disturbing the
peace, vagrancy, loitering, unlaw-
ful assembly, and riot.

Obstruction of justice—Inten-
tionally obstructing court or law
enforcement efforts in the admin-
istration of justice, acting in a
way calculated to lessen the
authority or dignity of the court,
failing to obey the lawful order of
a court, escaping from confine-
ment, and violating probation or

parole. This term includes con-
tempt, perjury, bribery of wit-
nesses, failure to report a crime,
and nonviolent resistance of
arrest.

¢ Other offenses against public
order—Other offenses against
government administration or
regulation, such as bribery; viola-
tions of laws pertaining to fish
and game, gambling, health,
hitchhiking, and immigration; and
false fire alarms.

m Status offenses—Includes acts or

types of conduct that are offenses
only when committed or engaged in
by a juvenile and that can be adjudi-
cated only by a juvenile court.
Although state statutes defining sta-
tus offenses vary and some states
may classify cases involving these
offenses as dependency cases, for
the purposes of this report the fol-
lowing types of offenses are classi-
fied as status offenses:

¢ Runaway—Leaving the custody
and home of parents, guardians,
or custodians without permission
and failing to return within a rea-
sonable length of time, in viola-
tion of a statute regulating the
conduct of youth.

¢ Truancy—Violation of a compul-
sory school attendance law.

¢ Curfew violations —Being found
in a public place after a specified
hour of the evening, usually
established in a local ordinance
applying only to persons under a
specified age.

¢ Ungovernability —Being beyond
the control of parents, guardians,
or custodians or being disobedi-
ent of parental authority. This
classification is referred to in vari-
ous juvenile codes as unruly,
unmanageable, and incorrigible.

¢ Status liquor law violations—
Violation of laws regulating the
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possession, purchase, or con-
sumption of liquor by minors.
Some states treat consumption
of alcohol and public drunken-
ness of juveniles as status
offenses rather than delinquency.
Hence, some of these offenses
may appear under this status
offense code.

¢ Miscellaneous status offenses—
Numerous status offenses not
included above (e.g., tobacco
violation and violation of a court
order in a status offense pro-
ceeding) and those offenses
coded as “other” in a jurisdic-
tion’s original data.

m Dependency offenses—Includes
actions that come to the attention of
a juvenile court involving neglect or
inadequate care of minors on the
part of the parents or guardians,
such as abandonment or desertion;
abuse or cruel treatment; improper
or inadequate conditions in the
home; and insufficient care or sup-
port resulting from death, absence,
or physical or mental incapacity of the
parents or guardians.

Source of referral: The agency or indi-
vidual filing a complaint with intake that
initiates court processing.

m Law enforcement agency—
Includes metropolitan police,
state police, park police, sheriffs,
constables, police assigned to the

juvenile court for special duty, and all
others performing a police function,
with the exception of probation offic-
ers and officers of the court.

m School—Includes counselors,
teachers, principals, attendance offi-
cers, and school resource officers.

B Relatives—Includes the youth’s
own parents, foster parents, adop-
tive parents, stepparents, grandpar-
ents, aunts, uncles, and other legal
guardians.

m Other—Includes social agencies,
district attorneys, probation officers,
victims, other private citizens, and
miscellaneous sources of referral
often only defined by the code “oth-
er” in the original data.

Status offense: Behavior that is con-
sidered an offense only when commit-
ted by a juvenile (e.g., running away
from home). (See “reason for referral.”)

Unit of count: A case disposed by a
court with juvenile jurisdiction during the
calendar year. Each case represents a
youth referred to the juvenile court for a
new referral for one or more offenses.
(See “reason for referral.”) The term dis-
posed means that during the year some
definite action was taken or some treat-
ment plan was decided on or initiated.
(See “disposition.”) Under this definition,
a youth could be involved in more than
one case during a calendar year.

Upper age of jurisdiction: The oldest
age at which a juvenile court has origi-
nal jurisdiction over an individual for law-
violating behavior. For the time period
covered by this report, the upper age of
jurisdiction was 15 in 2 states (New
York and North Carolina) and 16 in 7
states (Georgia, Louisiana, Michigan,
Missouri, South Carolina, Texas, and
Wisconsin). In the remaining 41 states
and the District of Columbia, the upper
age of jurisdiction was 17. Between
2016 and 2017, four states with upper
ages below 17 amended statutes to
conform with the national majority; how-
ever, the enacted legislation will not take
effect until 2018 or later. It must be not-
ed that within most states, there are
exceptions in which youth at or below
the state’s upper age of jurisdiction can
be placed under the original jurisdiction
of the adult criminal court. For example,
in most states, if a youth of a certain
age is charged with an offense from a
defined list of “excluded offenses,” the
case must originate in the adult criminal
court. In addition, in a number of states,
the district attorney is given the discre-
tion of filing certain cases in either the
juvenile court or the criminal court.
Therefore, while the upper age of juris-
diction is commonly recognized in all
states, there are numerous exceptions
to this age criterion.

Waiver: Cases transferred to criminal

court as the result of a judicial waiver
hearing in juvenile court.
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