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Executive Summary

Mandated by Act 394 of the 2023 Louisiana Legislature as one of three annual 
reports, Causes and Consequences of Criminal and Delinquent Acts seeks to 
provide an in-depth analysis of the criminal justice system, leveraging linkages 
between education, employment, adult corrections, and juvenile justice. This 
initial report introduces the topic, describes the data currently incorporated into 
the LA FIRST data system, and summarizes several exploratory analyses that 
serve as a starting point for this new policy research initiative in Louisiana.

We begin the report with detailed background information on the separate 
criminal and juvenile justice system processes, as well as correlates related to 
the causes and consequences for those who engage in crime and delinquency. 
We then explore broad trends in crime and delinquency affecting the country 
and Louisiana, including trends in violent, property, and drug offenses; trends in 
crimes and delinquent acts committed by age; imprisonment rates; and juvenile 
recidivism.

To further explore these trends in our initial report, we analyze longitudinal data 
obtained from the Louisiana Department of Public Safety & Corrections and the 
Office of Juvenile Justice. Although DPS&C and OJJ release descriptive reports 
frequently, our analysis utilizes over 20 years of data to show long-term trends 
in criminal offenses and delinquency in Louisiana. We introduce an approach 
that links OJJ and DPS&C data to analyze characteristics of those with long-term 
involvement in both systems. 

Key Findings

In Louisiana, drug and property offenses are the most common adult 
offenses that result in conviction to DPS&C custody or supervision. 

Drug and property offenses have been generally declining while 
violent offending has seen a slight uptick. 

Demographic correlates of hard labor convictions to DPS&C include 
gender (male), race (Black), and age (30s). 

Juvenile admissions to OJJ have declined in Louisiana over the past 
20 years, dropping at the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic with a slight 
increase since to reach pre-COVID numbers. Youth are also less likely 
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now to have repeated contact with OJJ than they once were. 

Although violent delinquency admissions were on the decline until 
2020, they have been experiencing an upward trend since 2020.

Most youth are admitted into OJJ care under probation-delinquent 
supervision. Demographic correlates of admissions include gender 
(male), age (15-16-year-olds), and race (Black). The age of delinquent 
onset does not appear to be trending younger. 

A considerable percentage of individuals released from OJJ are later 
convicted to DPS&C custody or supervision, ranging from 23.4 percent 
in the early years after OJJ release to upwards of 50.0 percent 10+ 
years after release.

For a large share (46.0 percent) of individuals who had contact with 
OJJ and were later convicted to DPS&C hard labor, it took between 1 
to 5 years from their date of first OJJ release to an offense date that 
resulted in a DPS&C conviction. 

Demographic correlates of OJJ-to-DPS&C trajectories include gender 
(male), race (Black), and age (15-16). 

The details of the delinquency and care under OJJ also exhibited a 
pattern in future DPS&C custody or supervision, with higher rates of 
DPS&C involvement when the mode of care was secure delinquent, 
when the length of care in OJJ was longer, and when youth had more 
than one episode in OJJ. 

We conclude the report by summarizing the findings and discussing directions 
for future research of LA FIRST, with potential for in-depth analysis of specific 
pressing topics and linking of the data across additional agencies.
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1. Introduction to the Causes and 
Consequences of Criminal and 
Delinquent Acts

1.1.	 Legislative mandate 
In 2023, the Louisiana Legislature created Louisiana’s Foundational Integrated 
Research System for Transformation (LA FIRST). LA FIRST is a longitudinal data 
system for independent public policy research for Louisiana established as an 
initiative of the Louisiana Board of Regents (Board of Regents) and administered 
by the Kathleen Babineaux Blanco Public Policy Center (Blanco Center) at the 
University of Louisiana at Lafayette (UL Lafayette). Act 394 authorized three LA 

FIRST Legislative Research Reports: 

Launch Louisiana report with an in-depth analysis of the elementary-
and-secondary-school-to-college or -career transition.  

Louisiana’s Employment Outcomes report with an in-depth analysis of 
linkages between workforce, credit and noncredit, and postsecondary 
training and education.  

Causes and Consequences of Criminal and Delinquent Acts report with 
an in-depth analysis of the criminal justice system leveraging linkages 
between education, employment, adult corrections, and juvenile justice.

As part of this charge, the Causes and Consequences of Criminal and Delinquent 
Acts report will be a yearly report covering different topics related to the criminal 
and juvenile justice systems in Louisiana that applies LA FIRST data shared 
by seven state entities1 and Louisiana Local Education Agencies, including key 
data partners to support this area of work: the Department of Public Safety 
and Corrections (DPS&C) and the Office of Juvenile Justice (OJJ). This initial 
Legislative Research Report is the first of a series to come.

1 The Board of Regents, the Louisiana Workforce Commission, the Department of Children and Family Services, the 
Department of Public Safety and Corrections, the Office of Juvenile Justice, the Louisiana Department of Health, and 
the Louisiana Department of Education 
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1.2.	 Focus areas of this initial 
        Legislative Research Report 

This report is the first analysis using LA FIRST data from Louisiana’s justice 
system agencies DPS&C and OJJ. The analysis is descriptive, offering an 
overview of preliminary insights drawn from the data and focusing on a select 
set of areas identified by the Blanco Center. These areas were chosen while 
considering data availability, time constraints, and a preference for topics that 
introduce key themes, laying the groundwork for future research. Below, we 
present the three selected focus areas for this report: 

1.3.	 Organization of this report 
The rest of the report is organized as follows: Section 2 provides background 
information on the criminal and juvenile justice systems as well as existing 
research and data related to crime, delinquency, and causes and consequences 
of criminal and delinquent acts. Section 3 discusses the data and methods used, 
including a description of the data available through LA FIRST from DPS&C and 
OJJ, how the data were generated, their limitations, and an overview of the 
specific tables and variables used in this report. Section 4 presents the results 
and findings from this year’s analysis, including a breakdown of offenses that led 
to custody or supervision by DPS&C, admissions to OJJ custody or supervision, 
and a linked analysis showing youth involvement with both OJJ and DPS&C. 
Finally, Section 5 concludes the report with a discussion of findings and future 
directions for research. 

Figure 1. Focus areas for the first Legislative Research Report

  Convicted 
offenses that 

resulted in custody 
or supervision 
by DPS&C and 

characteristics of 
offenders

Trends and 
characteristics of 

admissions to 
OJJ’s care

The 
progression 

from involvement 
with OJJ to 

involvement with 
DPS&C and associated 

characteristics



3Blanco Public Policy Center     |     CCCDA Legislative Research Report     |     Background

2. Background

This section provides a concise overview of key factors related to criminal and 
delinquent behavior in the State of Louisiana, starting with an outline of the 
criminal justice and juvenile justice systems and their roles in addressing such 
acts. It highlights the historical context and significance of crime and delinquency 
in Louisiana, drawing attention to specific trends and challenges faced by the 
state. This section then explores causes and consequences of criminal and 
delinquent behavior, with a focus on contributing factors that could be further 
analyzed using LA FIRST data. Finally, it clarifies the purpose of this Legislative 
Research Report and presents an organized structure for the ensuing discussion.

2.1.	 A brief overview of the justice system 
The justice system in the United States plays a crucial role in protecting 
communities, delivering justice for victims, and rehabilitating offenders. 
The response to delinquency and crime in the United States is shaped by its 
intergovernmental structure. In this system, federal, state, and local governments 
operate different and separate criminal justice systems, though federal 
regulations structure many local and state processes and legislation. State and 
local governments handle the administration of a large portion of the criminal 
justice and juvenile justice systems, with each state defining its own systems and 
laws. Local governments set ordinances for crime processing, while the federal 
government addresses specific federal crimes. Most responses to delinquency 
and crime are managed at the state and local levels (Bureau of Justice Statistics 
2021). In Table 1 we present an overview of the criminal justice processes for 
adults and juveniles.

The adult criminal process. The adult criminal justice process begins with 
a criminal incident or allegation, followed by a law enforcement report and 
investigation. After that, prosecutors review the evidence and decide whether to file 
charges. If charges are filed, the case moves to court, where a judge or jury hears 
the evidence and returns a verdict and, if guilty, a sentence. Finally, if someone 
is convicted, the corrections system is responsible for carrying out the sentence, 
whether that involves prison time or probation. In Louisiana, when criminal 
convictions involve sentences to hard labor or hard labor suspended to probation 
for violation of a state law, DPS&C is responsible for enforcing the sentence.
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The juvenile process. The process for juveniles committing delinquency follows a 
similar pattern to that of adults but has different terminology because the juvenile 
justice system is focused on rehabilitation rather than punishment. A delinquent 
act refers to an act committed by a child of ten years of age or older which if 
committed by an adult is designated an offense by the statutes laid out by any state 
or federally. Juveniles alleged to have committed a delinquent act will go through 
a pre-adjudication investigation, and, if a petition is filed, the case proceeds to 
juvenile court for an adjudication hearing. There is no option for a jury, and the 
judge oversees the adjudication hearing. If the juvenile is adjudicated of having 
committed the delinquent act, the court later has a disposition hearing where the 
final outcome of the adjudication, or disposition, is decided.

Following an adjudication hearing, juveniles may be dismissed, placed in custody, 
or placed under supervision. If placed under supervision (delinquent probation, 
FINS, DDA, and IAA), the judge may direct OJJ to supervise the juvenile, or, if 
available at the specific court, may place them under the supervision of the court’s 
local probation officers. Courts without probation officers are more likely to send a 
higher number of adjudicated or non-adjudicated juveniles to OJJ for supervision 
since they cannot supervise them under local jurisdiction.
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Table 1. Overview of the criminal justice and juvenile justice processes in Louisiana

3. Court 
procedures

4. Implementation 
of sanctions or 
rehabilitation 

 

Criminal Juvenile

Arraignment 

The defendant is formally charged with 
a crime and enters a plea of guilty or 
not guilty. 

Trial 

During trial, the court and jury (in some 
cases) decide whether the defendant is 
guilty or not guilty. 

The prosecutor presents the case in court, 
seeking a conviction, and ensuring that 
justice is served. The accused and their 
defense attorney present their case. 

Conviction 

This is the culmination of the trial. The 
adult is formally determined to be guilty 
or not guilty of the charges that were filed 
against them. 

Sentencing 

During sentencing, if found guilty, the 
court imposes a punishment.

DPS&C enforcement of the sentence 

Offenders may be sentenced to hard 
labor (state prisons or local facilities) 
or supervision (adult remains in the 
community) by DPS&C depending on the 
severity of the offense, risk assessment, 
and the sentence imposed. 

OJJ administration of the disposition 

Youth may be placed under custody 
(secure and non-secure) or supervision 
(youth remains in the community) by 
OJJ, depending on their case, risk, and 
needs.

Appearance Hearing 

The youth is formally charged with a 
delinquent act and is informed of their 
charges. 

Adjudication Hearing 

During the adjudication hearing, the court 
decides whether the youth is adjudicated 
delinquent or not. 

The prosecutor presents the case in court, 
seeking an adjudication and rehabilitation 
of the juvenile. The accused and their 
defense attorney present their case.

Adjudication 

This is the culmination of the adjudication 
hearing. The youth is formally determined 
to be adjudicated delinquent or not. 

Disposition 

During the disposition hearing, the court 
determines the outcome (detention, 
community service, probation, etc.). 

1. Entry into the 
system 

Local, State or Federal law enforcement observe or receive reports of a crime or 
delinquent act and investigate.

Law enforcement agencies arrest, detain, and book individuals suspected of criminal or 
delinquent acts. They then determine whether to release the individual or to detain them. 

2. Prosecution 
and pretrial or 
preadjudication 
services 

Prosecutors file charges, negotiate, and present the case. 

The prosecutor decides whether to file charges against (adult) or petition (juvenile) an 
individual based on the evidence provided. 

The prosecutor negotiates plea bargains with the defense, aiming for an agreement 
that often involves pleading to a lesser charge. 

Stage Actions
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2.2.	 Historical context and relevance of crime 
        and delinquency in Louisiana
Criminal and delinquent offenses in Louisiana. Louisiana has historically sustained 
high criminal offense rates – violent offenses in particular. Violent offenses cover 
homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault—those that involve the use or 
threat of force against another person—and are typically of greatest concern for 
communities. For all major types of violent crime, Louisiana has generally had 
higher rates of offenses than the national average (FBI Uniform Crime Reporting 
Program 2024). Among violent crimes, homicide is especially concerning for the 
population and is a key reason Louisiana is often labeled as a violent state. In 
2023, the murder rate for Louisiana was 2.5 times more than the national average 
(see Figure 2). Property crimes include arson, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle 
theft. With the exception of arson and motor vehicle theft (until 2018), all of these 
offenses have higher rates in Louisiana compared to the national average (see 
Figure 3). Finally, drug offenses in Louisiana have significantly increased over the 
past couple of years, surpassing the national rate (see Figure 4).
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Figure 2. Trends in violent offense rates in Louisiana and the US
Offenses reported per 100,000 population 

Source: Blanco Center analysis using the FBI Uniform Crime Report (UCR) program data. 
https://cde.ucr.cjis.gov/LATEST/webapp/#/pages/explorer/crime/crime-trend

Notes: Data capture offenses reported to law enforcement agencies and then reported to the FBI’s UCR Program 
including not only offenses that were cleared by arrest or other means, but all offenses reported. Not all law 
enforcement agencies report data to the FBI’s UCR Program. FBI’s UCR Program provides monthly reports, and we 
calculated annual averages. 
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Source: Blanco Center analysis using the FBI UCR program data 
https://cde.ucr.cjis.gov/LATEST/webapp/#/pages/explorer/crime/crime-trend

Notes: Data capture offenses reported to law enforcement agencies and then reported to the FBI’s UCR Program 
including not only offenses that were cleared by arrest or other means, but all offenses reported. Not all law 
enforcement agencies report data to the FBI’s UCR Program. FBI’s UCR Program provides monthly reports, and we 
calculated annual averages.

Figure 3. Trends in property offense rates in Louisiana and the US  
Offenses reported per 100,000 population 
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Figure 4. Trends in drug offense rates in Louisiana and the US
Offenses reported per 100,000 population 

Source: Blanco Center analysis using the FBI UCR Program data. 
https://cde.ucr.cjis.gov/LATEST/webapp/#/pages/explorer/crime/crime-trend

Notes: Data capture offenses reported to law enforcement agencies and then reported to the FBI’s UCR Program 
including not only offenses that were cleared by arrest or other means, but all offenses reported. Not all law 
enforcement agencies report data to the FBI’s UCR Program. FBI’s UCR Program provides monthly reports, and we 
calculated annual averages.
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According to the FBI data, among cases where an arrest is made and age of 
the person arrested is known, the majority of violent and property offenses in 
Louisiana were committed by adults (defined as 18 or older); approximately 
9.5 and 10.8 percent of property and violent offenses with arrests, respectively, 
were committed by those aged 17 years and younger according to local law 
enforcement reports included in the FBI data (see Figure 5). These proportions are 
only slightly higher than national-level statistics (9.3 and 10 percent, respectively). 
The FBI estimates do not report age of the offender for drug offenses. It is also 
noteworthy that the main source for data on juvenile delinquency (e.g., age 
of the juvenile, type of delinquency) is juvenile court statistics. For example, a 
national report on juvenile court statistics showed that of all the delinquency 
cases processed in 2021, 53 percent involved youth aged 15 years and younger 
(Hockenberry and Puzzanchera 2024). However, this report excluded data from 
Louisiana, and it is often challenging to collect court-level statistics from all 
juvenile courts, highlighting the need for using other types of administrative data 
to fill in these gaps.
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Figure 5. Percentage of all property and violent crimes committed by age, 2022

A. Louisiana

B. United States

Source: Blanco Center analysis using National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS) estimates. 
cde.ucr.cjis.gov/LATEST/webapp/#/pages/explorer/crime/nibrs-estimates
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Socioeconomic factors contributing to crime and delinquency in Louisiana. 
Historically, Louisiana has exhibited many group-level risk factors for high 
criminality. Factors traditionally associated with violent crime include poverty 
and income inequality (Hsieh and Pugh 1993). In 2023, Louisiana had the 
highest poverty rate of any state in the nation, with 18.9 percent of people living 
below the poverty level (U.S. Census Bureau 2024). Furthermore, Louisiana has 
experienced significant income inequality over the years; in 2023, the state had a 
Gini Index, a measure of inequality, of 0.4967, making it one of the top five states 
with the highest income inequality in the nation (U.S. Census Bureau 2024).

High incarceration rates in Louisiana. Louisiana’s incarceration rates have 
remained persistently high over time. According to the National Prisoner 
Statistics (NPS), Louisiana had the highest or second-highest imprisonment 
rates in the U.S. from 2001 to 2021 (see Figure 6). In 2021, the rate was 566 
prisoners under state or federal jurisdiction with a sentence of more than one 
year per 100,000 residents (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2023). The impacts of 
high incarceration rates in Louisiana are particularly evident in local jails, which 
sometimes house overflow populations from state prisons. According to the 
most recent Census of Jails report (covering the years 2005-2019), Louisiana 
maintained the highest jail incarceration rate in the nation during that period 
(Zeng and Minton 2021). It is worth mentioning that local jails are often known for 
having fewer educational and vocational programming options for incarcerated 
adults (Wildeman, Fitzpatrick, and Goldman 2018).
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Figure 6. Imprisonment rate for those under state or federal jurisdiction 
Imprisonments per 100,000 population

Source: Blanco Center analysis using the Corrections Statistical Analysis Tool at https://csat.bjs.ojp.gov/quick-tables. 
Notes: Imprisonment rate is the number of prisoners under state or federal jurisdiction with a sentence of more than 
1 year per 100,000 residents. Resident population estimates are from the U.S. Census Bureau for January 1 of the 
following year.

Recent legislation, policy, and major impacts. Over the past decade, there 
have been significant efforts to reform Louisiana’s justice system through new 
legislation, alongside pivotal events that have shaped crime, delinquency, and 
the state’s responses. In the following paragraphs, we highlight some of these 
key moments, including the 2017 Louisiana justice reforms, the impact of the 
COVID-19 pandemic, post-pandemic perceptions of crime, and the 2024 Louisiana 
justice reforms. 

2017 legislative criminal justice reforms. In response to high incarceration 
rates and associated costs for taxpayers, the state of Louisiana passed a set 
of comprehensive criminal justice reform laws in 2017 that received broad 
bipartisan support (Office of the Governor, n.d.). These reforms aimed to reduce 
the incarceration rate, lessen taxpayer costs, and reinvest the funds used for 
incarceration into communities and local programs. In total, 10 bills were 
passed during the regular legislative sessions in 2016 and 2017. One key bill 
in 2016 was SB 324, which became Act 501, that included raising the age for 
consideration as a juvenile to include 17-year-olds (Louisiana State Legislature 
2016). A key bill in 2017 was SB 139, which became Act 280, that implemented 
alternative supervision, reduced sentencing for nonviolent offenders, expanded 
parole eligibility for certain violent offenses, and expanded good time eligibility 
(Louisiana State Legislature 2017).
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COVID-19 pandemic’s impact on crime and delinquency. In the years following 
the 2017 criminal justice reforms, Louisiana, along with the rest of the world, 
experienced a transformation of daily living due to global responses to the 
COVID-19 pandemic. In 2020, COVID-19 prompted widespread lockdown 
measures around the world, and most types of crime temporarily declined during 
these lockdowns, with homicides and cybercrime as exceptions (Hoeboer et al. 
2024). While the pandemic might have temporarily reduced crime, it increased 
rates of poverty and instability for specific groups. New Orleans, for example, 
saw a concerning spike in violent crimes, including carjacking, murder, and 
vehicular theft. In 2022, the New Orleans Police Department reported 266 murders 
and 470 non-fatal shootings (NOPD Analytics Unit 2024). 

During this period, national media coverage of carjacking offenses highlighted a 
pattern of delinquent activity committed by youth (New York Times 2022). When 
the pandemic hit, most activities outside the home ceased, with more information 
on these patterns available from the American Time Use Survey (U.S. Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, n.d.), leaving many youths confined in tight spaces with 
families who were often destabilized by illness and job loss. Increased stress 
and fewer opportunities to relieve it could explain the rise in offenses among 
this population. It is also important to note that, administratively, the COVID-19 
pandemic impacted the policies, procedures, and data collection activities related 
to referrals to and the processing of youth by juvenile courts, which continued in 
2021 (Hockenberry and Puzzanchera 2024).

Post-pandemic public perception of crime. With significant post-pandemic press 
coverage of criminal activity, most Americans (63 percent) in 2023 described 
the crime problem in the U.S. as extremely or very serious, up from 54 percent 
in 2021 (Gallup 2023). Similarly, the population in Louisiana perceived crime 
as a local priority. A large majority of Louisiana residents polled in 2024 (72 
percent) said they perceived the amount of crime had increased in the past few 
years (Henderson and Slocum 2024). Although most polled were not victims of 
crime over the past year (88 percent), most reported knowing someone who was 
the victim of property crime (58 percent), and a large share reported knowing 
someone who was attacked or threatened with violence (44 percent). 

2024 legislative criminal justice reforms. The 2nd Extraordinary Session of the 
Louisiana State Legislature opened in February 2024 to address crime issues. The 
legislative changes that came from this session included lowering the age for 
consideration as a juvenile to exclude 17-year-olds (Louisiana State Legislature 
2024e); abolishing discretionary parole (Louisiana State Legislature 2024a); 
reducing the diminution of a sentence (Louisiana State Legislature 2024b); 
increasing parole violation penalties (Louisiana State Legislature 2024c); and 
revoking of parole (Louisiana State Legislature 2024d). These changes eliminate 
the possibility of parole for all offenses, except for a narrow set of circumstances 
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for juveniles serving life sentences or de facto life sentences (Louisiana State 
Legislature 2024a); significantly reduce the time an individual can earn time 
off their sentence via good behavior and programming participation while 
incarcerated (Louisiana State Legislature 2024b); and increase custodial sanctions 
for technical violations of probation, making it possible to return an individual 
to prison for any technical violation, regardless of its severity (Louisiana State 
Legislature 2024c).

2.3. A brief overview of the causes and consequences                            	
       of criminal and delinquent behavior 
The causes and consequences of criminal and delinquent behavior discussed in 
this section and analyzed in the report are not intended to encompass all possible 
factors, but rather to provide an initial exploration of those observable within 
the scope of the LA FIRST data. In terms of causes, the factors discussed are 
primarily correlates—factors that are associated with an individual’s likelihood 
of justice involvement, rather than direct causes. Individuals may be at risk of 
justice involvement based on observed risk factors in their personal history, 
socioeconomic status, and previous interactions with various systems. The LA 
FIRST data enable the identification of many of these factors by linking records 
across agencies. Regarding consequences, the report examines the potential 
outcomes for individuals who become involved with the justice system. While 
crime and delinquency affect victims, offenders, communities, and society at 
large, the LA FIRST data are particularly valuable for exploring the consequences 
faced by individuals under the custody or supervision of the justice system due to 
its ability to link individual records with other administrative data.
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2.3.1 Causes 

Research has found that various factors 
are correlated with delinquency and 
offending (see Table A2 in the Appendix 
for more on theoretical frameworks 
of crime and delinquency). In the 
context of this report, age, race, strain 
(economic and social), antisocial bonds, 
negative attachments, labeling, and 
social disorganization are key factors to 
be considered in one’s pathway toward 
delinquency and crime (Akers, Sellers, 
and Jennings 2017). One way to explore 
correlates of criminal and delinquent 
behavior is to use a socio-ecological 
model (SEM), which groups potential 
causes into individual, interpersonal 
(e.g., peers and family), and societal. 
Only very carefully designed research 
has been able to identify potential 
causality. For this reason, it is important 
to think of these factors as things that 
tend to precede or appear alongside crime 
rather than those that predict or cause it. In this year’s report, we explore some 
of these factors, but over time, we will expand and enrich this area of work, 
including analysis of an expanded set of factors as well as identification of 
opportunities to assess causality when environmental or programmatic structures 
or changes make a causal framework appropriate.

Individual-level factors. These factors include personal characteristics and 
experiences, such as psychological traits, demographics, and substance abuse 
histories that correlate with an individual’s likelihood of engaging in crime 
or delinquency. Several major correlates pertain to one’s sociodemographic 
and other characteristics. For example, race (Hinton and Reed 2018) and age 
(Rocque, Posick, and Hoyle 2015) are individual-level characteristics that have 
been found to correlate with justice involvement. Although race is not a direct 
cause of crime, Black people are disproportionately represented in incarcerated 
populations (NAACP 2021). Over the life course, criminal involvement naturally 
declines (Hirschi and Gottfredson 1983) as the brain matures in early adulthood 
and individuals experience turning points such as marriage and employment 
(Laub and Sampson 1993). Lastly, an individual’s adverse childhood experiences 
(ACEs) before adulthood can contribute to strain that may lead to psychological 
trauma, negative coping habits such as drug use and alcoholism, and criminal 
involvement (Fox et al. 2015). 

Figure 7. Factors associated with 
criminal and delinquent behavior

Source: Akers, Sellers, and Jennings 2017
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Family and peer-level factors. Positive and prosocial interactions and bonds help 
promote conformity to norms, while the inverse likely increases an individual’s 
risk of criminal involvement (Wright, Caspi, and Moffitt 1999; Watt, Howells, and 
Delfabbro 2004). Having a single-parent household or an incarcerated parent 
may weaken social bonds developed in youth and could correlate with latchkey 
children left home alone who venture out and form harmful connections with 
groups in their neighborhood (Barnert et al. 2015; Weatherburn and Lind 1998). 
Although having a single-parent headed household is a risk factor of ACEs, it 
is just one of many risk factors, and it is certainly true that not all children with 
single parents are at an increased risk of offending. Many children also find 
support in parent-like figures such as grandparents, neighbors, or teachers.

Routine activities such as attending school – in this case, a particularly important 
developmental need – allow children to bond with peers, develop social and 
educational skills, and occupy their time with prosocial activities. When school 
supports are weaker due to lack of funding or negative peer influences, weak 
social bonds are more likely to occur among these students (Henry et al. 1999; 
Payne and Welch 2015). Higher student to teacher ratios are a major factor that 
can lead to weakened social controls.

Some researchers have argued that school disciplinary practices trigger an 
isolating process that forces a youth out of school and into delinquent networks 
rather than around prosocial peers (Bernburg 2019; Duxbury and Haynie 2020).

Societal-level factors. Neighborhood-level factors include characteristics of 
a community, such as crime rates, social cohesion, poverty, and economic 
opportunities. Prior research has found that individuals who live in 
neighborhoods with high rates of poverty, weak social ties among residents, 
residential instability, and high rates of crime are at increased risk of becoming 
involved with crime (Savage, Ellis, and Wozniak 2019).

While a range of different perspectives have been introduced to offer 
alternative explanations for how societal-level factors influence criminal 
behavior, correlations between many of these factors and behaviors have been 
documented repeatedly and will be explored further in this and subsequent LA 
FIRST Legislative Research Reports.
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2.3.2 Consequences 

Successful reintegration into society is 
often the goal after involvement with 
the justice system. This successful 
reintegration is essential both for the 
individual and society in reducing 
recidivism and improving public safety 
(Anthony et al. 2010). Moreover, when 
reintegration is successful, it reduces 
future reincarceration costs that the 
government would have incurred if 
youths and adults recidivate. However, 
full reintegration may not happen. 
Instead, some individuals end up with 
subsequent interactions with the criminal 
or juvenile justice systems and often face 
long-term negative consequences that 
impact their employment and earnings, 
educational achievement, health and 
mental well-being, family dynamics, as 
well as their communities (Pace 2018; 
Travis, Western, and Redburn 2014). For 
this report, we will focus specifically on 
the consequences related to education, 
employment, and earnings.

Consequences related to education. When youth are placed in secure facilities, 
it disrupts their usual educational pattern. Although alternative schooling is 
provided in juvenile detention facilities by the U.S. Department of Education 
(DOE), these programs often differ from what is offered in traditional public 
schools in terms of curriculum rigor and student performance standards (Council 
of State Governments Justice Center 2015). Another shortcoming of education 
in juvenile detention centers is limited instructional time, with youth receiving 
less education than their peers in public schools and often lacking access to 
courses required for graduation. Youths entering the system often have unmet 
educational needs, such as academic gaps and suspension histories, which 
can be further exacerbated by even minor limitations of education in detention 
facilities. This can hinder their academic performance and increase the risk 
of not graduating upon reentry into society (Esthappan and Lee 2018). Some 
justice-involved youths come from under-resourced schools that are reluctant 
to re-enroll them, making it difficult for them to navigate the education system 
upon reentry into society (Altschuler and Brash 2004). While these findings from 
previous research are not specifically from Louisiana but represent a national 
pattern, future work that will be done through LA FIRST will be able to examine 
specific programs that have been implemented in the state.

Figure 8. 
Outcomes 
influenced by 
criminal and 
delinquent 
behavior
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A study in Florida found that youths who reenter society with higher levels of 
educational achievement are more likely to return to school, and those who 
return and maintain consistent school attendance after release are less likely 
to be rearrested within 12 to 24 months (Blomberg et al. 2011). However, 
only a few studies have found positive post-release educational outcomes for 
juvenile justice-involved youths due to credits earned during detention (Bullis 
and Yovanoff 2002). Most studies report poor or mixed results (Cavendish 
2014; Blomberg et al. 2011; Zimmermann 2005). For example, a study of youths 
reentering the community during the 12-month period after juvenile confinement 
found that nearly 47 percent were at least three years behind in school and were 
not prepared to return to their age-appropriate grades (Zimmermann 2005). 

Consequences for employment and earnings.  Securing meaningful employment 
with a livable wage is a major challenge for adults following release from prison 
(Visher, Debus-Sherrill, and Yahner 2011). A study of 740 former male prisoners 
across three states – Illinois, Ohio, and Texas – described that 68 percent (more 
than two-thirds) of the re-entry respondents had worked six months before their 
incarceration in industries such as maintenance, food services, cleaning, and 
construction. Furthermore, 79 percent of the respondents reported searching for 
jobs after being released. While those not actively searching for a job had reasons 
such as permanent disability, health problems, or need to care for others, some 
reported not wanting to work. The study showed that eight months after release, 
65 percent had been employed at some point, but only 45 percent were employed 
at the time of the study (Visher, Debus-Sherrill, and Yahner 2008). Findings from 
these states predict that many formerly incarcerated individuals held jobs prior to 
incarceration and would be interested in seeking employment after release.  

Formerly incarcerated individuals also fail to accumulate meaningful sustained 
employment experience while incarcerated and thus may lack the experience 
needed to secure employment post-release (Raphael 2008). Employers with 
high-quality jobs value prior work experience and seek dependable employees, 
making it more difficult for formerly incarcerated individuals to be hired if lacking 
recent work histories that exhibit these skills, especially if workers also have a 
history of violent crime (Visher, Debus-Sherrill, and Yahner 2011). This becomes 
a barrier that leads individuals to seek employment in low-wage, part-time, or 
temporary positions that do not have such requirements. Negative outcomes are 
also observed in earnings and social welfare. A study conducted using data from 
Harris County, Texas, the county seat of Houston, found that people released 
after a felony conviction were less likely to be employed and earned less income 
than their non-justice-involved peers (Mueller-Smith et al. 2014)

Justice-involved individuals may face discrimination in hiring, stigma due to their 
criminal records, and restrictions on certain jobs because of state and federal 
laws (Kethineni and Falcone 2007). For example, some jobs are inaccessible to 
those who were once convicted of felonies under local, state, and federal law 
(Raphael 2008). However, policies like “ban-the-box” have been implemented 
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by some state governments and by the federal government in some contexts 
to help formerly incarcerated individuals avoid stigmatization and ease their 
transition from incarceration to employment. These policies prohibit employers 
from checking criminal backgrounds during the hiring process until a conditional 
job offer is made, with some exceptions (The White House 2022; U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission 2023). 

Inequality in post-incarceration employment outcomes. Post-incarceration 
outcomes are often unequal, as studies show significant disparities by race 
and gender. Formerly incarcerated individuals from racial minority groups and 
women tend to experience disproportionately large negative consequences 
compared to their counterparts (Curcio and Pattavina 2018). For instance, 
evidence reveals that employers were less likely to send invitations for job 
interviews to Black job seekers with criminal records when compared to White 
job seekers with criminal records (Pager, Western, and Sugie 2009). The earning 
potential for a Black or Hispanic person compared to a White person after being 
convicted with a similar criminal history is lower – the White person earns 
significantly more than the person of color, and this further widens the racial 
wealth gap for people who have been convicted of crimes (Craigie, Grawert, and 
Kimble 2020). Similarly, formerly incarcerated females are more likely to face 
unique challenges when reentering society than males because they are more 
likely to be victims of abuse, suffer mental illness, become regular users of drugs, 
and be economically disadvantaged (Miller 2021). 

The impact of re-entry programming on post-release outcomes. Despite the 
negative outcomes described in the literature, exposure and participation in 
programs while in prison may reduce their likelihood or severity. Prisons provide 
programming to inmates during their confinement, including educational 
programming, vocational training, substance abuse treatment, and sex offender 
treatment, among others. Though prior research has found a mixed set of results 
concerning the effects of correctional programming on post-release outcomes, 
well-implemented evidence-based practices can promote reentry success and 
reduce the risk of recidivism (Duwe 2017). Additionally, the characteristics of 
these programs influence their effectiveness. For example, studies have shown 
that programs with higher fidelity lead to greater reductions in recidivism 
among female prisoners compared to those in the group who did not receive 
programming (Duwe and Clark 2015). The integrity of the program (e.g., good 
and structured guidelines, properly trained staff, supervisory oversight) is 
another critical factor in ensuring its effectiveness (Fulham et al. 2023). 
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2.4. What we know so far about the three focus areas   	
       of this report

2.4.1. Trends and characteristics of convicted criminal      	
	  offenses 

As discussed earlier in this report, Louisiana’s criminal justice system is generally 
characterized by high incarceration rates. Studying the offenses that lead to 
sentences of hard labor or hard labor suspended to probation (therefore, custody 
or supervision by DPS&C) is essential, as they directly contribute to these 
rates. Understanding the trends in criminal behaviors associated with DPS&C 
involvement will provide a solid foundation for future work aimed at uncovering 
the causes and consequences of these behaviors, as well as the corresponding 
justice system responses.

National-level statistics on offenses committed by individuals under state or 
federal custody or supervision are reported by various agencies, including the 
Bureau of Justice Statistics. However, these data sources differ from the data 
contained in LA FIRST and cannot be compared directly in many cases. These 
agencies typically focus only on incarcerated individuals and might report only 
the most severe offense committed by the inmate rather than all offenses. For 
example, data from the National Corrections Reporting Program in 2021 show 
that 62.9 percent of all prisoners had a violent offense as their most severe, 13.0 
percent had a property offense, and 12.5 percent had a drug offense (Carson 
and Kluckow 2023). In contrast, the Federal Bureau of Prisons reports on federal 
inmates, including all offenses committed by inmates. The latest statistics 
indicate that 43.7 percent of inmates had a drug offense, making it the most 
common type of offense among federal inmates (Federal Bureau of Prisons 2025).

Time trends in convicted offenses can be attributed to at least three distinct 
factors, each warranting careful consideration. First, shifts in the frequency and 
types of convicted offenses may reflect changes in offending patterns within 
the population, such as variations in the types of crimes committed or their 
frequency. Second, potential changes in trends could result from adjustments in 
how offenders are prosecuted, sentenced, and punished. Third, external factors 
such as natural disasters (e.g., hurricanes), pandemics, or economic crises may 
influence both criminal behavior and the processing of offenders within the 
justice system. Below, we provide a summary of insights into each of these 
factors, which will offer context for interpreting our findings.

Criminal offending patterns within a population are typically analyzed using 
victimization surveys or police records. The UCR data presented earlier in 
this report (see Figure 2, Figure 3 and Figure 4), sourced from police records, 
highlight trends in criminal behavior in Louisiana. For example, the data show 
that aggravated assault and homicide rates have remained steady, with a brief 
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increase following the pandemic, followed by an immediate decline. Robbery 
has shown a consistent decline. Larceny, arson, and burglary have all been 
decreasing. However, motor vehicle theft has been on the rise. Drug violations, 
though volatile, have generally increased. While these data are helpful to 
understand offending patterns, they carry some bias as they exclude information 
from local police offices that do not participate in the voluntary UCR program. 

Related to possible changes in how offenders are prosecuted, sentenced, and 
punished, the background section describes two significant waves of legislative 
changes that took place in Louisiana over the last 10 years, both of which could 
impact the trends observed in the findings of this report. While these legislative 
changes provide context for our analysis, the primary goal of this initial report 
is to describe the trends observed in our LA FIRST data, rather than evaluate the 
impact of specific policies or reforms.

External events such as economic recessions, natural disasters, epidemics, 
or pandemics can significantly affect both criminal activity and how agencies 
process these offenses. For example, research has shown that hurricanes 
can increase crime rates in counties directly impacted by the storms, while 
neighboring counties may see a decline in criminal activity (Spencer 2017). The 
type of crime also plays a key role in this relationship, with studies indicating that 
the severity of a disaster is positively linked to an increase in property crimes 
but not violent crimes (Prelog 2016). Additionally, the response of the criminal 
justice system to crime can be influenced by natural disasters. After Hurricane 
Katrina, for instance, government forces, including the police, were overwhelmed 
by staffing shortages and the breakdown of transportation and communication 
systems (Munasinghe 2007), making it difficult for citizens to report crimes and 
for agencies to respond effectively. Related to other external shocks, such as 
economic crises, it is assumed that without a steady, legitimate income, people 
would be more likely to resort to crime, and criminal offenses would increase. 
Furthermore, during the global financial crisis of 2008, police budgets were 
cut, and personnel were laid off (Irwin 2011). This could also have affected the 
reporting and processing of crimes. 

Finally, regarding evidence on the characteristics of individuals committing 
criminal offenses and sentenced to state custody or supervision, a study of 
convicted felons in large U.S. counties found that the average age of convicted 
felons has increased over the past 20 years (Reaves 2013). From that same 
study, we also know that nearly half (45 percent) of all defendants are non-
Hispanic Black (Reaves 2013). In terms of educational attainment, a study using 
data from the American Community Survey (ACS) revealed that prisoners 
generally have lower levels of education and are more likely to have a General 
Educational Development (GED) diploma compared to the general population 
(Ewert and Wildhagen 2011). Interestingly, this same study found that prisoners’ 
educational attainment was even lower than that of other at-risk groups, such as 
the unemployed or those with low income. As a reference, Louisiana statistics on 
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the highest level of education attained estimate that 4.2 percent of the population 
aged 25 and over had completed less than 9th grade, 8.5 percent had completed 
9th to 12th grade, and 32.5 percent had graduated from high school (United 
States Census Bureau, n.d.).

2.4.2.	Trends and characteristics of delinquency and 		
	 involvement with the juvenile justice system

Media outlets have heightened public discourse in Louisiana regarding violent 
crime, raising concerns about a perceived rise in juvenile delinquency particularly 
(Lacen 2023). In the U.S., arrest data indicate that delinquent behavior has been 
on the decline. Since the national peak of youth arrests in 1996, arrest rates have 
declined by more than 80 percent (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, n.d.). Violent crime made up only 5 percent of youth arrests from 
2000 to 2018 in the United States, and this increased to 8 percent in 2020 in the 
context of this large overall decline (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, n.d.). 

Certain events have contributed to shaping the observed trends in juvenile 
delinquency. Controversy led to major justice reforms in Louisiana in 2003, and 
the Office of Youth Development (OYD) was formed to be separate from DPS&C 
(Families and Friends of Louisiana’s Incarcerated Children, n.d.). OYD developed 
the Louisiana Model (LaMOD), inspired by Missouri’s model. This model 
promotes a rehabilitative approach focused on education rather than the system’s 
previous entanglement with the punitive adult system. 

Nationwide, there was an observed decline in juvenile admissions in the wake 
of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 and a lasting impact in the years following 
its onset (Li et al. 2023). Similar patterns have occurred in response to natural 
disasters; for example, Louisiana saw a decline in juvenile crime in New Orleans 
following Hurricane Katrina in 2005. Researchers found causal evidence that the 
2005 hurricanes precipitated reductions in youth delinquency in New Orleans in 
comparison to other Louisiana school districts (Barnes, Harris, and Nguyen 2022). 
Although other factors such as reductions in policing, out-of-state movement, and 
reduced justice system resources could have contributed to this reduction, the 
researchers point to other published research demonstrating that the widescale 
public school system reforms in Orleans directly following the hurricanes led 
to better youth outcomes – lowered delinquency, increased test scores, higher 
graduation rates, and better likelihood of college entry (Harris and Larsen 2022).

Changing demographics such as age, sex, and race have correlated with changes 
in delinquency over time across the country. According to the Council on Criminal 
Justice, although national trends show that youth aged 15-17 account for the 
highest proportion of juvenile delinquent acts, the contribution of this age group 
to all juvenile delinquent acts has decreased by 23 percent in recent years while 
offending for the age group 10-14 years has increased by 9 percent from 2016 to 
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2022 (Lantz and Knapp 2024).

As for sex, national trends over the 2016 to 2022 period show a 20 percent 
decline in male delinquency, paired with a relatively steady frequency in female 
delinquency; however, it remains true that male juveniles still account for the 
largest proportion of delinquency (Lantz and Knapp 2024). 

Measures of interaction with the justice system also vary considerably by race.  
Black youth are 2.4 times more likely to be arrested and 11 times more likely to 
be placed in secure custody than White youth (Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention, n.d.; Leonard 2023). Additionally, Black youth are 63 
percent more likely to be adjudicated delinquent and committed to OJJ care 
(supervision or custody) than White youth (Rovner 2024). The racial composition 
of the United States for 5–17-year-olds is 47.4 percent White, 25.8 percent 
Hispanic, and 13.2 percent Black, yet Black youth still account for the majority of 
arrests and detainments. In Louisiana, those aged 5-17 are 47.6 percent White, 
35.5 percent Black, and 8.9 percent Hispanic (US Census Bureau 2023). Given the 
size of the Black population in Louisiana, understanding and counteracting the 
causes of racial disparities will be an important area of future work.

2.4.3 The progression from involvement with OJJ to 		
         involvement with DPS&C and associated characteristics

While the goal of the juvenile justice system is to provide rehabilitation, 
accountability, and prevention services to youth who have committed a 
delinquent act, recidivism—the act of committing a new delinquent or criminal 
offense after involvement with the system—can still occur. The persistence of 
delinquent or criminal behavior can be observed within the same period of life 
(e.g., multiple interactions with the juvenile justice system or direct transfer 
of a justice-involved juvenile to an adult court) or across their lifespan (e.g., 
involvement with the adult criminal justice system after involvement with the 
juvenile justice system).

The recidivism or reoffending rate in a population can differ greatly depending 
on how it is defined and measured. A 2006 study showed that the recidivism rate 
for a small number of states could vary between 12 and 55 percent depending 
on what measure was used (Snyder and Sickmund 2006). Data on recidivism 
among juveniles are published by OJJ and focus on juveniles who are discharged 
from juvenile justice custody or supervision and later placed back into the 
care of juvenile justice as a result of a subsequent adjudication or placed into 
custody with the adult corrections system2. The recidivism rate published by 
OJJ among the 2020-2021 cohort of juveniles released from OJJ’s care was 12.9 
percent within one year and 26.8 percent within three years (see Figure 9). This 
prior research shows how defining and measuring recidivism can generate very 

2 Families In Need of Service (FINS) juveniles are not included in OJJ’s published recidivism statistics and can be 
classified into the following: Custody Non-Secure FINS, Probation FINS, IAA, and DDA.
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Figure 9. Trends in recidivism among Louisiana juveniles
1-year, 2-year, and 3-year rates reported by OJJ
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In this initial report, our goal is not to develop official recidivism statistics but 
to begin a more general exploration of the extent to which justice-involved 
youth later become involved in the adult criminal justice system, as well as the 
characteristics of these youth compared to those who do not engage in criminal 
offending. This exploration of dual involvement will lay the groundwork for 
future research examining trends and associated factors considering different 
definitions of recidivism and their implications. Although most published 
literature cannot be directly compared to the data insights presented in this initial 
report, it provides valuable context that informs our findings. From the available 
literature, we learn that sociodemographic factors such as race, gender, and 
neighborhood characteristics significantly influence the likelihood of juvenile re-
offending. Research has shown that Black youth are disproportionately arrested 
and more likely to recidivate (Kakade et al. 2012). Gender is also a consistent 
predictor of recidivism among juveniles, with males demonstrating higher rates 
of re-offending (Cottle, Lee, and Heilbrun 2001). Furthermore, studies have found 
that males who grow up in disadvantaged neighborhoods are more likely to 

different estimates and readers must consider a range of factors when comparing 
estimates across studies or sources including the measure of a delinquent or 
criminal act used (e.g., arrest versus adjudication or conviction), the source of 
information (e.g., court versus corrections data), the exact follow-up period, and 
whether both juvenile and adult systems are considered or only one.

Source: Louisiana Office of Juvenile Justice Recidivism Reports for 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023, and 2024 (Louisiana 
Office of Juvenile Justice, n.d.)
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engage in violent behavior, and these patterns of involvement tend to persist 
over time (Fabio et al. 2011; Brame et al. 2018). 

Individuals’ experiences and interactions with the justice system can be directly 
or indirectly associated with their likelihood of re-offending. A history of 
extensive criminal or delinquent behavior is a well-established risk factor for 
recidivism following release from custody (Goodley, Pearson, and Morris 2022). 
In Louisiana, consistent with this finding, first-time offenders are less likely 
to recidivate compared to individuals with a history of multiple offenses (LA 
Department of Public Safety and Corrections 2024). The type of placement during 
juvenile involvement with the system also plays a significant role in re-offending. 
A study in Orleans and Jefferson parishes found that youth in secure placements 
reoffended at higher rates than those who received alternative sanctions 
(Metropolitan Crime Commission of New Orleans 1999). Additionally, research 
shows that deviant behavior is more likely to be reinforced when juveniles are 
exposed to peers exhibiting similar behaviors, while maximizing exposure to 
prosocial peers can reduce the likelihood of re-offending (Mennis and Harris 2011; 
Dishion, McCord, and Poulin 1999).
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3. Data and Methods

3.1.	 Data 
Using administrative data for research on crime, delinquency, and the justice 
system. Administrative data from justice system agencies is typically used to aid 
in the administration and management of public programs, track outcomes for 
individuals served by these entities, assess the effectiveness of specific programs, 
and ensure that appropriate services are being provided. However, from a 
research and policy perspective, these data can also be leveraged to explore 
issues affecting system-involved populations and their families. For instance, 
administrative data can offer policy makers a broad overview of the types of 
clients being served, highlight trends and changes in their characteristics, and 
identify factors that may increase the likelihood of their initial or recurring 
involvement with the system, along with their outcomes following involvement.

Each entity within the justice system collects and manages data based on its 
specific mandate, with data systems varying in scope, functionality, and the types 
of information captured. While these systems can often offer a broad view of 
individuals’ interactions with the justice system, their scope is typically limited, 
covering only specific stages of a person’s involvement. Therefore, examining 
the data systems available for LA FIRST, and understanding their scope and 
limitations, is crucial for determining how they can inform research and policy 
decisions, assess the effectiveness of programs and services, and identify 
opportunities for supplementing or enhancing them over time to provide a more 
comprehensive foundation for future work.

3.1.1 Data from DPS&C

The Corrections and Justice Unified Network (CAJUN) is used by DPS&C to 
enter, process, and report on the state’s adult incarceration and supervision 
activities. As DPS&C’s primary system for tracking state offenders with a 
conviction and sentence, CAJUN does not include information about individuals 
awaiting conviction, even if they are currently held in a jail or local facility 
because DPS&C does not receive these data. As such, individuals in pre-
conviction status are not reflected in the system.

Population and data in CAJUN. As illustrated in Figure 10, CAJUN tracks data for 
all offenders who have been sentenced to hard labor or to hard labor suspended 
to probation, with the transfer process to DPS&C custody or supervision 
underway. The DPS&C pre-classification office receives documentation from local 
jails and court systems (e.g., sentencing packets and other relevant records), 
some of which is then manually entered into the CAJUN system. Activities 
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occurring during custody3 (whether in state prisons or local facilities) or under 
supervision4 are monitored and recorded in CAJUN. Additionally, if an offender 
is released under supervision or parole, the system continues to track their status 
throughout this stage.

CAJUN data incorporated into LA FIRST. LA FIRST receives data from selected 
tables in CAJUN via a secure data center. The data include all records currently 
available in those tables, but not all variables from the selected tables are 
included. Instead, a specific set of variables has been identified by the Blanco 
Center in collaboration with DPS&C, which is articulated in the LA FIRST Data 
Sharing Agreement for DPS&C. 

Selected tables for this report. For this initial report, we focus on the MASTER 
and OFFENSE tables, as our analysis centers on describing the convicted offenses 
that led to sentences of hard labor or hard labor suspended to probation. A 
description of each of these tables is included in Table 2. Prior to research use, 
personal information was removed from all tables by the LA FIRST Information 
Division, in compliance with the LA FIRST statute and data sharing agreements.

Figure 10. Population and data in CAJUN

3 Custody of adults by DSP&C refers to the secure confinement of the individual in a facility (state prison or local 
facility while serving a sentence to hard labor). 
4 Supervision of adults by DPS&C refers to a non-secure, community-based method in which the individual (on 
probation or parole) is monitored by a probation or parole officer and must comply to set standards. 

Source: Blanco Center elaboration based on discussions with DPS&C. 
Notes: CAJUN data does not include information from federal offenders and from those who have been convicted 
and sentenced but not placed under the custody or supervision of DPS&C.
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Analytical sample for this report. Our sample for most of this report includes all 
convicted offenses that occurred between 2000 and 2020 and were committed by 
a person then sentenced to hard labor or hard labor suspended to probation and 
who are therefore under DPS&C custody or supervision. Between 2000 and 2020, 
there are 728,853 offenses in the dataset. However, a person may have multiple 
observations for the same offense date and offense statute. For this initial round 
of analysis, we retain only the first observation for each person, offense date, 
and offense statute, removing any subsequent duplicate observations for the 
same combination (8.95 percent of the observations). Our final sample consists of 
712,779 offenses. On average, individuals in our sample had 3.6 convicted offenses. 

Master

This table includes one observation for each individual 
under the custody or supervision of DPS&C. It includes 
information about the individual, including some physical 
(e.g., height and weight), personal (e.g., social security 
number, Medicaid number, and mail address), and 
demographic characteristics (e.g., sex, race, occupation, 
and self-reported education). It also includes information 
about their latest status with the agency (e.g., physical 
location and supervision level). If a person is involved with 
DPS&C more than once, this information is updated with 
the most recent information.

Offense

This table contains information about the offense(s) 
a person under DPS&C custody or supervision 
was convicted of. As a result, there can be multiple 
observations for each individual. The offense 
information in CAJUN comes from the Uniform 
Commitment Order (UCO). The UCO is a document that 
includes information about the defendant, the case, 
the sentence, a list of offenses, and the corresponding 
dates. UCOs are signed by a judge and then entered 
into CAJUN. 

Table Description

Table 2. CAJUN tables used in this report
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3.1.2 Data from OJJ

The Juvenile Electronic Tracking System (JETS) is currently used by OJJ to track 
all youth assigned to OJJ’s care by the court system and to record all youth case 
record activity. This includes a youth’s assignment, reassignment, release or 
discharge, risk assessments, placement and supervision levels, and specialized 
programming, among other documentation. Reports to the court are formulated 
using the information in JETS. 

Population and data in JETS. As shown in Figure 11, JETS collects and tracks data 
on youth under the custody or supervision of OJJ. Various groups of juveniles may 
be admitted to OJJ’s care, including those with an Informal Adjustment Agreement 
(IAA)5 to be supervised by OJJ, those with a Deferred Disposition Agreement 
(DDA)6 to be supervised by OJJ, FINS youth to be supervised or to remain under 
custody of OJJ, or those adjudicated for a delinquent act and placed under 
custody7 or supervision8 of OJJ by a juvenile court. In all these cases, their data are 
transferred and recorded in JETS. Specifically, an OJJ probation officer opens the 
youth’s file in JETS, which remains active for 30 days to allow time for the officer 
to gather and input additional information. If a youth placed under OJJ’s custody 
is released under supervision or parole, the system continues to track their status 
throughout this stage. 

5 IAA is an agreement entered into by the youth and the District Attorney (DA) Office before there has been an 
adjudication. Compliance results in case dismissal, while non-compliance results in the petition being filed by the 
DA’s office.
6
 DDA is an agreement which takes place after the youth has been adjudicated delinquent. If the juvenile successfully 

completes the terms and conditions, the adjudication is dismissed.

7 Custody of youth by OJJ refers to placement in either a secure care facility or a non-secure residential placement.

8 Supervision of youth by OJJ refers to probation or parole monitoring in a community-based setting.



30Blanco Public Policy Center     |     CCCDA Legislative Research Report     |     Data and Methods

Youth suspected of 
committing a delinquent 
act and placed under an 
IAA to be supervised by 

OJJ

Supervision

or parole

FINS youth, with 
or without an 

adjudication, placed 
under the supervision 

or custody of OJJ Custody

 • Secure

 • Nonsecure

Supervision

 • Probation 

 • Probation  		
   delinquent

Youth who committed 
a delinquent act, have 
been adjudicated, and 

are placed under a 
DDA to be supervised 

by OJJ

Youth who committed 
a delinquent act, have 
been adjudicated, and 
have a disposition of 

custody or supervision 
by OJJ

Figure 11. Population and data in JETS
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Source: Blanco Center elaboration based on discussions with OJJ. 
Notes: JETS do not include data on juveniles (adjudicated or non-adjudicated) who are placed under the supervision 
of a juvenile court. Since OJJ is the only institution that can provide custody to juveniles, JETS contains data from 
the entire youth population under custody in Louisiana.
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JETS data incorporated into LA FIRST. LA FIRST receives data from selected tables 
in JETS via a secure data center. The data include all records currently available in 
those tables, but not all variables from the selected tables are included. Instead, a 
specific set of variables has been identified by the Blanco Center in collaboration 
with OJJ, which is articulated in the LA FIRST Data Sharing Agreement for OJJ. 

In addition, OJJ provided several reference tables that provide additional 
information to supplement the tables listed above. These tables include additional 
information such as details regarding the court or judge that is identified in the 
primary records.

Selected tables for this report. For this initial report, we focus on the Master/
Client/Episode and Legal Disposition tables, as this exploratory analysis describes 
admissions to OJJ’s care by demographic characteristics, legal status, and 
adjudicated status of the juvenile. A description of each of these tables is included 
in Table 3. Prior to research use, individual identifying information was removed 
from all tables by the LA FIRST Information Division, in compliance with the LA 
FIRST statute and data sharing agreements.

Analytical sample. Our main sample for this report includes all episodes with 
OJJ that occurred between 2003 and 2023. During this period, we observe 71,044 
records, with each record representing an episode defined as the period between 
an individual’s admission to OJJ and their release from custody or supervision. 
An individual might have multiple episodes and therefore would have multiple 
admissions to OJJ. The records in our dataset correspond to 59,703 unique 
individuals. Some visualizations will use all years of data, while others use a more 
limited set of data to present trends during clustered periods of time.

Master/Client/
Episode

This table contains one observation for each episode 
with OJJ, defined as the period between an individual’s 
admission to OJJ and their subsequent release (from 
custody or supervision). It contains information about 
the individual, such as demographic characteristics, as 
well as details about the episode, including admission 
and release dates. 

Legal
Disposition

This table includes one observation for each 
delinquency petition that led to placement under the 
custody or supervision of OJJ. As a result, there can be 
multiple observations for each episode and individual.

Table Description

Table 3. OJJ tables used in this report
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3.2. Methods
Variables used in this report. For each of the three focus areas of this report, we 
constructed key indicators and used individual characteristics to disaggregate the 
analysis and reveal additional patterns within the data. Most of these indicators 
are presented by calendar year. We made efforts to standardize the demographic 
information used in the analysis into a set of common variables across different 
agencies (e.g., by creating a unified definition of race and ethnicity, even though 
each data system uses different definitions). Table 4 presents DPS&C variables 
used in this report, Table 5 presents OJJ variables used in this report, and Table 
6 presents additional variables that were created for the linked analysis of DPS&C 
and OJJ data. 

Convicted offenses

Number of convicted offenses sentenced to hard labor or 
hard labor suspended, placing the individual under the 
custody or supervision of DPS&C. A person may commit 
multiple criminal offenses within the same episode.

Age at offense

Age at the time of offense is calculated using the birth 
month and year and offense date. We assume all individuals 
were born on the 15th of the month. The offense date is an 
exact date.

Sex of the offender
Indicates the sex of the individual involved in the offense 
(male or female).

Race and ethnicity 
of the offender

Race and ethnicity categorizes individuals based on their 
self-reported race and ethnicity, including the categories 
Black, White, Hispanic, and Other.

Education level of 
the offender

Education level categorizes individuals based on the highest 
level of education reported by the individual. The variable 
has 22 potential values, one for each level of education 
claimed (e.g., 10th grade). We group these categories as: 
9th grade or less, 10th-12th grade, College, GED (General 
Educational Development)

Number of children 
of the offender

Number of children is a continuous variable indicating the 
number of children reported by the individual.

Variable Definition

Table 4. DPS&C variables used in this report
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Admission to 
OJJ’s care

Number of juveniles admitted to OJJ’s care (custody or supervision).

Previous OJJ 
involvement 

Indicates whether the juvenile being admitted to OJJ’s care has a prior history with OJJ or 
if this is their first episode.

Most intensive type 
of care received/ 

legal status

Type of care received is also referred to as legal status. This classification defines a juvenile’s 
position within the criminal justice system and determines the level of care provided by OJJ. 
The categories of legal status include secure placement, non-secure placement, FINS non-
secure placement, delinquent probation, FINS probation, parole, and IAA/DDA. To determine 
the most intensive type of care for each episode, we select the highest-ranking type of care 
using a rank variable provided by OJJ. (see Table A1 for OJJ ranking in the Appendix.)

Most severe
class of statute 

adjudicated 

To determine the most severe statute adjudicated for each episode, we select the highest-
ranking statute using the rank variable, as provided in a reference table by OJJ. We then use 
the class variable, also available in the reference table, to classify the adjudicated statute as 
either violent or non-violent.

Length of 
supervision

(months)

Duration of a juvenile’s supervision under OJJ’s care, calculated as the difference between the 
admission and the release dates, and then transformed to months. It measures the total length 
of time the juvenile spends under custody or supervision during a single episode of care.

Race and ethnicity
 of the juvenile

Race and ethnicity categorizes individuals based on their self-reported race and ethnicity, 
including the categories Black, White, Hispanic, and Other. OJJ uses the term African 
American when referring to race, while the DPS&C uses the term Black. For the purposes of 
this report, we use the term Black.

Sex of the juvenile Indicates the sex of the juvenile (male or female).

Age at admission
Age at admission is calculated using the birth month and year and admission date, assuming 
all individuals were born on the 15th of the month. The admission date is an exact date.

Parish of residence
Parish associated with the juvenile’s parent or legal guardian’s home address. It does not 
necessarily reflect the parish where a delinquent act occurred or the parish of the court 
handling the case.

Region of residence
One of the eleven OJJ defined regions that are associated with the juvenile’s parent or legal 
guardian’s home address.

Indicator/Variable Definition

Table 5. OJJ variables used in this report
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OJJ releasees who 
become involved 

with DPS&C 

Number of youth who have had an episode with OJJ 
and were later, either concurrently or at some point in 
the future, sentenced to custody or supervision under 
DPS&C for a criminal offense.

Time between 
OJJ release and 
first offense with 

DPS&C

Time between OJJ’s first release within the period of 
interest and the first offense observed for the individual 
in DPS&C offense dataset. 

Indicator/ Variable Description

Table 6. OJJ-DPS&C variables used in this report

Handling of missing data. Missing values were minimal, and observations 
with missing values were excluded from the analysis. Many variables in these 
datasets are self-reported, so missing or invalid values are to be expected. In 
other instances, missing values resulted from merging different tables. However, 
in most cases, the amount of missing data is less than 5% (one exception is the 
variable number of children that will be discussed in the findings section) and not a 
significant issue. For future reports, we plan to further explore patterns of missing 
data, as well as examine options for using imputation or weighting to produce the 
most generalizable results.

Linking OJJ and DPS&C data. All episodes released from OJJ between 2000 and 
2019 were identified from the JETS dataset (version 10.10.2024) and linked with 
DPS&C data from CAJUN (version 7.17.2024). There are 82,929 OJJ episodes with 
youth released between 2000 and 2019. From those, 6,781 episodes were from 
individuals with an invalid social security number format (8.18 percent of the 
sample) and therefore dropped from the linked analysis. Our final sample includes 
76,148 OJJ episodes that come from 63,995 unique individuals.

Presentation of results. In presenting categorical data, we use frequency 
distributions and percentages to summarize the distribution of different categories 
or groups within the dataset. This allows for a clear understanding of how 
often each category occurs relative to the total. For continuous variables, we 
typically report the mean to provide insights into the central tendency of the data. 
These descriptive statistics help to give a broad overview of the dataset’s key 
characteristics as an initial introduction to these data for LA FIRST stakeholders.
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3.3. Limitations
The analysis in this initial report has several general limitations that may impact 
the findings. First, the data discussed in this report are narrowly focused on 
people under DPS&C and OJJ custody or supervision—they do not cover 
incidents or offenses that go unreported, unadjudicated, unsentenced, or result 
in only misdemeanor jail time. Second, the analyses are descriptive in nature, 
meaning causal relationships cannot be established. Third, the LA FIRST data are 
administrative in origin, designed primarily for operational purposes rather than 
for research. As such, they could fail to fully capture the detailed information 
needed for some research purposes. Administrative data may also be incomplete 
and are subject to missing values, data entry errors (such as spelling mistakes), 
or other inconsistencies. Some of these can be addressed over time as we 
develop more sophisticated methods for data processing, but some limitations 
will remain. Moreover, policy changes can introduce systematic alterations that 
may affect the comparability of the data over time. 

Both agencies rely on manual data entry, requiring workers to input case 
information into the system. The agencies sometimes receive incomplete case 
information from courts. While they may initiate case creation, some fields 
cannot be completed until all necessary details are provided. This reliance on 
manual entry can present data quality challenges. Furthermore, different agencies 
may use different coding standards and terminology, which complicates efforts to 
integrate the data into a cohesive analytic platform. Once integrated, the data sets 
can be large and complex, creating a barrier to interpretation. 
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4. Findings

4.1.	 Convicted offenses that resulted in custody 	
	 or supervision by DPS&C and characteristics 	
	 of offenders  
This analysis utilizes administrative records from DPS&C to examine trends in 
offenses for which individuals were convicted and sentenced to hard labor or 
hard labor suspended to probation and who are therefore under DPS&C custody 
or supervision, respectively, as well as the demographic characteristics of those 
committing these offenses. The data span 20 years, from 2000 to 2020. Since 
a sizable share of recent offenses may not yet have received a sentence and, 
therefore, may not be recorded in CAJUN, we exclude data from 2021 onward. 
Additional observations may become available as sentences are imposed. Because 
this analysis relies on DPS&C data rather than police or court records, it represents 
only a subset of all crimes committed and should not be seen as a direct measure 
of crime prevalence in Louisiana. While most offenses in this section occurred 
within the state, 3.8 percent involve convicted offenses committed in other states, 
with the offenders subsequently transferred to DPS&C supervision through the 
Interstate Compact for Adult Offender Supervision (ICAOS).
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 Main Findings

•	 From 2000 to 2009, the number of convicted offenses among 
individuals sentenced to custody or supervision by DPS&C 
increased, followed by a decline from 2010 to 2020. 

•	 Drug convictions occur most frequently, followed by property 
convictions. Both have observed overall declines since their peaks 
in 2006 and 2009, respectively, while violent convictions have 
experienced a slight uptick.

•	 An individual’s age at time of the convicted offense has, on average, 
increased when comparing 2000-2009 and 2010-2019, showing an 
increase in the average age at offense, from 30 to 32 years, across 
all offense types.

•	 Females represent 17.4 percent of the sample (82.6 percent are male).

•	 When comparing 2000-2009 with 2010-2019 the percentage of drug 
convictions perpetrated by females has risen as a share of the total. 

•	 Black individuals are disproportionately represented in the data, 
with especially high representation among violent convictions (70.3 
percent in 2000-2009 and 71.4 percent in 2010-2019).

•	 In 2000-2009 a majority of drug convictions were from Black 
individuals, but by 2010-2019, White people were largest racial or 
ethnic group with drug-related convictions. 

•	 While most individuals associated with these convictions have some 
level of high school education (self-reported), the proportion of 
cases with less than a 9th-grade education has been increasing.

•	 Looking into the family situations, in our sample we find that 
convicted females have an average of 2.2 children while males have 
an average of 1.8 children (self-reported).
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Total counts of convicted offenses from those sentenced to DPS&C custody or 
supervision are shown in Figure 12. As noted previously, there can be multiple 
observations for each individual as their offenses can range across different 
categories. Additionally, time trends in convicted offenses can be attributed to 
at least three distinct factors. First, shifts in the frequency and types may reflect 
changes in offending patterns within the population, such as variations in the types 
of crimes committed or their frequency. Second, these changes could result from 
adjustments in how Louisiana prosecutes, sentences, and punishes offenders. 
Third, external factors like natural disasters (e.g., hurricanes), pandemics, or 
economic crises may influence both criminal behavior and the processing of 
offenders within the justice system.

The trend shown in Figure 12 indicates an increase from 2000 to 2009, peaking in 
2009—potentially influenced by the 2008 financial crisis—followed by a general 
decline through 2019. The data exhibit a drop from 2004 to 2005 in the wake of 
Hurricane Katrina, likely due to overburdened justice systems, as explained in 
the background section.  This decrease was followed by a 12.6 percent increase 
between 2005 and 2006, aligning with sociological research findings that indicate 
that crime rates can increase following a natural disaster as a response to higher 
poverty and inequality. Finally, the year 2020 saw a significant decrease in counts, 
with a 14.1 percent drop from 2019 to 2020, coinciding with the COVID-19 pandemic 
and stay-at-home mandates. As noted in the background section, this period was 
characterized by a nationwide decline in criminal activity.
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Figure 12. Trends in convicted offenses leading to DPS&C custody or supervision	

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
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Type of convicted offense. Drug crimes represented the largest portion of all 
criminal offenses from those sentenced to DPS&C custody or supervision between 
2000 and 2020. During this period, drug offenses accounted for 41.4 percent of 
the offenses, followed by property offenses at 29 percent, other offense types 
at 17.4 percent, and violent offenses at 12.1 percent. Drug offenses showed an 
upward trend from 2000, peaking in 2006 (post-Katrina) before declining thereafter. 
Property offenses peaked in 2009 and then started to decrease. Violent and other 
offenses exhibited slight increases over time, with violent offenses rising by 20.3 
percent from 2000 to 2020. Interestingly, drug and property offenses experienced 
the largest decline during the COVID-19 pandemic and stay-at-home mandates, 
while violent crime was the only offense type that remained relatively consistent in 
2020.

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Figure 13. Trends in types of convicted offenses leading to DPS&C custody or supervision
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Figure 14. Mean age of offender at time of convicted offense by type	

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Convicted offenses by age at offense. The age at the time of offense is calculated 
using the birth month, year, and offense date while assuming all individuals 
were born on the 15th of the month. The average age at offense for individuals 
sentenced to DPS&C custody or supervision increased across all crime types 
when comparing the 2000-2009 and 2010-2019 periods, aligning with national 
trends that show a similar rise in age for convicted individuals. Notable increases 
were observed for drug convictions (from 30.1 to 32.6 years of age, on average), 
property convictions (from 29.0 to 30.8 years of age, on average), and violent 
convictions (from 27.9 to 29.5 years of age, on average). 
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Figure 15. Convicted offenses by sex of the offender	

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Offenses by sex of the offender. In general, females make up 17.4 percent of our 
sample (82.6 percent are male). In terms of offense types, violent offenses rank 
as the least common offenses committed by females, though this proportion did 
increase when comparing 2000-2009 and 2010-2019. Property offenses are, on 
average, the most common offenses committed by females. When comparing 
2000-2009 with 2010-2019, it is important to highlight that the percentage of drug 
offenses committed by females increased, emerging as the offense type with the 
highest percentage of offenses committed by females in the 2010-2019 period.
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Figure 16. Convicted offenses by race and ethnicity of the offender

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Convicted offenses by race and ethnicity of the offender. Across our sample, the 
majority of convicted offenses are from Black individuals. However, the proportion 
varies across different offense types. Black people made up 70.3 to 71.4 percent 
of offenses (see Figure 16). White people made up the second highest proportion 
of offenses (27.9 to 53.6 percent of offenses), whereas other groups (i.e., Hispanic) 
account for a negligible proportion of overall offenses in the DPS&C data. An 
interesting trend emerges in drug offenses over time; in 2000-2009, Black people 
made up a majority of drug offenses, but by 2010-2019, White people were the 
largest racial or ethnic group with drug offenses. 
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Figure 17. Convicted offenses by self-reported education level of the offender 

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Convicted offenses by self-reported education level of the offender. Between 
2000 and 2019, the majority of offenses were committed by individuals who had 
completed at least some high school education. When comparing the 2000-2009 
and 2010-2019 periods, the proportion of offenses committed by individuals with 
self-reported education of 9th grade or less increased from 16.4-18.4 percent across 
offense types in 2000-2009 to 20.6-23.0 percent in 2010-2019 (see Figure 17). As 
noted in the background section, in 2022, 4.2 percent of Louisianans aged 25 and 
older had less than a 9th-grade education. While our data are presented at the 
offense level rather than the individual level—potentially biasing the results toward 
those with multiple offenses—it is still evident that the education level of those 
under the custody or supervision of DPS&C is significantly lower than that of the 
general population. 
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Figure 18. Average number of self-reported children of offender by convicted 
offense type, 2000-2019 	

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Offenses by self-reported number of children per offender. After being sentenced 
for a criminal offense, families often face several challenges, particularly when a 
parent is placed in custody or under supervision. To give insight into the family 
structure of individuals involved in these offenses, we present the average 
number of children by type of crime and sex of the offender. Across all crime 
types, females have slightly more children than males – still hovering around the 
2 child per offender range. Interestingly, females who commit property crimes 
have the highest number of children (2.2, on average), while this offense type is 
the lowest number for males (1.7, on average). These results should be carefully 
interpreted as this is a self-reported variable with ~12% of missing values (see 
methods section). 
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This analysis utilizes administrative records to describe admissions to OJJ’s care 
in the last 20 years (2003-2023). Studying these trends provides an approximation 
of reported and adjudicated delinquency in Louisiana, as well as insights into 
judicial procedures and can offer some insight into the impact of changes in laws 
and policies that affect the processes of arrest, investigation, and adjudication of 
juveniles. We underscore an important caveat noted previously that OJJ is not the 
only agency supervising juveniles–there are some local courts in parishes with 
their own probation officers who handle IAA and DDA–so readers should recall that 
the number of juveniles under some type of formal juvenile justice supervision in 
Louisiana is larger than what is captured by the OJJ data integrated into LA FIRST 
and reported on in this section.

We focus on the last 20 years of admissions data (2003-2023), excluding the partial 
available data from 2024, as this analysis is based on data received mid-2024. A 
youth can be admitted to OJJ’s care multiple times within the same year and each 
encounter is called an episode, which is defined specifically as the period between 
the admission and release date of the individual. A new episode cannot start until 
the previous one is closed. In this report, the term “admission” is used to refer 
to the process by which juveniles are placed under the custody or community 
supervision of OJJ. The term “release” is used to refer to when a youth leaves OJJ 
care, regardless of whether it was community custody or supervision.

4.2.	 Trends and characteristics 
	 of admissions to OJJ’s care 
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 Main Findings

•	 Between 2003 and 2023, there was a general decrease in OJJ 
admission counts throughout the years.

•	 State admissions of youth with repeated OJJ contact has fallen 
from 2003 to 2023 (17.1 percent in 2003 compared to 13.2 percent 
in 2023).

•	 Admissions for violent delinquency were trending downward until 
2020; but have been rising since then.

•	 The majority of OJJ admissions are to probation for delinquent 
youth (52.8 percent in 2003 and 57.0 percent in 2023).

•	 Most youth admitted and placed under custody or supervision by 
OJJ have an episode length of less than one year (52.3 percent are 
under OJJ’s supervision for less than one year). 

•	 Most admissions come from youth who are 15-16 years of age. 

•	 All age groups present similar trends in the number of admissions 
over time. The exception is the group 17-21 years old, which 
exhibited an increase in admissions from 2019 to 2023 related to 
legislative changes. 

•	 Females make up 23 percent of admissions to OJJ, while males 
comprise 77 percent of youth admitted to OJJ supervision or custody. 

•	 Both females and males exhibit a decline in admissions throughout 
this time span, with a sharper decline in frequency for the male 
admission population.

•	 A disproportionate number of Black youth are represented in OJJ 
care in comparison to their racial composition in the state, with the 
representation dropping only slightly when comparing 2003 (63.7 
percent Black, 34 percent White) to 2023 (59.5 percent Black, 32.7 
percent White).

•	 Between the years 2012-2023, the parishes with the highest number 
of admissions to OJJ’s supervision were St. Tammany, Bossier, 
Tangipahoa, Lafayette, St. Landry, Ouachita, and Orleans, while the 
parishes with the highest number of admissions to OJJ’s custody 
(secure or non-secure placement) were East Baton Rouge, Caddo, 
Orleans, and Jefferson.
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There is an overall reduction in the number of admissions to OJJ’s care over the 
last 20 years – a 41.6 percent reduction when comparing 2003 with 2023, aligning 
with national juvenile admission trends. The lowest point in admissions occurred 
in 2020, with 1,853 admissions throughout the year, coinciding with the onset of 
the COVID-19 pandemic and the implementation of stay-at-home policies and a 
range of disruptions to the typical juvenile justice process. This was a 31.6 percent 
decrease from the year prior (2019), aligning with national trends of juvenile 
admissions to justice custody.

Other notable changes that could have had impacts on the OJJ’s youth admissions 
and the overall Louisiana population were hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005, 
hurricanes Laura and Zeta in 2020, and hurricane Ida in 2021. From 2004 to 2005, 
there was a sharp 14.7 percent decrease in OJJ admissions, coinciding with the 
widespread impact of hurricanes Katrina and Rita. As mentioned in the background 
section, this is possibly due to depleted justice system resources and closed offices 
affecting admissions, as well as the upheaval and major reforms of the school 
system in New Orleans.

Additionally, the “Raise the Age” law, passed in 2017, taking effect in 2019 –moved 
17-year-olds from the adult to the juvenile system. While we might expect this 
policy change alone to increase admissions, when combined with other concurrent 
changes, there were ultimately fewer admissions between 2019 and 2020. This is 
likely due to the COVID-19 pandemic the year following the “Raise the Age” law, as 
well as other criminal justice reform laws aimed at reforming the criminal justice 
system (e.g., ending the juvenile sentence of life without parole and increasing 
funding for juvenile rehabilitation programs), both of which likely contributed to 
lowered admissions. Since then, there has been a trending increase observed 
from 2020 to 2023, leveling back to pre-COVID admission numbers. The increase 
in admissions in the years following the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic runs 
counter to national trends, which show decreased arrests. This could possibly be 
due to the difference in measurement (arrest vs. admission) or the “Raise the Age” 
law passed in Louisiana bringing more juveniles (17-year-olds) in whereas they had 
previously been considered adults in Louisiana prior to 2019.
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Figure 19. Trend in OJJ admissions 

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
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Figure 20. Trends in OJJ admissions by previous involvement with OJJ

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Admissions for those with no previous OJJ involvement versus those with 
previous OJJ involvement. A more detailed summary of admissions is provided 
in Figure 20 showing separate distribution for those with no previous OJJ 
involvement and those with previous OJJ involvement. The overall reduction in 
admissions to OJJ between 2003 and 2023 for each of these groups follows a 
similar trend to that observed in Figure 19. Those with previous OJJ involvement 
made up 17.1 percent of episodes in 2003 but fell to 13.2 percent of episodes in 
2023. Overall, from 2003 to 2023, 83 percent of youth admitted to OJJ’s care were 
admitted for a first-time episode, while the other 17 percent were youth with 
previous OJJ involvement.
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Figure 21. Trends in OJJ admissions by most severe delinquent act adjudicated

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Admissions by most severe delinquent act adjudicated. Between 2003 and 2023, 
violent delinquent acts made up approximately 18 percent of the most severe 
delinquent acts adjudicated and resulting in admission to OJJ care, while non-
violent acts made up the other 82 percent. This means when filtering by the 
most severe delinquent act adjudicated for a youth for all episodes in a year, 
the vast majority of juveniles are committing non-violent delinquent acts. Non-
violent admissions have fallen over time – by 50.2 percent from 2003 to 2023. In 
contrast, violent admissions increased by 21.6 percent from 2003 to 2023, albeit 
from a lower starting point in 2003. Potential explanations for this phenomenon 
include non-violent acts declining, law enforcement focusing more on formally 
processing juveniles for violent acts, an increase in non-violent acts being handled 
by local juvenile courts, or shifting the handling of non-violent acts out of the 
juvenile justice system entirely. OJJ admissions of youth who committed a violent 
delinquent offense were generally falling until 2020 but have since been at or 
above the highest levels observed since 2003. This aligns with national trends of 
arrest rates increasing for violent delinquency in recent years.



51Blanco Public Policy Center     |     CCCDA Legislative Research Report     |     Findings

Figure 22. Trends in OJJ admissions by most intensive mode of care received	

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
Note: A few observations with parole as the most intensive mode of care were excluded. 
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Admissions by most intensive mode of care per episode. The majority of youth 
are admitted into OJJ care under probation-delinquent supervision (53 percent). 
Probation-delinquent supervision is community-based monitoring by an OJJ 
probation officer following a youth’s adjudication as committing a delinquent 
act. Despite probation-delinquent supervision being less restrictive than secure 
or non-secure placement, it is important to note that it can be cost-prohibitive for 
some families. Secure custody made up only 13.8 percent of placements from 
2003-2023, falling from 19 percent in 2003 to 7 percent of custody by type of care 
in 2023, aligning with juvenile justice system practices across the nation that favor 
community-centered care. Additionally, in 2008, OJJ began utilizing the Structured 
Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY) to determine the best-fit placement 
for youth under their supervision (Office of Juvenile Justice 2018), which could 
be a factor influencing the 71.7 percent decrease observed in secure delinquent 
placements from 2007 (pre-SAVRY) to 2023. There are additional cases that do not 
get adjudicated but instead result in IAA or DDA, which are informal or deferred 
adjudication agreements that allow youth an alternative to adjudication. This would 
most likely be in cases of non-violent acts of youth in their initial engagement with 
OJJ, some of which are handled by local courts and would not be covered under 
the studied population.
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Figure 23. Length of episode experienced for OJJ admissions, 2003-2021 	

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
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Length of episode. When analyzing the duration of youths’ admissions to OJJ, 
we limit our sample to 2003-2021 since many of the youth admitted afterward 
could still be under supervision and, therefore, would not yet have a release 
date. Although youth admitted in 2021 for an episode longer than 2 years will be 
excluded from this data, most youth spend less than 1 year under OJJ’s custody 
or supervision. The data show that youth admitted to OJJ care between 2003 and 
2021 were most frequently (39.2 percent) under supervision for a period of 0-6 
months, with the majority (52.3 percent) under OJJ care for less than one year 
total. This is likely due to the frequent use of probation-delinquent care.
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Figure 24. Trends in OJJ admissions by age	

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
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Age at admission. The majority of youth (52.7 percent) who entered OJJ care 
between 2003 and 2023 were in the 15-16-year-old age group. Overall, admissions 
across all age groups decreased from 2003 to 2023, with the exception of the 
17–21-year-old age group. This can be explained by the “Raise the Age” law 
that took effect in 2019, resulting in 17-year-olds returning to the juvenile justice 
system. 17–21-year-olds can be observed as under OJJ’s supervision or custody 
before the “Raise the Age” law took effect because Children’s Code Article 897.1 
states that youth can be placed in a secure care facility until the age of 21; they just 
must be 17 or under at the time of the commission of the crime. The age group 
of 15–16-year-olds still remains the highest proportion of admissions to OJJ care. 
National trends indicate a recent increase in delinquent acts by 10–14-year-olds, but 
15–17-year-olds still commit delinquent acts at the highest frequency in national 
data as well. Our analysis does not indicate a rise in younger juvenile offending 
that results in OJJ care.
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Figure 25. Trends in OJJ admissions by sex 

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Admissions by sex. Between 2003 and 2023, females made up only 23 percent of 
youth admitted to OJJ, while males made up the vast majority of admissions at 77 
percent. Both females and males exhibit a decline in admissions throughout this 
time span, with female admissions declining by 48.8 percent and male admissions 
declining by 39.2 percent from 2003 to 2023. As males account for the majority 
of youth admitted to OJJ across the observed time period, it is notable that male 
offending dropped significantly in addition to the decrease in female offending, 
representing an overall reduction in admissions over the 20-year time period. 
As discussed in the background section, both nationally and statewide in OJJ 
admissions, male offending decreased over this time. Although female offending 
has decreased in Louisiana, it has remained relatively stable nationally.
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Figure 26. Trends in OJJ admissions by race and ethnicity 

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Admissions by race and ethnicity. When examining admissions by race and 
ethnicity, Black youth consistently make up the highest proportion of admissions 
to OJJ care, with 63 percent of admissions between 2003 and 2023. White youth 
made up 32.5 percent of admissions, followed by Hispanic and Other at 4.5 percent 
of admissions over this 20-year time frame. The representation by race has 
remained fairly consistent when comparing 2003 (63.7 percent Black, 34 percent 
White) to 2023 (59.5 percent Black, 32.7 percent White), signifying that Black youth 
are disproportionately represented within the population in OJJ’s care. All races 
and ethnicities experienced a gradual decline in admissions to OJJ care between 
2003 and 2019, a sharper decline in 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic, and an 
increase in the subsequent years.
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Figure 27. OJJ admissions by parish of residence 

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Parish of residence. Total admissions by parish of residence are presented for 
three periods (2012-2015, 2016-2019, and 2020-2023), grouped into year clusters 
to minimize risk of disclosing personal information. While the map in Figure 27 
reflects the overall population under OJJ’s care, it may not accurately represent 
delinquency rates in each parish. Some parishes may show lower OJJ admissions 
simply because they have their own probation officers who handle supervision, 
rather than because of fewer delinquency cases. Therefore, in the next paragraph, 
we will focus on OJJ admissions disaggregated by the type of care provided, as 
this offers a more comparable picture of delinquent activity in each parish. Future 
analysis will estimate population rates as opposed to total counts. 
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Figure 28. OJJ admissions by parish of residence and most intensive type of 
care received, 2012-2023 

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Parish of residence and type of care assigned. Total admissions by parish of 
residence and type of care assigned by the judge are presented for the period 2012 
to 2023 in Figure 28. When analyzing admissions to custody (secure or non-secure), 
it is important to note that OJJ is the only state agency responsible for juvenile 
custody in Louisiana, although local courts can handle certain types of supervision. 
The parishes with the highest number of admissions to OJJ’s custody are Caddo, 
Calcasieu, East Baton Rouge, Jefferson, Lafayette, and Orleans. The parishes with 
the highest number of admissions to OJJ’s supervision were Bossier, Lafayette, 
Ouachita, St. Landry, St. Tammany, and Tangipahoa. 
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Figure 29. OJJ custody admissions by region of residence	

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
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Custody admissions by region of residence. Finally, we present trends for those 
admitted to OJJ custody from each geographic region of residence (see Figure 
29). While regions like Baton Rouge witnessed a significant decrease in the 
number of youth admitted to OJJ’s custody, others have increased slightly, such 
as Natchitoches. 
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4.3. The progression from involvement 
       with OJJ to involvement with DPS&C 
       and associated characteristics 
This analysis utilizes linked administrative records from OJJ and DPS&C to 
provide an initial examination of juveniles who interact with both systems, 
focusing on their demographic and situational characteristics. This analysis is 
not intended to provide an official measure of recidivism or repeat offending; 
however, examinations of recidivism will be an area of focus for the LA FIRST 
team of researchers moving forward. Measuring recidivism requires nuanced 
methodological and technical considerations that were not addressed in this initial 
analysis (e.g., we do not account for multiple involvements with the same agency 
or the exact time between youth admissions and adult convictions). 

The involvement of an OJJ releasee with DPS&C may stem from receiving a 
criminal conviction during adulthood or from a juvenile transfer to an adult criminal 
court. A juvenile transfer is most common for violent and serious adjudications, 
such as murder and aggravated assault. Understanding the magnitude of this 
co-involvement, as well as the demographic similarities and differences between 
justice-involved youth who encounter the adult system and those who do not, will 
help us design future studies aimed at identifying specific risk factors, as well as 
measuring short- and long-term economic and social consequences. 

The analysis begins by identifying a cohort of youth who were released from 
OJJ’s care between the years 2000 and 2019. A youth may have multiple 
episodes with OJJ within this timeframe or outside of it. Most of our tables and 
visualizations use the first observed release date for each individual within our 
timeframe of interest (2000-2019) in order to avoid multiple observations for the 
same person. In some cases, we use information outside our analytical timeframe 
to create specific tables. For example, when calculating the age at the first-ever 
admission to OJJ, we consider a person’s first episode with the agency, even if 
it occurred prior to 2000. The data from this cohort of youth were then linked to 
records from DPS&C following the procedures specified in the DSAs.
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 Main Findings

•	 A considerable percentage of individuals released from OJJ 
are later sentenced to DPS&C custody or supervision (23.4-50.0 
percent). 

•	 Some youth will encounter both state agencies simultaneously; 
however, for most (46.0 percent), it will take between 1 to 5 years 
from their first OJJ release date to commit an offense that leads to 
involvement with DPS&C. For 22.0 percent, it will take 5 to 10 years. 

•	 Among OJJ releasees, those who then became involved with 
DPS&C were more likely to be male and Black. 

•	 We do not find evidence that those who had their first encounter 
with OJJ at a very young age (12 years or younger) were more likely 
to become involved with DPS&C at some point. Instead, those who 
had their first involvement with OJJ at 15 to 16 years of age were 
more likely to become involved with DPS&C.

•	 Individuals with more than one episode with OJJ are more likely to 
be placed under the custody or supervision of DPS&C than those 
with only one OJJ episode. 

•	 OJJ-involved youth who became involved with DPS&C spent longer 
periods of time under the custody or supervision of OJJ per episode 
compared to those without DPS&C involvement.  

•	 Twenty-seven percent of those who became involved with DPS&C 
had a secure delinquent status as the most severe legal status 
during their time under OJJ’s care. This proportion is 10.4 percent 
among those who did not have involvement with DPS&C. 

Involvement with both agencies: OJJ and DPS&C

There is a high percentage of youth released from OJJ’s care who later end 
up under DPS&C custody or supervision. As shown in Figure 30, among those 
released from OJJ between 2015 and 2019, 23.4 percent became involved 
with DPS&C, whereas 50.0 percent of those released between 2000 and 2004 
became involved with DPS&C. Based on OJJ’s recidivism trends presented in 
the background section, we know that the recidivism rate has stayed constant 
in the last seven years. Therefore, the differences we observe among cohorts is 
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more likely driven by the likelihood of being sentenced to custody or supervision 
by DPS&C increasing with time for a given group of individuals – meaning, the 
longer you observe an individual after release from OJJ care, the higher the 
likelihood of involvement with adult corrections. This highlights the importance 
of monitoring youth beyond the typical three-year window commonly used to 
measure recidivism as well as the potential value of longer-term supervision or 
support related to prevention.

Figure 30. DPS&C involvement rates for OJJ releasee cohorts	

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
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Figure 31. Time between first OJJ release and first DPS&C convicted offense for 
OJJ releasees with DPS&C involvement, 2000-2019

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
Notes: We calculate the difference between OJJ’s first release date within the period of analysis (2000-2019) and the 
first conviction observed for each individual in DPS&C’s data. 

The time between first release from OJJ and subsequent criminal offense. 
When discussing the characteristics of involvement with both agencies, we 
acknowledge that following involvement with OJJ, committing an offense that 
results in sentencing to custody or supervision of DPS&C may happen months 
or even years later, or both involvements could occur simultaneously. Our 
results suggest that most former OJJ youth who end up in DPS&C custody or 
supervision commit the criminal offense within 1 to 5 years of their first release 
from OJJ (46.0 percent, see Figure 31), while 22.0 percent committed the offense 
5 to 10 years later. 
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Figure 32. DPS&C involvement rates for OJJ releasees by region of residence

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
Notes: Regions defined by OJJ. Based on first episode observed during the period of study (2000-2019).

Demographic characteristics of individuals involved with 
OJJ and DPS&C

Region of residence. The region of residence during OJJ involvement may reflect 
geographic differences that could contribute to involvement with both agencies. 
In this analysis, region represents one of the eleven regions defined by OJJ. As 
expected, larger and more urbanized regions, such as New Orleans (49.8 percent) 
and Baton Rouge (49.3 percent) stand out as those with the highest percentage 
of youth released from OJJ who are eventually sentenced to DPS&C custody or 
supervision (see Figure 32), with the remainder of regions ranging between the 
high-30 to mid-40 percentages.
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Figure 33. DPS&C involvement rates for OJJ releasee cohorts by sex  

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data

Sex. The data show that youth released from OJJ’s care between 2000 
and 2019 and eventually convicted to DPS&C custody or supervision were 
disproportionately male (see Figure 33). Among males released from OJJ care 
in 2000-2004, 57.4 percent became involved with DPS&C, more than double the 
percentage among females (26.5). The ratio of former OJJ males to females 
with later DPS&C involvement is far greater when looking at the cohort released 
between 2015 and 2019: males were nearly 3.7 times more likely to become 
involved with DPS&C than females (28.3 percent of males versus 7.6 percent of 
females). The observed trend that male justice-involved youth are more likely to 
become involved with both agencies is consistent with the recidivism evidence 
presented in the background section. 
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Figure 34. DPS&C involvement rates for OJJ releasee cohorts by race and ethnicity

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
Notes: Due to differences in terminology used by OJJ and DPS&C, we will use Black to reference African American 
and/or Black.
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Race and ethnicity. Although percentages of former OJJ youths with DPS&C 
involvement are common across all races and ethnicities, as shown in Figure 34, 
Black and Hispanic youth consistently have the highest observable percentage 
of involvement with DPS&C following their release from OJJ (27.7-53.6 for Black 
youth and 19.6-48.3 for Hispanic youth). Among White youth released from OJJ, 
the percentage with DPS&C involvement ranges between 16.5 and 44.1 percent. 
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Figure 35. DPS&C involvement rates for OJJ releasees by age at first OJJ admission

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
Notes: To obtain the age at first admission to OJJ’s care we pull from observations outside our analytical sample 
(2000-2019).
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Age at first admission to OJJ. In this preliminary analysis, we do not find 
evidence that those who are admitted to OJJ’s care for the first time at a very 
young age are more likely to be convicted to DPS&C custody or supervision later 
in life. In fact, the lowest DPS&C involvement is observed among those being 
admitted to OJJ for the first time at the age of 12 or younger (see Figure 35). 
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Figure 36. DPS&C involvement rates of OJJ releasees with one and more than 
one OJJ episode 

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
Notes: We consider episodes outside the analysis timeframe (2000-2019) so we can get an accurate number of total 
episodes per individual. 

47.0%

63.4%

41.8%

57.9%

35.1%

49.9%

22.1%
29.2%

53.0%

36.6%

58.2%

42.1%

64.9%

50.1%

77.9%
70.8%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

1 episode >1 episode 1 episode >1 episode 1 episode >1 episode 1 episode >1 episode

2000-2004 2005-2009 2010-2014 2015-2019

Yes DPS&C involvement No DPS&C involvement

Characteristics of their OJJ involvement and the links to 
DPS&C involvement

More than one episode with OJJ. Among individuals with involvement with both 
agencies, the proportion of individuals with more than one OJJ episode who end 
up with DPS&C convictions to hard labor ranged from 29.2 (for the 2015-2019 
cohort) to 63.4 percent (for the 2000-2004 cohort). In comparison, the proportion 
of individuals with one OJJ episode who end up with DPS&C convictions ranges 
from 22.1 percent (2015-2019) to 49.9 percent (2010-2014). This shows that among 
OJJ releasees, those with more than one episode have a higher likelihood of being 
involved with DPS&C in the future compared to those with only one OJJ episode. 
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Figure 37. Average length of longest OJJ episode of OJJ releasees by DPS&C 
involvement   

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
Notes: We consider episodes outside the analysis timeframe (2000-2019) so we can get an accurate estimate of the 
longest episode for each individual.

Average time spent with OJJ. OJJ-involved youth with subsequent involvement 
with DPS&C had, on average, slightly longer OJJ episodes than those without 
subsequent involvement with DPS&C. We compare the length of the longest OJJ 
episode for those with and without later involvement with DPS&C and observe 
a difference of up to approximately 6 months (see Figure 37). This could be 
associated with the type of care received from OJJ, as supervision dispositions 
tend to be shorter than custody ones. Later in this section, we discuss how the type 
of care received from OJJ could be associated with the individual’s subsequent 
involvement with DPS&C.
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Figure 38. Most severe OJJ legal status of OJJ releasees by later DPS&C 
involvement, 2000-2019

Source: Blanco Center analysis of LA FIRST data
Notes: Observations with Parole as the most severe legal status were dropped from the analysis. 
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Legal status or placement type at OJJ. The legal status is the classification or 
designation of the type of care a juvenile will receive from OJJ and is determined 
by the juvenile court. We present this figure for the entire sample as opposed to 
by cohort (to avoid small cell sizes). We find that 64.7 percent of those who were 
placed under secure delinquent custody (detention facilities) became involved with 
DPS&C. This percentage is 24.1 percent for those under OJJ’s supervision given a 
DDA or IAA, which are often supervisions of no more than 6 months.
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5. Summary and Future Directions

5.1.	 Summary
The analysis of convicted offenses from individuals under DPS&C custody or 
supervision between 2000 and 2020 reveals a trend of an increasing number of 
convictions from 2000 until a peak in 2009, followed by a steady decline through 
2020. Drug and property convictions consistently made up the majority of the 
sample. Drug-related convictions peaked in 2006 and generally declined through 
2019, while property convictions peaked in 2009 and also showed a steady decline 
through 2019. Although violent convictions accounted for a smaller proportion of 
the overall sample, there was a slight increase in their occurrence over time. 

Regarding the demographic characteristics of those committing these convicted 
offenses, the average age at which individuals committed an offense has risen over 
the years. While the majority of offenders were male, there was an increase in the 
proportion of drug offenses committed by females. Black individuals accounted for 
the majority of convicted offenses overall, but in recent years, White individuals 
have become responsible for the majority of drug-related convictions. Finally, a 
majority of offenses were committed by individuals who have not completed a 
high school diploma (self-reported educational attainment) including a significant 
number with an education level below the 9th grade, highlighting the low 
educational attainment within this population. 

The analysis of admissions to OJJ care between 2003 and 2023 revealed a 
declining trend throughout this period. This trend was observed both among 
those becoming involved with the agency for the first time and those with 
previous involvement. However, the latter group showed a more modest decrease. 
Additionally, there was a decrease in violent delinquency starting in 2003, which 
continued until 2020, after which it began to increase. The analysis also found that 
52.8 percent of youth—the majority—were admitted to OJJ’s care under probation-
delinquent supervision, one of the most common disposition types nationwide. 
Furthermore, the majority of youth in OJJ’s custody or supervision spent less than 
a year under the agency’s care. 

Regarding the demographic characteristics of the youth admitted, all age groups 
exhibited a similar trend, though admissions for 17-21-year-olds increased from 
2019 to 2023. Youth aged 15-16 were the most represented throughout the study 
period. Females accounted for 23 percent of the youth admitted, with males 
comprising the remainder, though both groups showed a declining trend over 
the years. Black youth represented the largest racial or ethnic group. Lastly, youth 
admitted to OJJ’s custody or supervision came from different parishes (based 
on the residence of their caregivers). Admissions to supervision were high in St. 
Tammany Parish and Bossier Parish, for example. Admissions to custody were 
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high in East Baton Rouge Parish, Caddo Parish, Orleans Parish, and Jefferson 
Parish. It’s important to clarify that OJJ is the only entity that can provide custody 
to juveniles in Louisiana, while supervision can be provided by OJJ or by a local 
juvenile court. This means that admissions to supervision from a parish must be 
considered in the context of the service availability of the court in that area.

 When linking data for youth released from OJJ care between 2000 and 2019 with 
DPS&C records, we found that 23.4 to 50.0 percent of those released from OJJ 
became involved with DPS&C, depending on the timeframe examined. Nearly 
half of those who became involved with DPS&C did so within the first five years 
after their release, while 22 percent became involved 5-10 years later. While these 
statistics don’t represent a formal estimate of recidivism (as we are not using the 
technical definitions to measure this indicator), they provide an initial estimate of 
dual involvement with the juvenile and adult criminal justice systems in Louisiana. 
This serves as a foundation and motivation for future, more detailed analyses of 
recidivism. 

Demographically, males, Black youth, and those aged 15-16 released from OJJ’s 
care were more likely to be involved with DPS&C. Other factors associated with 
increased involvement in both OJJ and DPS&C included having multiple OJJ 
episodes and spending longer periods in OJJ custody or supervision. Additionally, 
those in secure delinquent custody during their OJJ episodes were more likely to 
become involved with DPS&C. 

5.2.	 Future directions
While the results of this initial report shed light on the characteristics of justice-
involved populations, the goal of future reports is to delve deeper into the causes 
of this involvement, as well as the short- and long-term consequences. Future 
reports will prioritize more in-depth analyses, particularly those that address 
specific pressing questions for our state, as well as those that link data across a 
broader set of state agencies, including the Louisiana Department of Education, the 
Louisiana Workforce Commission, the Louisiana Department of Health, Louisiana 
Board of Regents, and others. Ongoing conversations in the Louisiana Legislature 
and with our state partners, including DPS&C and OJJ, have laid the foundation for 
and will continue to inform the LA FIRST research agenda. 

Examples of potential future analyses using DPS&C and OJJ data could include 
further exploration of trends and patterns among justice-involved populations. 
For instance, examining how gang activity has evolved over the years and its 
influence on crime and delinquency patterns. Another potential area of analysis 
would focus on changes in gun-related crime and delinquency over time, 
identifying demographic factors that characterize those committing these offenses. 
Additionally, comparing criminal and delinquent activities in rural versus urban 
areas of Louisiana could offer a deeper understanding of regional differences and 
inform localized interventions. 
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Future analysis using linked data across agencies might also examine various 
risk factors for justice system involvement. This could include exploring how 
school-related behaviors, such as disciplinary actions and truancy, or academic 
outcomes like achievement levels, influence the likelihood of involvement in the 
juvenile or criminal justice systems. The impact of access to health and mental 
health services on justice system involvement could also be an important area of 
future study. Future work could also explore the role of public assistance programs 
(e.g., SNAP, FITAP) in influencing the likelihood of justice involvement. Long-term 
consequences of justice system involvement, such as employment and earnings 
outcomes for justice-involved individuals and patterns of public assistance usage 
after release, could also be critical areas for study. 
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6. Acronyms and Abbreviations

AA		  African American

ACE		  Adverse Childhood Experience

ACS		  American Community Survey

CAJUN 	 Corrections and Justice Unified Network

COVID-19	 Coronavirus disease of 2019

DCFS		  Department of Children and Family Services

DA		  District Attorney

DDA		  Deferred Disposition Agreement

DOE		  U.S. Department of Education

FBI		  Federal Bureau of Investigation

FINS		  Families in Need of Services

GED		  General Educational Development

IAA		  Informal Adjudication Agreement

JETS		  Juvenile Electronic Tracking System

LA FIRST	 Louisiana’s Foundational Integrated Research System for 		

		  Transformation

OJJ		  Louisiana Office of Juvenile Justice

DPS&C		 Louisiana Department of Public Safety & Corrections

NAACP		 National Association for the Advancement of Colored 

		  People

NIBRS 		 National Incident-Based Reporting System

NOPD		  New Orleans Police Department

NPS		  National Prisoner Survey

OYD		  Office of Youth Development

R.S.		  Revised Statutes

SAVRY		 Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth

SB		  Senate Bill

SEM		  Socioecological Model

SES		  Socioeconomic Status

UCO		  Uniform Commitment Order

UCR		  Uniform Crime Reporting
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7. Glossary

Judicial determination that a juvenile is or is not 
responsible for the delinquency or status offense 
charged in a petition.  

The juvenile equivalent of a trial, a judge hears a case 
and determines whether there is enough evidence to 
adjudicate the defendant.

The Corrections and Justice Unified Network is a data 
system that is used by the Louisiana Department of 
Public Safety and Corrections to enter, process, and 
report on the state’s adult incarceration and supervision 
population. 

This is the formal act of finding an adult guilty of a 
criminal offense, either a felony or misdemeanor, in the 
court of law. 

A DDA is applied after the youth has been adjudicated 
delinquent. The adjudication is withdrawn if the youth 
successfully completes the terms and conditions of the 
DDA, or otherwise, the court may impose a disposition 
on the deferred offense if the terms are violated. 

A delinquent act is an act committed by a child of ten 
years of age or older which, if committed by an adult, 
would be considered criminal under the statutes or 
ordinances of Louisiana, another state, or federal law, 
except for certain traffic offenses.

This is a decision made by the court related to a juvenile 
adjudication. The court determines what custody, 
supervision, therapy, rehabilitation, or other services the 
juvenile or family need.  

This is any crime by an adult that could result in a hard 
labor prison sentence.

Families in Need of Services (FINS) is a program in 
Louisiana designed to assist troubled children (in grades 
K-12) and their families. FINS can escalate to a juvenile 
court proceeding. 

Adjudication

Adjudication hearing

CAJUN

Conviction

Deferred Disposition 
Agreement (DDA)

Delinquent act

Disposition

Felony

FINS
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 An Informal Adjustment Agreement (IAA) is a pre-
adjudication agreement between a youth and the 
prosecutor. This would require the youth to serve 
community service or meet some sort of other 
rehabilitative requirement in place of an adjudication.

This is the long-term, hard labor confinement of 
convicted and sentenced adult offenders.

The Interstate Compact for Adult Offender Supervision 
regulates the movement and supervision between 
states of adult offenders currently under community 
supervision.

The Juvenile Electronic Tracking System (JETS) is 
the centralized database that the Louisiana Office of 
Juvenile Justice uses to track youth under its custody 
or supervision. It is also used to record the youth’s case 
record activity. 

The Department of Public Safety and Corrections is a 
Louisiana state agency that oversees three main offices 
including Corrections Services, Public Safety Services, 
and the Office of Juvenile Justice. The Corrections 
Services division provides the custody and care of 
adults in prison, adults under probation, and parole 
supervision.

OJJ is a state office under DPS&C and has the 
responsibility for the care, custody, security, supervision, 
and treatment of children adjudicated delinquent or 
placed under the supervision of OJJ by the court system. 

A person’s standing in the eyes of the law. Referred to 
specifically in this report, the JETS system often uses 
this term to refer to the type of care a juvenile receives 
from OJJ.

A type of care that is less restrictive and secure, such as 
a placement into a residential facility. This term is most 
frequently used in the juvenile justice system.

This is a supervised release for youths or adults 
following placement in a secure care facility or prison. 
Parole serves as the completion of the remaining portion 
of their disposition or sentence while the individual can 
re-enter the community.

Informal Adjustment 
Agreement (IAA)

Incarceration

Interstate Compact

Juvenile Electronic 
Tracking System 

(JETS)

DPS&C

Office of Juvenile 
Justice (OJJ)

Legal Status

Non-secure care

Parole 
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A legal document filed in a juvenile court to initiate a 
case alleging that a juvenile has committed a delinquent 
act. This is a bid to ask that the court assume jurisdiction 
over the juvenile or be transferred to criminal court for 
prosecution as an adult. 

This is a form of supervision for youth and adults within 
the community, typically for first-time or non-violent 
cases.

This is subsequent formal encounters of a youth or adult 
with the juvenile justice or criminal justice system, after 
initial release. 

The process of transitioning from prison, secure care, or 
residential placement back into the community.

These are programs such as education, job skills 
training, and substance abuse treatment that are 
designed to address the needs of adults in prison 
and youth under supervision and formal care. These 
programs prepare them for reentry to the community 
and aim to reduce subsequent encounters with the 
justice system.

The highest level of care for a juvenile in the juvenile 
justice system, involving placement in a secure detention 
facility. 

This is the penalty pronounced by a judge and imposed 
on an adult upon a plea of guilty or a guilty verdict.

The prosecution and defense present their evidence 
before a judge–and possibly a jury–and a formal ruling 
of guilty or not guilty (verdict) is the outcome.

Petition  

Probation

Recidivism

Reentry

Reentry Programs

Secure care

Sentence

Trial
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Appendix

1 Secure-delinquent placement

2 Non-secure delinquent placement

3 FINS non-secure placement

4 Probation Delinquent 

5 Probation FINS 

6 Parole

7 IAA/DDA

Variable Definition

Table A1. Ranking of most intensive type of care received by episode

Note: Ranking order received from OJJ, from most intensive to least intensive type of care.

Theoretical frameworks propose various factors that influence an individual’s 
likelihood of offending. In the context of this report, age, strain (economic and 
social), antisocial bonds, negative attachments, labeling, social disorganization, 
and personal gain are key factors that must be considered as correlates in one’s 
pathway toward delinquency and crime (Akers, Sellers, and Jennings 2017). The 
table below describes these theories and their correlating factors to crime.



87Blanco Public Policy Center     |     CCCDA Legislative Research Report     |     Appendix

Age

Trajectories, 
adolescence-limited 
offenders, turning 
points, age-crime 
curve

Developmental life-course theories of 
delinquency describe the individual’s 
tendency to disengage with crime and 
delinquency as their brain matures and 
they achieve life milestones that promote 
prosocial behaviors and conformity.

Trauma and 

stressors

Anomie/strain; 
conformity, 
innovation, 
rebellion, 
retreatism, 
ritualism

Anomie theory proposes that society has a 
means-ends disconnect in which there are 
not enough means available for everyone 
to achieve the emphasized goals of the 
culture, resulting in different adaptations 
to strain that allow individuals to achieve 
those goals using antisocial behaviors or 
disengaging with society entirely.

Negative 

attachment

Social bonding 
– attachment, 
commitment, 
involvement, belief; 
self-control

Social bonding theory states that there 
are four key elements that make up one’s 
bond to society, and delinquent acts result 
from a weak or broken bond. Self-control 
theory states that child-rearing is key to the 
development of the self-control needed to 
follow norms.

Negative 

relationships

Social learning 
theory; Differential 
association, 
definitions, 
differential 
reinforcement, 
imitation

An individual’s environment (society, 
community, family, peers) and 
demographics (age, gender, class, race) 
will influence their learned behavior and 
beliefs, thus resulting in either criminal or 
prosocial behavior.

Labeling

Self-fulfilling 
prophecy; symbolic 
interactionism; 
primary/secondary 
deviance

Once a youth has first engaged in 
delinquency and they have been labeled 
by society (peers, education system, justice 
system, etc.) as a deviant/delinquent, 
they internalize this label and continue 
committing acts of delinquency.

Social 

disorganization

Chicago School; 
Concentric Zones; 
zone in transition; 
cultural deviance

Delinquency is observed at its highest 
in the zone of transition – a zone 
characterized by decay, poor housing, 
broken families, high infant mortality, 
transiency, and a heterogeneous 
population.

Personal gain

Specific and 
general deterrence; 
celerity and 
certainty of 
punishment; 
proportionality

Deterrence theory operates under the 
assumption that crimes are a rational 
choice, and both the severity and certainty 
of punishment will deter individuals from 
committing crimes.

Correlating Factor Key Words Theoretical Framing

Table A2. Correlates to delinquency and the theories that describe their relationship to 
crime and delinquency


