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1. Executive Summary 

In September 2018, the Southern Poverty Law Center (SPLC), a national non-profit organization, 

retained the Florida State University Center for Economic Forecasting and Analysis (FSU CEFA) 

to conduct an economic analysis study on certain juvenile justice reforms contained in bills such 

as HB 509 (2018) to change direct file in Florida. Direct file is the process by which juveniles are 

transferred from the juvenile delinquency system where they are normally held accountable for 

criminal offenses to the adult criminal justice system almost exclusively at the sole discretion of 

a prosecutor. The aforementioned bill and similar proposals envision, among other reforms, a 

redirection of juveniles via a due process hearing back to the Department of Juvenile Justice 

(DJJ), after these juveniles are direct filed.  

The first half of this economic report consists of a literature review to examine direct file in 

Florida, as well as the juvenile transfer mechanisms in other states. The second half of this 

report delves into the economic analysis of the direct file reform proposals. 

Keeping juveniles in the juvenile delinquency system instead of transferring them to the adult 

criminal justice system in principle translates to cost savings accrued by the Department of 

Corrections (DOC), and conversely, costs accumulated by the DJJ, dependent on the 

appropriate, or available, DJJ programs. In order to compare savings and costs to both DOC and 

DJJ, two necessary assumptions had to be made: 1) that any transfer based on a due process 

hearing would still lead to similar adjudication, and; 2) that historic counts of youth crime 

persist without significant variances. Next, and more operational, the report assumes that for 

potential transfers, those in the DOC Community Supervision Program would be placed in DJJ 

programs. The results must be read and appreciated under these premises.  

Cost equations are developed to estimate costs of the programs mentioned, which in turn are 

used to calcu
0 g
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potential transferred juveniles. In all scenarios, juveniles transferred from DOC back to DJJ are 

expressed in Full Time Equivalents (FTE).1 

The scenarios used for analyses by the research team were:  
1) Transfer only those juveniles whom were adjudicated less than a year in time (based 

on length of service days): a “low hanging fruit” perspective; 
2) Transfer juveniles with adjudication less than two years; 
3) Transfer juveniles with adjudication less than four years; 
4) Transfer the current juvenile direct file population (i.e. all juveniles back to DJJ) as 

per FY 2016-17 (the last full year of data available), and; 
5) Transfer the annual average juvenile direct file population (FY2013-14 through 

FY2017-18). 
 

The results of the analyses are provided in Table ES1. 

Table ES1. DOC to DJJ Transfers, Transfers in Service Years, Estimated Total Cost 
Change (∆TC) per Agency, and Net Costs, per Scenario 

 

 DOC-DJJ 
Transfer 
Count2  

DOC-DJJ FTE 
Transfer 

Count per Year 
DOC Budget DJJ Budget 

 

Scenario 
Total Transfers 

in Persons 

Total Transfers 
in Service Years 

TRANSFER 
OUT 

TRANSFER 
IN Net Costs 

0 0 0.0 $0 $0 $0 

1 27 11.2 ($107,257) $191,158 $83,901 

2 84 45.4 ($430,029) $764,352 $334,323 

3 222 149.6 ($1,307,477) $2,265,840 $958,363 

4 453 335.2 ($3,056,221) $4,953,618 $1,897,397 

5 608 495.4 ($4,485,063) $6,885,234 $2,400,171 

                   * In inflation-adjusted dollars  

 

The Full Time Equivalent (FTE) or annualized service days are shown in the third column (service 

years).3 The next two columns provide costs, or the de facto necessary budget reallocation, due 

to the change in 
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Table ES2. DOC to DJJ Transfer Economic Impacts 
 

ES2. Statewide Economic Impacts* 

Total Impacts** Output Employment Labor Income Value Added 

Scenario 1 $159,041 2 $94,704 $127,826 

Scenario 2 $633,735
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3.1.  Delinquency Age Boundaries 

All states set age boundaries for when law-violating conduct is considered "delinquent" for a 

child, but would be labeled a "crime" if committed by an adult. The upper age of juvenile court 

http://www.jjgps.org/jurisdictional-boundaries
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Figure 2: Discretion Judicial Waiver Laws 
 

Table 3: Discretion Judicial Waiver Laws 

Discretion Judicial Waiver 
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Twelve states make waiver presumptive in certain classes of cases, as shown in Figure 3: 

Presumptive Judicial Waiver Laws and Table 4. 

 

Figure 3: Presumptive Judicial Waiver Laws 
 

Table 4: Presumptive Judicial Waiver Laws 

Presumptive Judicial Waiver States 

Have statute 
Alaska, Colorado, District of Columbia, Illinois, Maine, 
Minnesota, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Dakota, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Utah 

Do not have statute Other states  

 

Thirteen states make waiver presumptive in certain classes of cases, as shown in Figure 4 and 

Table 5. 
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Figure 4: Mandatory Judicial Waiver Laws  
 

Table 5: Mandatory Judicial Waiver Laws 

Mandatory Judicial Waiver States 

Have statute 
Connecticut, Delaware, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, New 
Jersey, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Rhode Island, 
South Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia 

Do not have statute Other states  

 

3.3.  Prosecutorial Discretion or Concurrent Jurisdiction Laws 

Prosecutorial discretion or concurrent jurisdiction laws define a class of cases that could be 

brought in either juvenile or criminal court. No hearing is held to determine which court is 

appropriate and there may be no formal standards for deciding between them. The decision is 

entrusted entirely to the prosecutor. There are 14 states that have prosecutorial discretion or 
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filed originally in criminal court. Twenty-eight states have statutory exclusion laws, as shown in 

Figure 6 and Table 7. In Florida, this is known as “mandatory direct file.” 

 

Figure 6: Statutory Exclusion Laws  
 

Table 7: Statutory Exclusion Laws 

Statutory exclusion laws States 

Have statute 

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 
Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, 
New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, 
South Carolina , South Dakota , Utah, Vermont, Washington, 
Wisconsin 

Do not have statute 

Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, District of 
Columbia, Hawaii, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, 
Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, North 
Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Rhode Island, Tennessee, 
Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 
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3.5.  “Once Adult/Always Adult” Laws 

 “Once adult/always adult” laws are a special form of exclusion requiring criminal prosecution 

of any juvenile who has been criminally prosecuted in the past—usually without regard to the 

seriousness of the current offense. 

 

Figure 7: ͞KŶce Adult/Always AĚƵůƚ͟�ůĂǁƐ  
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Table 8: ͞KŶce Adult/Always AĚƵůƚ͟�ůĂǁƐ 

͞KŶcĞ�ĂĚƵůƚͬĂůǁĂǇƐ�ĂĚƵůƚ͟ States 

Have statute 

Alabama, Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Hawaii, Idaho, 
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, 
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Tennessee, 
Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin 

Do not have statute 

Alaska, Arkansas, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Massachusetts, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, New 
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Figure 8: Reverse Waiver Laws 

 

Table 9: Reverse Waiver Laws 

Reverse waiver laws States 

Have statute 

Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Delaware, Georgia, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New 
York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia, 
Wisconsin, Wyoming 

Do not have statute 

Alabama, Alaska, District of Columbia, Florida, Hawaii, 
Idaho, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Hampshire, New 
Mexico, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas, 
Utah, Washington, West Virginia 
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3.7.  Blended Sentencing Laws 

Blended sentencing laws
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Figure 10: Criminal Blended Sentencing Laws 
 

Table 11: Criminal Blended Sentencing Laws 

Criminal blended sentencing States 

Have statute 

Alaska, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, 
Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, 
New Mexico, Oklahoma, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, 
Wisconsin 

Do not have statute Other states 

 

Figure 11 depicts the overall comparison of transfer laws in states.  
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3.8.  State Comparisons of Transfer Provisions 
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Figure 11: State Comparisons of Transfer Provisions13 

 4. Direct File Policies in Florida 4.1.  About the Juvenile Court In Florida, most children charged with an offense will have their cases heard in juvenile court. When a child has

 

violated the law, he or she 

could be detained or given a civil citation in the 

case of certain low-level misdemeanors. The detained children are directed to one of the 23 juvenile assessment centers (JAC) and must have a detention hearing within 24 hours to determine if there is probable cause that the child committed the delinquent act. An adjudicatory hearing must be held within 21 days of the detention hearing for the juvenile court judge to determine if the child has committed a delinquent act. If del

inquen

cy 

is found, the child may receive juvenile sanctions such as probation or 

commitment to the custody of the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ). 

A child committed to 

                                        

             

 13 Compare transfer provisions (http://www.jjgps.org/jurisdictional-boundaries) 
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DJJ will remain in a residential program until he or she is determined to have successfully 

completed the assigned program or until his or her 19th birthday. 

The adult criminal court system differs from the juvenile court system in many ways. From the 

perspective of terminology, the fact-finding hearing is referred to as an adjudicatory hearing in 

juvenile court rather than a trial in adult criminal court. Also, the sentencing phase in juvenile 

court is called a disposition hearing. For timeframes, juvenile court is required to hold certain 

types of hearing within strict deadlines once a child is arrested. For sanctions, if a child is 

transferred to adult court, the court may impose adult judicial sanctions (such as adult 

probation, jail, or prison) or juvenile judicial sanctions (such as juvenile probation or 

commitment to DJJ), which is referred to as criminal blended sentencing (as described in 

section 3.7). It should be noted that the adult court cannot impose both adult and juvenile 

judicial sanctions.  
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an offense punishable by death or life in prison. Less than 1% of transferred cases in FY 2015-

2016 in Florida were through indictment by a grand jury. 

Direct file is the most common method to transfer children to adult court in Florida. Direct file 

occurs when a state attorney files the case against the child directly in adult court. In direct file 

and indictment by a grand jury transfers, the juvenile court judge does not review the case. 

While there are laws in Florida that define the types of offense and the minimum age level for a 

child to be considered for filing directly in adult court, the state attorney has discretion in most 

instances to decide whether to direct file a case. More than 99% of transferred cases in FY 

2015-2016 in Florida were through direct file. 

 

4.3.  The Direct File Policies 

In Florida, there are two ways to direct file a child to adult court: (1) discretionary, and; (2) 

mandatory. 

Discretionary direct file happens when, according to the state attorney’s judgment and 

discretion, the interest of the public requires adult judicial sanctions to be considered or 

imposed, 
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5.2.  Facts of Direct File Obtained from Data 

According to a DJJ bill analysis of SB 192 (2018) (the Senate companion to HB 509), during FY 

2015-16, a total of 1,236 individual youths were transferred to adult court in Florida, with 1,223 

youth transferred via direct file. For the direct filed children, the most common offenses 

include: 

Table 14: The Most Common Offenses That Resulted in Direct File in Florida FY 2015-1616 

Offense # Youth (% of all Direct Filed Youth) 
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eventually sentenced to adult prison, (3) 70 percent of the juveniles initially sentenced to 

probation who eventually went to prison were due to a new offense, and; (4) the other 30 

percent were eventually sent to prison for a technical violation of probation, Brodsky et. al. 

argue that a prosecutor who uses direct file to unilaterally transfer a child to adult court and 

then offers him or her a plea agreement to probation can be reasonably confident that he or 

she will eventually secure a prison sentence. 

Additional research compares the characteristics between two groups of children who are 

eligible to be direct filed (Claire K. Mazur, Laurie Scott, Marina Byrd, Anne Cooper, Philip 

Twogood, 2017). As outlined in Table 15, one group are the children who were direct filed for 

the first time. The other group are the children who were eligible to be direct filed, but were 

retained in the juvenile system. Claire et. al. compared the characteristics of these two groups 

including ages, types of offenses, whether they had prior adjudications or adjudications 

withheld, demographic information, whether they had prior DJJ placements, whether they 

were previously on juvenile probation, had gang involvement, etc. In addition to these 

characteristics, while making direct file decisions, state attorneys also consider other conditions 

including use of a weapon, victim input and school records. 

 

Figure 12 
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Table 15: Summary of Two Types of Children Who are Eligible to be Direct Filed17 

FY 2015-2016 

characteristics 
Children who were direct filed for 

the first time 
Children who were eligible to be 
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Figure 12: The Number of Children Direct Filed in FY 2015-16 in Judicial Circuits18 

 

5.3.  Trend of Direct File Obtained from Data 

The statewide number of direct-filed children decreased by 42.3% from 2,062 in FY 2011-12 to 

1,190 in FY 2015-16. As shown in Table 16, the number of direct-filed children in most Circuits 

decreased during this time period. The reasons that thee reasons 

16015
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6. Economic Analysis Relating to Costs and Benefits 

6.1.  Becker’s Approach to Analyze Crime 

Gary Becker’s (1968) study analyzed the optimal size of the judicial system with the assumption 

that the judicial system should minimize the total social costs of crime. Becker is the first 

economist who analyzed criminal activities as a type of economic activity that emphasized the 

negative external effects. Becker constructed a “stochastic” fee system by multiplying the 

probability of “getting caught” (𝜌) and the punishment for getting caught (𝑓) to quantify the 

social costs associated with the criminals. For the costs associated to the victims, Becker used a 

“net damage” measurement. “Net damage” to individuals is a function of the number of 

offenses committed. The number of offenses is equal to N, the “harm” to victims is 𝐻(𝑁) and 

the gain to offenders is 𝐺(𝑁). The “net damage” to individuals from N is 𝐷(𝑁)  
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(e). Compare the costs and benefits. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (2002) defines the cost-benefit 

analysis routine as: 

(a). Identify benefits. Benefits for whom? What is the dollar value of reduced crime? What 

about the non-crime-related benefits? What do we know about the long run? What are the 

marginal costs? 

(b). Subtract costs. Estimate what the programs themselves cost (capital costs and operating 

costs) to run. 

(c). Calculate bottom line. Compare costs and benefits obtained from step (a) and (b) in a 

timeframe. 

(d). Compare options. Compare the cost-benefit analysis results of a range of alternatives. 

(e). Test riskiness. It is important to test how sensitive the bottom-line conclusion is to changes 

in key input assumptions 

 

6.3.  Cost-Benefit Analysis of Raise the Age Legislation in Missouri 

To analyze the costs and benefits of raising the upper age for adjudicated youth in the juvenile 

justice system, Mitchell (2017) conducted the following economic study: 
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III. The next step was to find the corresponding entry level median wages, wage change 

rates and median work hours of youths who had been maintained in the juvenile justice 

system. The research team again graphed the income and tax curves over time and 

computed the expected lifetime earnings and taxes paid for by “Mr. Delinquent” who 

did not earn any money in the juvenile residential program and starts his employment 

upon completion. The time Mr. Delinquent spent in the juvenile residential program is 

computed using median time of all other delinquents who were kept in the residential 

program. 

IV. The costs of implementing the “Raise the Age” program was estimated, including 

construction costs for new facilities, renovation costs for existing facilities, staffing costs, 

case management costs and other equipment and expenses. The costs of incarcerating 

the youth sent to adult prison was also reduced and accounted for.  

V. Based on the estimation of how many juveniles will be kept in juvenile system instead of 

adult prison after the Raise the Age program, Mitchell computed and compared the 

costs to state and the benefits including cost reduction and tax increases and come to 

his conclusion. Mitchell’s findings can be found in section 7.5. 

 

6.4.  Cost-Saving Analysis of Direct File Reform in Florida 

The 
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According to these predictions, among these 871 youths, 57 percent of them would not have 

been recommended for residential program. 

The PAJ and JMI used the disposition predictions from the DJJ Disposition Matrix and publicly 

available data (including the cost per day and the average length of stay for each type of 

disposition) to estimate the costs incurred by DJJ every year from FY 2016-17 to FY 2025-26, 

which are shown in the first column of Table 20. The second column shows the costs of the 

status quo cohort, which is estimated by using admission and release data on children 

transferred for an offense committed in FY 2009 and 2010. Note that the estimated costs of 

status quo reflect not only the number of youths who would be committed to Florida 

Department of Corrections (FDC) that year, but also the number of youths who would have 

been committed in a prior year, but still remained in prison. In summary, the PAJ and JMI 

computed the differences of those two types of costs and calculated the expected savings over 

time if the direct file reform was implemented. 
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Table 18: Florida Department of Juvenile Justice Disposition Recommendation Matrix22 

 

                                                      
22 Michael Baglivio, M. R. (2014). The Florida Department of Juvenile Justice Disposition Matrix: A Validation Study, available at 
http://www.djj.state.fl.us/docs/research2/the-fdjj-disposition-matrix-validation-study.pdf. 
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Table 19: Predicted Dispositions for Children No Longer Eligible to Transfer23 

 

Table 20: Estimated Costs of Reform and Status Quo
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to fall dramatically and steadily as the time after release increases. The factors, such as time 

served, age at release, number of prior convictions, race and gender characteristics, and crime 

characteristics (including distinctions between property and violent crimes) would alter the 

probability that someone will recidivate. Notably, if the number of priors and the time served in 

prison increases, there is an increased probability of recidivism. Carvalho and Bierens (2002) 

found that people commit fewer crimes as they get older. Other factors such as employment 

services for released prisoners also reduced recidivism (Carvalho J. H., 2002). 

A 2018 study of juvenile recidivism in North Carolina found that children with less involvement 

with the juvenile justice system tend to have less likelihood of recidivating. 26  They partition the 

offended juveniles into four groups: closed cases, diverted cases, dismissed cases and 

adjudicated cases. The recidivism rate for closed cases is 33%, 37% for diverted cases, 43% for 

dismissed cases and 53% for adjudicated cases. The three-year follow up recidivism rates for 

North Carolina juveniles are listed in 

.
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that it is rare for youth recidivism to be as high as adult recidivism and the largest predictors of 

recidivism for youth were: gender, whether the youth had a familial history of abandonment, 

and if the youth were violent. Up to two-thirds of juvenile offenders are also involved in the 

child welfare system, and these juveniles have been shown to be far more likely to reoffend 

than juveniles who have never been in the child welfare system.27 Mallet (Mallett, 2013) finds 

that youth with a previous diagnosis of conduct disorder, a self-reported previous suicide 

attempt, those who were older, and those who had an increased number of court offenses are 

more likely to recidivate. 

Andrews and Bonta (1994) identified two categories of risk factors. One category are static 

factors, which include aspects that help to predict recidivism such as age, previous convictions 

and gender. The other category are dynamic factors, such as values, antisocial cognitions and 

behaviors. Edens (2007) found that when it comes to youth—past factors are less important in 

predicting future recidivism than the psychopathic nature of the individual. 

Researchers found that youth transferred to the adult criminal system tend to have a higher 

recidivism rate than those that remained in the juvenile system. Studies (Bishop D. M.-K., 1996) 

(Fagan, 1995) (Podkopacz, 1996) show that youth transferred to the adult system were 40% to 

60% more likely to recidivate than youth who remained in the juvenile system. There are also 

some researchers that believe the 40%-60% higher recidivism rate is based on a selection bias. 

Myers (2003) eliminated the selection bias and found that the difference of recidivism rates 

between two groups of youths might not be statistically significant. Winner, et. al. (1997) 

obtained results 
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(a) Do dispositions within the suggested range of the disposition matrix lead to lower 

recidivism rates? 

(b) Does the relation hold for males and females, across race/ethnicity, and across risk 

scores, for the probability of youth to reoffend? 

(c) Does the knowledge whether a youth received a disposition/placement within the 

suggested range of the disposition matrix assist in predicting recidivism? 

To respond to the first question, Baglivio et. al. examined whether youth who received 

dispositions within the disposition matrix, at optimum or appropriate placement, had lower 

recidivism rates than those receiving dispositions outside the matrix suggestions.  

Regarding the second question, Baglivio et. al. examined whether the findings of the above 

research hold true for a full sample and for separate groups, including males and females, 

across race/ethnicity and for risk levels to reoffend. 

Concerning the third research topic, Baglivio et. al. developed five logistic regression models to 

examine whether following the suggestions of the disposition matrix enhances predictive 

models of likelihood of recidivism. The first model assesses receiving a dispos
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all risk groups. Whether the suggested range of the disposition matrix is followed or not has the 

biggest negative impact on low-risk youth and the lowest negative impact on moderate-risk 

youth. 

 

7.4.  Costs of Direct File Reform 

Based upon the population of youth direct filed in recent years, the Florida Department of 

Juvenile Justice estimated the 315 youths affected by the reforms in SB 192 (2018) (identical to 

HB 509 (2018))28 would be disposed to the DJJ system as follows: 

Table 24: Expenditures of Direct File Reform 

Disposition 
# Youth Days of Stay Per Diem Rate/Cost of 

Supervision 

Probation 44 youth (14%) 277.8 days $10.67 

Non-Secure 63 youth (20%) 
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The Department of Juvenile Justice estimated the fiscal impact to be a minimum of $ 19.02 

million in the first year, and $24.70 million annually in the subsequent years. 

Concerning facility costs, the DJJ currently has an operating capacity of just over 2,100 

residential beds and has a current utilization rate of 98%. DJJ’s fiscal analysis also asserted that 

facilities might  need to be constructed or the Department of Juvenile Justice might need to 

solicit private vendors to provide additional facilities and programs.  

7.5.  Cost-Benefit Analyses 

Mitchell’s (2017) study shows that after the Raise the Age program is implemented in Missouri, 

the expected 306 offenders under the age of 18 kept in the juvenile system will incur an annual 

cost of $20.7 million to the state for new facilities and extra staff in the juvenile system. But it 

will also reduce $17.273 million per FY of the cost of incarceration in prison for Department of 

Corrections, which lead to a net cost of $3.457 million per FY. On the other hand, with the 

assumption that those 306 youths will stay in juvenile rehabilitation until age 21, their 

estimated lifetime tax contributions will be $51.971 million more than if those youths had been 

sent to adult prison. Subsequent tax gain can be even larger if one takes into account that 

prison released juveniles have a 67% recidivism rate whereas the recidivism rate fthhave4(ion)w( )-3(exp9( )-3k)ely inF5 12 Tf
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costs of status quo using the publicly available data of juvenile disposition, and admission and 

release data, on children transferred for an offense. Comparing the costs of reform and the 

costs of status quo, the PAJ and JMI show that the direct file law reform results in $12.6 million 

in cost savings over ten years. One of the reasons for retaining youth in the juvenile system is 

that it not only costs less money, as the lengths of incarceration in the adult system are 

significantly longer, but also that the juvenile justice system is more effective at rehabilitating 

youth.  

 

8. Economic Methodology and Analyses 

8.1. Cost-Methodology and Analyses 

Proposed legislation to delimit, or even eliminate, direct file (e.g., 
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an addition (or removal) of a small number of juveniles, transferring (or reallocating) them from 

the DOC to DJJ. The assumption of a small change is usually combined by the Ceteris Paribus 

assumption, i.e., all other things remaining constant. In keeping the assumption, the research 

team opted to use total costs estimates and changes in total cost when comparing results. Both 

DOC and DJJ total costs were analyzed based on the broad programmatic categories of DJJ: 

both Non-Secure Residential programs, and Secure Residential programs, as well as DJJ 

Probation, on the one hand,31 and DOC: Inmate programs, and Community programs,32 on the 

other hand. Given constraints on data availability, the study team found that a more detailed 

breakout, or a finer programmatic resolution level, especially involving the DJJ programs, 

proved too problematic to analyze, at this time.   

It is also assumed that several consecutive years of data can be analyzed from a static 

perspective, through the application of an inflation adjustment to cost values. The static 

analysis approach permits the research team to distinguish annual services as similar “service 

batches” within one period of analyses, providing some equivalent data points for simultaneous 

analyses. The cost adjustment denominator used is 2018, 
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best represents the more recent policy changes and associated juvenile populations. Monthly 

breakouts would provide some additional data points, but breakouts were not feasible given 

data limitations.  

In addition, in using historic data, it is noted that the difference between due process hearings 

after transfer to adult courts, and due process hearings before transfer, raises a clear question 

in terms of effectiveness
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Total, Variable and Fixed costs: 

TC = Total or Aggregate Cost 

VC = Variable Cost 

https://econfix.wordpress.com/tag/cost-curves/
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program-categories under DJJ are analyzed: Probation, Non-Secure Residential Commitment 

programs, and Secure Residential Commitment programs. No analyses are conducted on 

detention (neither from DOC nor from DJJ), since the detention cost is accrued already prior to 

the proposed due process hearing, hence prior to a potential moment of transfer. Finally, 

comparisons are made between the two sets of analyses for DOC and DJJ, by means of five 

scenarios (Chapter 9.1). 

Concerning the DOC data, three data sets were used: 1) the DOC budget;35 2) the DOC annual 

reports;36 and 3) Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) consumer price indexes, or indices.37 The 

budgets are readily available, and provide useful breakouts (especially for the following DJJ 

http://www.floridafirstbudget.com/
http://www.dc.state.fl.us/pub/obis_request.html
http://www.dc.state.fl.us/pub/index.html
https://www.bls.gov/data/#prices
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As depicted in Table 25, column 2 shows the annual average inmate population. The annual Per 

Diem are used to calculate the total costs as shown in column five. Next, the total cost is 

compared to the total budget in column seven to calculate the utilization percentage for 

detention, in particular (in column six). The total budget column seven is then indexed to 

current 2018 dollars, as shown in column eight. Finally, as presented in the last column, the 

percentage utilization is applied to obtain the values in the last column, which in conjunction 

with the average population (columns two and nine) are used in the subsequent analyses.     

Table 26 is similar in structure as Table 25, but applies to the DOC category of Community 

Supervision Programs. 

Table 26. DOC Annual Average Community Supervision Program Population, Per Diem, Per 

Year, and Total Indexed Costs, FY2012-13 though FY2017-1838 

FY 
Average 

Population 
Total per 

Diem 
Total per Year     Total Cost 
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Figure 15. Total, Average and Marginal Costs 
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Table 27a. DOC Inmate Cost and Cost Estimates* 

FY 
Price Adjusted 

Budget 

# of Average 
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Regarding the analyses of the DJJ programs, three data sets were 

http://www.floridafirstbudget.com/
http://www.djj.state.fl.us/research/reports/reports-and-data/static-research-reports/comprehensive-accountability-report
http://www.djj.state.fl.us/research/reports/reports-and-data/static-research-reports/comprehensive-accountability-report
http://www.djj.state.fl.us/research/reports/reports-and-data/interactive-data-reports/delinquency-profile/delinquency-profile-dashboard
http://www.djj.state.fl.us/research/reports/reports-and-data/interactive-data-reports/delinquency-profile/delinquency-profile-dashboard
http://www.djj.state.fl.us/research/reports/reports-and-data/static-research-reports/comprehensive-accountability-report
http://www.djj.state.fl.us/research/reports/reports-and-data/static-research-reports/comprehensive-accountability-report
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For Non-Secure Residential Programs, the top row is used. For Secure Residential Programs, the 

next two rows are used. Finally, for Probation Programs, 
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Figure 16. Total, Average and Marginal Costs, DJJ 
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Concerning Tables 29
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Figure 17. Cost Comparisons based on Total Costs (and Cost Differences) between Agencies 

  

 

Referring to the total cost analyses, assume agency 1 services a quantity of A (left hand figure), 

at a cost 
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Table 31a. DJJ Residential Programs, change in Service Days, Total Service Days, Total Costs 

(TC), and changes in Total Cost ;ѐd�Ϳ 

 DJJ Non-Secure Residential Programs  DJJ Secure Residential Programs 

 
Change in 

Service  
Days
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The first column in both Tables 31a and 31b shows full time changes in potential increases (i.e., 

in-transfers of juveniles from DOC to DJJ). The columnases (

http://www.dc.state.fl.us/pub/obis_request.html
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Table 32a. Total Number of Service Days of Juveniles in DOC, per Custody Description, per FY 
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juvenile inmates were used for further analyses. It is noted that a necessary assumption is that 

any transfer based on a due process hearing would still lead to the same outcome 
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Table 34a. DJJ Transfer; change in Service Days, Total Service Days, Total Cost (TC), and 

changes in Total Cost (ѐTC) 

 DJJ Non-Secure Residential Programs DJJ Secure Residential Programs 
S

ce
n

ar
io

 Change 
Service 

Days 

Total 
Service 

Days 

Estimated 
Total Cost 

(TC)  
Per/Year 

Total 
Cost 

Difference 
(∆TC) 

Per/Year 

 
Change 
Service 

Days 

Total 
Service 

Days 

Estimated 
Total Cost 

(TC) 
Per/Year 

Total 
Cost 
Diff. 

(∆TC) 
Per/Year 

0  460,925 $117,650,831    247,363 $79,210,200  

1 875.4



70 
 

Table 35 provides the overall juvenile count, total costs and net costs of potential juvenile 

transfers, per scenario.  In addition, Figure 18 depicts the relationship between the scenarios, 

allowing for potential intermediate interpretations among alternative scenarios.  

 

Table 35. DOC to DJJ transfer, change in Service Years, changes in Total Cost (ѐTC) 

 

DOC-DJJ Transfer FTE Counts per Year 
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In summary, the largest estimated net cost of $2.4 million is associated with the fifth scenario, 

whereby all direct file juveniles would remain in DJJ custody. The scenario data points are based 

on the derived cost equations, with the assumption that only operational costs are included in 

the costs (or budget line items). In addition, and as shown, the result will need to come with a 

necessary reallocation or transfer of funds between the two agencies. Table 36 provides a 

synopsis on the amount of funding to be transferred in and out, per scenario.   

 

Table 36. Potential DOC to DJJ Budget Transfers, on Transfers of Juveniles, per Scenario 
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Table 37. Relative change in Service Years/Days and Costs, on Transfer of Juveniles, per 

Scenario 

DOC-DJJ Transfer Relative Count Changes and Relative Cost Changes per Scenario as compared to Base 

S
ce

n
ar

io
 

DOC 
Inmate 
Change 
Service 
Years 

% 

DOC 
Inmate 
Change 
Service 
Costs 

% 

DOC 
Community 

Change 
Service 
Years 

% 

DOC 
Community 

Change 
Service 
Costs 

% 

 

DJJ 
N-S. 
Res. 

Change 
Service 

Days 
% 

DJJ 
N-S. 
Res. 

Change 
Service 
Costs 

% 

DJJ 
Sec. 
Res. 

Change 
Service 

Days 
% 

DJJ 
Sec. 
Res. 

Change 
Service 
Costs 

% 

DJJ 
Probation 
Change 
Service 
Years 

% 

DJJ 
Probation 
Change 
Service 
Costs 

% 
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 It is based on a strong theoretical foundation, and; 

 It uses a well-researched and accepted applied economics impact assessment 

methodology supported by many years of use across all regions of the U.S. 

The economic impact model used for this analysis is developed for the counties of Florida and 

includes 536 business sectors (based on the North American Industrial Classification System, or 

NAICS) and the latest datasets – year 2017 data. IMPLAN’s principal advantage is that it may 

be used to estimate direct, indirect and induced economic impacts for any static (point-in-time) 

economic stimulus. Through the estimation of economic multipliers, the “ripple” effects of 

supply chain spending for input purchases are captured (indirect effects), and household 

spending by employees (induced effects) for new final demand to the regional economy, as well 

as direct spending and employment. Economic multipliers for each business sector and 

household income category are used to estimate the following economic impacts: economic 

output (sales/revenue), employment (fulltime and part-time jobs), value added (GRP) and labor 

income (wages).  

The total statewide economic impact results are presented in Tables 38a, and 38b. Table 38a 

represents the results in case no budget funding is reallocated between DOC and DJJ, with the 

transfers of juveniles (per scenario as described).60 In other words, it represents the results solely 

based on total costs incurred by the DJJ. Table 38b represents the results based on the net costs, 

in case budget funding is reallocated between the agencies pertaining to the juvenile transfers.  

  

                                                      
60 The difference between the total and net costs approaches are the cost savings incurred by DOC. If the funds are to be spent 
regardless of the Juvenile transfer, the total costs for absorption of Juveniles must be carried by DJJ, e.g. in the case of scenario 
5, the DJJ will have to spend an estimated $6.9 million for all Juvenile transfers, instead of the estimated net of $2.4 million.   
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Table 38a. DOC to DJJ Juvenile Transfer Estimated Economic Impacts  

(Based on Total Costs to DJJ) 
 

Statewide Estimated Economic Impacts* 

Total Impacts** Output Employment Labor Income Value Added 

Scenario 1 $365,357 4 $217,717 $293,860 

Scenario 2 $1,448,888 14 $862,775 $1,164,511 
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primarily secondary, or transformed, with no clear way to replicate the described 

methodologies.61 In addition, some d



76 
 

 

11. Economic Analysis Conclusions 

In September 2018, the Southern Poverty Law Center (SPLC), a national non
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Table 39 
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than the present utilization (adding-in transfers would increase utilization by 52.6 percent, or 

365.4 FTE juveniles,65 over the present capacity (see Table 37, column DJJ Sec. Res. Change 

Service Days)). In other words, some structural changes may be necessary, changes which in 

turn would warrant a new cost analysis (i.e. analyses including e.g. capital outlays).  

It is noted that if the objective is the de-facto transfer of all juveniles, e.g. by elimination of all 

the direct file options, the use of detention for these juveniles with DOC will become obsolete. 

In this case, these detention costs and potential due process hearing costs need to be included 
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(sales/revenues), between 2 to 44 jobs, from $100,000 to $2.7 million in labor income, and 

$130,000 to $3.66 million in value added (GRP).  
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has been previously placed in a residential commitment program, shall be subject to sentencing 
under s. 775.087(2)(a), notwithstanding s. 985.565. 
b. Charged under sub-subparagraph 1.b. or sub-subparagraph 1.c., shall be subject to 
sentencing under s. 775.087(2)(a), notwithstanding s. 985.565. 
3. Upon transfer, any child who is charged under this paragraph, but who does not meet the 
requirements specified in subparagraph 2, shall be sentenced under s. 985.565; however, if the 
court imposes a juvenile sanction, the court must commit the child to a high-risk or maximum-
risk juvenile facility. 
4. This paragraph shall not apply if the state attorney has good cause to believe that 
exceptional circumstances exist that preclude the just prosecution of the child in adult court. 
5. The Department of Corrections shall make every reasonable effort to ensure that any child 
16 or 17 years of age who is convicted and sentenced under this paragraph be completely 
separated such that there is no physical contact with adult offenders in the facility, to the 
extent that it is consistent with chapter 958. 
(3) EFFECT OF DIRECT FILE.— 
(a) Once a child has been transferred for criminal prosecution pursuant to an information and 
has been found to have committed the presenting offense or a lesser included offense, the 
child shall be handled thereafter in every respect as if an adult for any subsequent violation of 
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CS/SB 192 Bill Analysis 

 

1. Executive Summary 

SB 192 would amend the process by which children are transferred to adult court. This 
legislation would eliminate mandatory waiver and mandatory direct file. The bill would impose 
an age limit (14-years of age or older) upon the indictment of children for offenses punishable 
by death or life imprisonment. The bill would rename discretionary direct file to “prosecuting 
children as adults.” The bill would limit those offenses eligible for adult prosecution for 14- and 
15- year-olds, and for 16- and 17-year-olds. The bill would require the state attorney to 
document in writing the reasons for adult prosecution under specified criteria and would 
provide children whose case is transferred an opportunity to obtain a hearing to determine 
whether their case should remain in adult court. The bill would require extensive data collection 
by the Department, including an annual reporting requirement. 
 

The bill provides for an effective date of October 1, 2017. 
 

2. Substantive Bill Analysis 

2. PRESENT SITUATION: 

Present Situation: 
 Section 985.557, F.S., provides for the direct filing of charges in adult court 
 Section 985.556, F.S., provides for the waiver of juvenile court jurisdiction 
 Section 985.56, F.S., provides for the indictment of a juvenile 
 Section 985.565, F.S., provides sentencing alternatives for juveniles prosecuted as 

adults 
 
Waivers: During t6u
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985.565(4), F.S.) In order to impose juvenile sanctions, the adult court is required to take into 
account various criteria outlined in section 985.565, Florida Statutes. When a juvenile is 
sentenced as an adult, that juvenile is considered an adult for all future violations of state law. 
 
The information gathered by DJJ during the intake and screening process is used in developing 
the State Attorney Recommendation (SAR) and Pre-Disposition Report (PDR), if ordered. The 
SAR is a report detailing DJJ’s recommendation and justification as to how the state attorney 
should proceed with the case. The three primary options in making the recommendation to the 
state attorney are non-judicial handling, judicial handling, or handling as an adult. The State 
Attorney’s Office has the statutory authority to make the final decision on whether or not to file 
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during the commission of a felony 
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prior adjudications or withholds. In addition, the court may consider any of the criteria for 
waiver set out in section 985.556(3)(c). Based on these considerations, the court may transfer 
the case back to the juvenile division. 
 
A pending competency determination or a finding of incompetency precludes adult prosecution 
until competency has been restored. 
 
The bill requires the department to begin extensive data collection on March 1, 2018, 
concerning all youth who qualify for adult prosecution under section 985.557, as well those who 
qualify for waiver under section 985.556. The required data includes the following: 

 Age 
 Race and ethnicity 
 Gender 
 Circuit/County of residence 
 Circuit/County of offense 
 Prior adjudications/withholds 
 Prior periods of probation, including VOPs 
 Previous contacts with law enforcement, including civil citation, arrest or formal charges 
 Initial charges 
 Charges at disposition 
 Whether codefendants were involved who 
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Appendix B. 


