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Introduction  

Figure 1: Pathways into adult criminal court in 2015  

 

Source: DOJ, 2016b. 
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2015 Update  and Prospects for Reform  

Figure 2: Change in the rates of serious  juvenile  felony a rrest  and direct f ile, 2014 to 2015  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: DOJ, 2016a; DOJ, 2016b; Puzzanchera, 2016. 

                                                                 
1 Data are not available on the number of offenses that qualify  for adult court prosecution in each county, each year. 

Therefore, Ɉserious juvenile felony arrestsɉ serve as a proxy for direct file eligible offenses and include  offense categories 

defined by the California Department of Justice (DOJ), such as homicide, forcible rape, robbery, assault, kidnapping, 

narcotics, dangerous drugs, lewd or lascivious acts, unlawful sexual intercourse, other sex law violations, and arson.   
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Takeaway  

The statewide rate of direct 

file increased from 2014 to 

2015 despite a decline in 

the rate of serious  juvenile  

felon y arrest s. 
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Geographic  Disparities  
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Figure 3 : County rates of direct f ile per 1,000 serious  juvenile  felony arrests, 2014 and 2015   

Source: DOJ, 2016a; DOJ, 2016b.  

Note: Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, Colusa, Del Norte, Glenn, Humboldt, Im perial, Inyo, Lake,  Lassen, Mariposa, Modoc, 

Mono , Plumas, San Benito, San Mateo, Sierra, and Siskiyou counties are excluded from Figure 3 because they reported no 

direct file cases in 2014 or 2015. Trinity County is excluded because its 2015 rate  is an outlier that, when compared  to 

other counties , detracts from notable rate c hanges. Trinity County  reported one  serious felony arrest in 2015 and one 

direct file case, which resulted in  a direct file rate of 1,000 per 1,000 serious felony arrests.  

Takeaway  

Direct file rates increas ed in 24  counties from 2014 to 2015, and continued to vary widely by county.   
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Dispariti es by Race and Ethnicity  

Figure 4 : Disparity gap in r ate of direct f ile per 100,000 youth  ages 14 -17 

Source: DOJ, 2016b; DOJ, 2016c; Puzzanchera, 2016. 

Takeaway  

Latino youth were 3.4 times 

more likely to be direct filed 

than White youth, and Black 

youth were 10.8 times more 

likely to be direct filed than 

White youth in 2015.  


