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Introduction 

Background 

                                                                 

  

 “(T)ransfer of juveniles to adult court should be rare and 

only after a very thoroughly considered process.” 
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges  



2 | P a g e  
 

Figure 1: Pathways to Adult Prosecution, 2014  



3 | P a g e  
 

Data Analysis and Limitations 

 

  



4 | P a g e  
 

Statewide Trends in Direct File  

Figure 2: The Percentage of Youth Transferred to the Criminal System Due to Direct File or a 

Judicial Transfer Hearing, 2003-2014 
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Takeaway 

A growing share of 

youth prosecuted in 

the adult system 

arrive as a result of 

direct file rather 

than a judicial 

transfer hearing. 
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Figure 3. One-Day Snapshot5 of Youth Tried as Adults and Detained in Juvenile Halls, 2003-

2014 

 

County-Level Variations in the Use of Direct File  
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Takeaway 

Since 2003, a 

greater number of 

youth are being 

held in juvenile halls 

during criminal 

proceedings despite 

declines in the 

number of youth 

held for judicial 

transfer hearings.  
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Figure 4. Direct File Cases Compared to Judicial Transfer Hearings by County, 2014  

 

 

 

 

Note: Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, Colusa, Del Norte, El Dorado, Glenn, Humboldt, Imperial, Inyo, Lake, Lassen, 

Mariposa, Modoc, Mono, Plumas, San Benito, San Francisco, San Mateo, Sierra, Siskiyou, Tehama, Trinity, 

Tuolumne, and Yolo counties reported no direct file or transfer hearings in 2014.  
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Takeaway 

Counties vary in their reliance on direct file, with most reporting a greater number of direct 

file cases than judicial transfer hearings.  

 

Source: DOJ, 2014b 
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Figure 5. Direct File Rate by County (per 100,000 pop. ages 14-17), 2014 

 

Source: DOJ, 2014b  

Note: Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, Colusa, Del Norte, El Dorado, Glenn, Humboldt, Imperial, Inyo, Lake, Lassen, 

Mariposa, Modoc, Mono, Plumas, San Benito, San Francisco, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Sierra, Siskiyou, 

Tehama, Trinity, Tuolumne, and Yolo counties reported no direct file cases in 2014.  
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Takeaway 

Statewide, there were 

approximately 23 cases of direct file 

for every 100,000 youth ages 14-17 

in 2014. County rates of direct file 

varied substantially, from 0 to 310 

cases per 100,000 youth.  
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Figure 6. Direct File Rate by County (per 1,000 serious felony arrests for ages 10-17), 2014

 

Source: DOJ, 2014b; DOJ 2014a  

Note: Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, Colusa, Del Norte, El Dorado, Glenn, Humboldt, Imperial, Inyo, Lake, Lassen, 

Mariposa, Modoc, Mono, Plumas, San Benito, San Francisco, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Sierra, Siskiyou, 

Tehama, Trinity, Tuolumne, Yolo reported no direct file cases in 2014.  
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Takeaway 

Statewide, there were 

approximately 45 cases of direct file 

for every 1,000 serious juvenile 

felony arrests, but county rates of 

direct file varied substantially, from 

0 to 542 cases per 1,000 arrests.  
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Figure 7. Percentage of Direct File Cases Involving 14- or 15-year-olds, 2010-2014 
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Takeaway 

Counties with more 

than 50 cases of direct 

file per 100,000 youth 

directly filed a greater 

share of 14- and 15-

year-olds than counties 

with lower rates of 

direct file.  

Source: DOJ, 2014b 
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Direct File and Rates of Youth Arrest 

Figure 8. Serious Felony Arrests and Direct File by County (per 100,000 pop. ages 14-17), 20146  
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Takeaway 

County reliance on 

direct file is not 

correlated with 

relevant youth arrest 

rates. 

Source: DOJ, 2014a; DOJ, 2014b 
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Direct File and Racial and Ethnic Disparities  

Figure 9: Rate of Direct File by Race and Ethnicity (per 100,000 pop. ages 14-17), 2003-2014 
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Takeaway 

Racial and ethnic disparities in direct file prosecutions have grown since 2003. While the rate of 

direct file is decreasing for White youth, it has increased for Black and Latino youth.  

Source: DOJ 2014c 
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Figure 10: Disparity Gap in the Rates of Direct File, 2003-2014 

 

 

  

Source: DOJ 2014c 

 Takeaway 

For every White youth directly filed in 2003, there were 2.4 Latino youth and 4.5 Black youth. In 

2014, 3.3 Latino youth and 11.3 Black youth were directly filed for every White youth.  
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Figure 11. Rates of Direct File for White and Black Youth (per 100,000 pop. ages 14-17), 2014 

 

Figure 12. Disparity Gap for White and Black Youth (per 100,000 pop. ages 14-17), 2014  
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Takeaway 

In nearly all California counties 

that direct filed youth in 2014, 

Black youth were far more likely 

than White youth to be direct filed. 

In these counties, Black youth 

were two to 25 times more likely 

to be direct filed than White youth, 

with nine counties direct filing 

Black youth but no White youth.   
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Black youth were directly filed in 

these nine counties but no White 

youth were, so the disparity gap 

cannot be calculated. This 

suggests extreme disparity in the 

use of direct file.  

Source: DOJ, 2014b 
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Figure 13. Rates of Direct File for White and Latino Youth (per 100,000 pop. ages 14-17), 2014 

 

Figure 14. Disparity Gap for White and Latino Youth (per 100,000 pop. ages 14-17), 2014 
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Takeaway 

In nearly all California counties 

that direct filed youth in 2014, 

Latino youth were more likely 

than White youth to be direct 

filed. In these counties, Latino 

youth were up to 11 times more 

likely to be direct filed than White 

youth, with 12 counties direct 

filing Latino youth but no White 

youth.   
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Latino youth were directly filed in 

these 12 counties but no White youth 

were, so the disparity gap cannot be 

calculated. This suggests extreme 

disparity in the use of direct file.  

Source: DOJ, 2014b 
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Conclusion 

 

.   
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Appendix 1. Trends in Judicial Transfer Hearing Outcomes, 2003- 2014 

Number of Judicial Transfer Hearings Resulting in a Transfer to Criminal Court, 2003-2014 

 

Source: DOJ, 2014c 

Percentage of Judicial Transfer Hearings Resulting in a Transfer to Criminal Court, 2003-2014 

Source: DOJ, 2014c 

Year Hearings Transfers No Transfers % Transfer % No Transfer 

2003 586 404 182 69% 31% 
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2005 431 318 113 74% 26% 

2006 374 263 111 70% 30% 
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2008 525 332 193 63% 37% 

2009 488 346 142 71% 29% 

2010 321 260 61 81% 19% 
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2013 192 122 70 64% 36% 

2014 183 122 61 67% 33% 
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Appendix 2. The Demographics of Direct File Youth, 2010-2014 

 Number of Youth Percentage of Youth 

Gender Male 2998 96% 

Female 125 4% 
 

Race and Ethnicity Latino 1858 58% 

Black 810 27% 

White 284 10% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 152 4% 

American Indian 2 0% 

Unknown 17 1% 
 

Age 14-Years-Old 86 3% 

15-Years-Old 292 9% 

16-Years-Old 855 27% 

17-Years-Old 1690 54% 

Over 18 200 6% 

Source: DOJ, 2014b 
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