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.  Summary:

The committee substitute for committee substitute addresses classification and placement of
juvenile offenders, amending several sections of ch. 985, F.S. It provides a new definition relating
to classification and residentia placement of juvenile offenders. The bill amends substantive
sections of the chapter that are relevant to classification and residentia placement determinations,
including statutes that affect delinquency case processing and the juvenile justice continuum.

The hill also provides for more comprehensive screening of any youth for whom a residential
commitment disposition is anticipated or recommended by an officer of the court or by the
Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ). In addition to screening for the presence of medical,
psychiatric, psychological, substance abuse, or educationa problems, the bill also directs
screening for vocational problems and for determining whether the youth poses a danger to self or
others in the community.

The bill also provides statutory authority for the continuation of the Classification and Placement
Workgroup to study and make recommendations to the Governor and Legidature concerning the
development of a system for classifying and placing juvenile offenders who are committed to
residential programs.

Finally, the bill creates the position of youth custody officer within the DJJ. These officers are
responsible for taking youth into custody if there is probable cause to believe the youth has
violated the conditions of probation, home detention, conditiona release, or postcommitment
probation, or has failed to appear in court.

This bill substantially amends the following sections of the Florida Statutes: 984.03, 985.03,
985.21, 985.215, 985.229, 985.23, 985.231, and 985.404.
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Present Situation:

CINS/FINS: Chapter 984, F.S., addresses children in need of services (CINS) and familiesin
need of services (FINS). Section 984.03, F.S., provides definitions for this chapter.

Section 984.03(27), F.S., defines FINS as a family that has a child for whom there is no pending
investigation into an alegation of abuse, neglect, or abandonment, who is not currently supervised
by the DJJ or the Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS), and who has been
referred to alaw enforcement agency or the DJJ for running away, persistently disobeying his or
her guardians, or being habitually truant.

Section 984.03(45), F.S., defines “preventive services’ to mean social services and other
supportive and rehabilitative services provided to a child and his or her guardian for the purpose
of averting the removal of the child from the home or disruption of afamily which will or could
result in the placement of a child in foster care. The services must promote the child’ s need for a
safe, stable living environment, must promote family autonomy, and strengthen family life.

Section 984.03(48), F.S., defines “reunification services’ as socia services, and other supportive
and rehabilitative services provided to a child, his or her parents/guardians, and foster parents for
the purpose of enabling a child who has been placed in foster care to return to his or her family at
the earliest possible time. These services must promote the child' s need for a safe, stable living
environment, must promote family autonomy, and strengthen family life.

Classification and Placement--Chapter 985, F.S., divides responsibility for classification and
placement of juvenile offenders between the courts and the DJJ. The DJJ steff, state attorneys,
and defense counsel make recommendations to the court concerning a juvenile offender’ s risk
classification at the case disposition hearing. Prior to the disposition hearing, a predisposition
report is prepared and made available to the court, the state attorney, the defense counsel, the
DJJ, and the youth. s. 985.229, F.S.

At the disposition hearing, the court enters a commitment order after reading the predisposition
report and the recommendations of the DJJ staff, the state attorney, and the defense counsel. The
commitment order specifiestherisk level at which the DJJisto place the youth. The DdJis
responsible for placing the youth in arisk level-appropriate program that will meet the youth's
treatment needs. Pursuant to s. 985.231(1)(d), F.S., any commitment of a delinquent youth must
be for an indeterminate period of time, not to exceed the statutory maximum for imprisonment
allowed for adults who have committed the same offenses.

Section 985.03, F.S., provides definitions for the juvenile justice chapter.

Section 985.03(47), F.S., defines the phrase "restrictiveness level” to mean the level of custody
provided by programs that service the custody and care needs of committed youth. The
subsection further defines five restrictiveness levels:

(& Minimum-risk nonresidential

(b) Low-risk residential

(c) Moderate-risk residential

(d) High-risk residential

(e) Juvenile correctional facilities or juvenile prison
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Respectively, these levels are often referred to as Level 2, Level 4, Level 6, Level 8, and Level 10.
The levels are a continuum, with each successive level intended to indicate the increased degree of
risk that the youth presents to public safety. A variety of commitment programs are operated
within each level. Some programs, like boot camps and halfway houses, operate at several levels.

A review of DJJ Residential Commitment Services was conducted by the Office of Program
Policy Analysis and Governmental Accountability (“OPPAGA”). In Report No. 96-48, issued
February 10, 1997, the OPPAGA reported:

» Thereisvery little or no difference from one restrictiveness level to the next in primary
program elements, which are security, length of stay, and treatment services.

» Thereis considerable overlap across restrictiveness levelsin criminal histories and the ages of
assigned youth.

»  Although program services are similar and the characteristics of youth overlap, thereis much
variation in the daily rates the DJJ pays program providers.

In response to this report, the DJJ noted that program elements such as length of stay and
treatment services are driven by the assessed risk and service needs of individual offenders, not by
commitment levels. See Report No. 96-48, p. 8. However, the DJJ acknowledged that physical
security of facilitiesis amaor challenge in the current commitment level system. See id.

In response to the OPPAGA report, the House Committee on Juvenile Justice requested that the
Juvenile Justice Classification and Placement Workgroup be formed to address concerns and
make recommendations. See, e.g., Report of Recommendations of the Juvenile Commitment
Classification Workgroup. Workgroup participants identified alack of understanding by the
general public, and even among officers of the court, relative to the level of security required of
programs operating within each commitment level. See Juvenile Justice Classification and
Placement Workgroup Minutes, January 21, 2000.

Consistent with the OPPAGA report, the workgroup found that similar types of programs are
offered at various commitment levels and that there is overlap in the criminal histories of youth at
al levels of commitment. See id. The workgroup found that such inconsistencies hinder an
understanding of the present commitment system. See id. The inconsistency among program
levels relative to whether or not youth committed to the program have unsupervised access to the
community was a primary security concern identified by the workgroup. See id. The workgroup
recommended descriptive definitions of the commitment levelsin order to facilitate understanding
and improve placement of youth in appropriate commitment programs. See id.

Screening and Evaluation--Section 985.21, F.S., which relates to intake and management of
delinquency cases, provides that each youth receiving a delinquency referral shall be screened for
a broad array of problems and conditions that may have caused the youth to come to the attention
of the DJJ or law enforcement. The consensus of the workgroup was that early comprehensive
screening for and identification of problems or conditions that may have caused the youth to come
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to the attention of the DJJ or law enforcement is critically important to the classification and
placement process, which is considered to be offender-based rather than offense-based. See id.

Judges, state attorneys, and public defenders who participated in the workgroup agreed that some
adjudicated youth would have to be placed in detention care in order to be available for
evaluation. See id. Section 985.215, F.S., specifies the conditions under which a youth may be
held in detention care.

Section 985.229, F.S,, requires that the court order a predisposition report at the disposition
hearing. Section 985.23, F.S., relates to disposition hearings in delinquency cases and requires the
court to allow all parties present at the hearing an opportunity to comment on the issue of
disposition and any proposed rehabilitative plan. Section 985.231, F.S,, relating to the court’s
powers of disposition in delinquency cases, provides that any commitment of a delinquent youth
must be for an indeterminate period of time. The workgroup recommended amending this section
for clarification purposes. See id.

Classification and Placement Workgroup--The workgroup reached a consensus on several
commitment and placement issues. However, additional considerations were identified by the
workgroup as pertinent to commitment and placement, but consensus was not reached with
regard to recommendations on these issues.

Effect of Proposed Changes:

CINS/FINS: The bill amends definitions contained in s. 984.03, F.S,, for the purpose of alowing
CINS organizations to be eligible for federal funding. Section 984.03(27), F.S., is amended to
provide that FINS means afamily that has a child who is running away, persistently disobedient,
habitually truant, or is engaging in other serious behaviors that place the child at risk of future
abuse, neglect, or abandonment or of entering the juvenile justive system. The child must also
have been referred by alaw enforcement agency, the DJJ, or a state contracted service provider.
The bill further adds that a family is not eligible to receive servicesif at the time of the referral the
family is being investigated for an allegation of abuse, neglect, or abandonment, or the child is
being supervised by the DJJ or DCFS due to an adjudication of dependency or delinquency.

The bill amends the definition of “preventive services’ contained in s. 984.03(45), F.S., to provide
these services for the purpose of averting the child living on the streets, or an adjudication placing
the child into the delinquency system, in addition to averting the placement of the child in foster
care as provided in current law. Furthermore, the bill specifies that these services may include
assessment and screening, counseling, educational and vocational instruction, temporary shelter
for the child, outreach programs, and independent living services.

The hill also amends the definition of “reunification services’ contained in s. 984.03(48), F.S., by
providing that these services are provided when the child has been placed in temporary shelter,
rather than foster care.

Placement and Classification--The bill amends s. 985.03(47), F.S., for the purpose of better
differentiating residential commitment levels relative to the issue of security. The amendment is
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consi stent with recommendations made by the Juvenile Justice Classification and Placement
Workgroup.

The bill provides adefinition for “residential commitment level” in subsection (47) of

s. 985.03, F.S,, rather than “restrictiveness level.” The “residential commitment level” is defined
asthe “level of security” provided by a program rather than the “level of custody.” Four levels of
residential commitment are provided and minimum security measures are specified for programs
operated at each level. By specifying minimum security measures for each level of residential
commitment, the bill strengthens the continuum of levels. Each successive leve isintended to
represent the increased degree of risk that a committed youth presents to public safety.
Recognizing this intent, the bill provides successive increases in the required minimum security
measures at each successive level of residential commitment.

Under the bill, youth committed to the low-risk residential commitment level may have
opportunities to engage in community activities away from the facility without direct staff
supervision.Y outh assessed at this level should represent alow risk to public safety. The DJJ may
require that facilities operated at this level be staffed with 24-hour awake supervision of residents.
Y ouths found to have committed delinquent acts involving firearms or sexual offenses, or
delinquent acts that would be life felonies or first degree felonies if committed by an adult are not
to be committed to alow-risk residential commitment level pursuant to the provisions of the bill.

Recognizing that youth committed to the moderate-risk residential commitment level represent a
moderate risk to public safety, the bill provides that these youth may only have supervised access
to the community. The bill requires minimum security measures for facilities operating within the
moderate-risk level. In addition to providing 24-hour awake supervision of residents, facilities at
this level must be either environmentally secure or hardware-secure with walls, fencing, or locking
doors. The DJJ reports that existing programs within the moderate-risk restrictiveness level
currently meet these proposed security requirements.

Recognizing that youth committed to the high-risk residential commitment level represent a high
risk to public safety, the bill requires that these youth shall not have access to the community. The
bill requires minimum security measures for facilities operating within the high-risk level. Such
facilities must be hardware-secure with perimeter security fencing and locking doors. The DJJ
reports that the majority of existing programs within the high-risk restrictiveness level meet the
proposed security requirements. The DJJ notes that some facilities presently classified as high-risk
may require security upgrading if they are to continue operating at this level. Alternatively, these
programs could be reclassified to the moderate-risk commitment level. The additional security
measures and interventions provided in this section of the bill are consistent with current DJJ
policy for existing programs in the present high-risk restrictiveness level. The DJJ reports that no
change in practice is anticipated for programs operating in this level.

The bill specifies that youth committed at the maximum-risk residential commitment level shall
not have access to the community. Y outh assessed at this level represent a significant threat to
public safety. Juvenile correctiona facilities and juvenile prisons are specifically included as
programs that fall within the maximum-risk residential commitment level. Facilities that operate
within this level are required to be hardware-secure with additional minimum security featuresto
include perimeter security fencing and locking doors. Single-cell occupancy is required. However,
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youth may be housed together during pre-release transition. The DJJ reports that current juvenile
correctional facilities meet the minimum security requirements provided in the bill for programs
operating in the maximum-risk residential commitment level. The additional security measures and
interventions provided in this section of the bill are consistent with current DJJ policy for juvenile
correctional facilities. Therefore, no change in practice is anticipated.

The bill deletes references to specific programs that operate at each commitment level. At the
recommendation of the workgroup, commitment programs are to be classified pursuant to the
level of security provided at the facility. See id. Pursuant to the new definition provided for
subsection (47) of s. 985.03, F.S., some programs may be reclassified at acommitment level other
than the level at which they are presently specified by statute.

Following the recommendations of the workgroup, the bill deletes the minimum risk
non-residential commitment restrictiveness level from subsection (47) of s. 985.03, F.S. However,
the bill does not delete the programs and services that currently operate within that level. The
workgroup recommended that programs and services presently operated at the minimum risk non-
residential restrictiveness level be considered as part of the probation/community control
continuum of services. See id. With regard to security concerns, there islittle difference between
minimum risk non-residential programs and probation/community control services.

Under the bill, nonresidential programs and services (with the exception of aftercare) will no
longer have commitment-level status. The effect of this amendment is that any transfers of youth
from nonresidentia placement programs to residential commitment placement programs will
require court action. Presently, the DJJ transfers youth from one placement level to another
through administrative action. It should be noted that some members of the workgroup contended
that due process requires any affected youth to be afforded an opportunity to be heard in court
before placement level transfer. See id.

Furthermore, the bill places day treatment programs in the probation/community control
continuum of services provided for in s. 985.03(13), F.S. The bill specifies that day treatment
programs are more intensive and structured than traditional probation/community control, and
include vocational programs, marine programs, juvenile justice alternative schools, training and
rehabilitative programs, and gender-specific programs. The bill also adds that in the event ajudge
determines not to commit a child that the judge may choose day treatment programs as a
community-based sanction alternative.

Screening and Evaluation--At the recommendation of the workgroup, the bill amends

s. 985.21(1)(a), F.S,, to provide for more comprehensive screening. See id. In addition to
screening for the presence of medical, psychiatric, psychological, substance abuse, or educational
problems, the bill also directs screening for vocational problems and for determining whether the
youth poses a danger to self or othersin the community. The bill directs that the results of the
screening shall be made available to the court and to officers of the court.

The bill amends s. 985.215(5), F.S., which specifies the conditions under which a youth may be
held in detention care. It provides that a youth who was not in secure detention at the time of the
adjudicatory hearing may be placed under a special detention order for a period not to exceed

72 hours, excluding weekends and legal holidays, for the purpose of conducting a comprehensive
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evauation if it is anticipated that the youth may ultimately be placed in aresidential commitment
program. The circumstances under which a comprehensive evaluation may be ordered are
specified in the bill. The bill also specifies that the court must order the least restrictive level of
detention necessary to complete the comprehensive evaluation process that is consistent with
public safety.

The bill, by amending s. 985.229, F.S,, provides that the court may order a predisposition report,
upon afinding that the youth has committed a delinquent act. The effect of this changeisto
ensure that the predisposition report is completed and available for consideration at the
disposition hearing. The bill adds the youth and the youth’s parents or legal guardian to the list of
specified parties to whom the predisposition report, as well as any other report or evaluation used
to prepare the predisposition report, is to be made available prior to the disposition hearing.

The bill allows the court discretion to dispose of some cases without a predisposition report. This
change could facilitate timely disposition of minor offenses where residential commitment is not
anticipated. The bill provides that a predisposition report must be ordered for any youth for whom
aresidential commitment disposition is anticipated or recommended by an officer of the court or
by the DJJ.

Consistent with the recommendations of the workgroup, the bill authorizes the court to order a
comprehensive evauation for physical health, mental health, substance abuse, academic,
educational, or vocational problems for any youth for whom aresidential commitment disposition
is anticipated or recommended by an officer of the court or by the DJJ. If a comprehensive
evaluation is ordered, the bill requires that a summary of the comprehensive evauation be
included in the predisposition report. The bill specifies that the predisposition report shall be
submitted to the court upon completion, but no later than 48 hours prior to the disposition
hearing.

At the recommendation of the workgroup, the bill amends s. 985.23, F.S. It requires that the
court’ s disposition determination include consideration of the DJJ s recommendations, which may
include a predisposition report.

The bill amends s. 985.231, F.S., which relates to the court’ s powers of disposition in delinquency
cases, by specifying that the duration of ayouth’s placement in aresidential commitment program
isto be determined by objective performance-based treatment planning. The length of stay ina
program may be extended if a youth fails to comply with or participate in treatment activities. The
length of stay may not be extended as a sanction or punishment. These anendments are consistent
with current DJJ policy and should not require any change in practice for programs. The DJJ
anticipates that treatment plans will be developed by treatment teams rather than individual
programs. Information developed through predisposition reports and comprehensive evaluations
will be available to the treatment teams for purposes of formulating treatment plans. The DJJ
anticipates that performance objectives based on treatment plans will be developed by the
programs.

The bill requires that the youth’s treatment plan progress be reported to the court each month.
Such areport is also required when release from aresidential commitment program is requested.
Court approval isrequired for any temporary release of ayouth from aresidential commitment
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program. However, youth committed to low risk residential programs are allowed to have
unsupervised community access under the hill.

Classification and Placement Workgroup--The bill amends s. 985.404, F.S., which relates to
the administration of the juvenile justice continuum, to provide statutory authority for the
continuation of the Classification and Placement Workgroup. The bill authorizes the continued
efforts of the workgroup to consider pertinent issues and make recommendations concerning the
development of a system for classifying and placing juvenile offenders who are committed to
residential programs in areport to the Governor and Legisature which is due no later than
September 30, 2001. The workgroup will also recommend a process for testing and validating the
effectiveness of the recommended classification and placement system. Membership must include,
at aminimum, the following: two juvenile court judges, two state attorneys or their designated
assistants, two public defenders or their designated assistants, representatives of two law
enforcement agencies, and representatives of two providers of juvenile justice services.

Youth Custody Officer--The bill creates the position of youth custody officer within the DJJ for
the purpose of assisting local law enforcement officers with the numerous pick up orders that are
issued for juveniles. According to the DJJ, more than 13,000 pick up orders were issued in 1999
for violations of supervision, and approximately 25 percent of youth subject to these orders
committed violent felonies while awaiting pick up.
The youth custody officer would be responsible for taking youth into custody if the officer has
probable cause to believe the youth has violated the conditions of probation, home detention,
conditional release, or postcommitment probation, or has failed to appear in court. These officers
must be certified law enforcement officers, and must inform local law enforcement officers of their
activities.
Constitutional Issues:
A. Municipality/County Mandates Restrictions:

None.
B. Public Records/Open Meetings Issues:

None.

C. Trust Funds Restrictions:

None.
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V. Economic Impact and Fiscal Note:
A. Tax/Fee Issues:
None.
B. Private Sector Impact:

According to areview of DJJ residential commitment services conducted by the OPPAGA,
the Legidature appropriates approximately $150 million to the DJJ for residential
commitment programs. See Report No. 96-48. The DJJ served more than 3,300 youth in
211 residential commitment programsin fiscal year 1996-1997. The OPPAGA reported that
approximately 90 percent of the DJJ sresidentia programs were operated as contracted
services from private providers. See id.

These private providers of residential commitment programs could be impacted by the hill
relative to any reclassification pursuant to the provisions concerning residential commitment
level definitions. The OPPAGA reported that the DJJ pays the present Level 4 programs
between $60 and $80 per day per youth served. Present Level 6 programs receive between
$47 and $110 per day per youth served; Level 8 programs receive between $94 and $176 per
day per youth served; and Level 10 programs receive between $93 and $130 per day per
youth served. See id.

The DJJ reports that, under the bill, some residential commitment programs may have to
either be reclassified at levels lower than their current classification or make security
upgradesto remain at their current levels. Private providers of programs that are subject to
reclassification could be impacted by the bill if reclassification affects the daily amount
received from the DJJ by the providers for each youth served or causes the providers to
expend funds in order to maintain their present classification level.

Currently, the DJJ contracts with private providers for program services for youth committed
to the minimum-risk nonresidential level. The bill deletes minimum-risk nonresidential from
the continuum of commitment levels. However, the bill does not delete the programs and
services that are currently provided at that level. The workgroup recommended that
programs and services presently operated at the minimum-risk nonresidential level be
considered as part of the probation/community control continuum of services since thereis
little, if any, difference relative to the issue of security between minimum risk non-residential
programs and probation/community control services. See Juvenile Justice Classification and
Placement Workgroup Minutes, January 21, 2000. It is not anticipated that this change will
cause a direct economic impact to private providers.

Private providers of comprehensive screening and evaluation services may be positively
impacted by the bill. The DJJ will have the ability to contract these services asit deems
necessary to carry out the screening and evaluation processes required by the bill.



BILL: CS/CS/SB 2336 Page 10

C. Government Sector Impact:

The bill amends several sections of ch. 985, F.S., which relate to the classification and
placement of committed youth. However, the DJJ anticipates that the only significant fiscal
conseguence of the bill may be the additional expenditures for detention care associated with
the provisions that authorize special detention orders where necessary to complete
comprehensive evaluations of some committed youth. The DJJ reports that many of the other
provisionsin the bill are consistent with current DJJ policy. Those provisions are not
expected to have a significant fiscal impact, nor are they expected to require a change in
practice for programs.

No direct significant fiscal consequence associated with minimum-risk nonresidential program
reclassification is anticipated. However, such reclassification may have an indirect fiscal
impact. Under the bill, nonresidential programs and services (with the exception of aftercare)
will no longer be considered to have commitment-level status. The effect of this amendment
isthat any transfers of youth from nonresidential placement programs to residential
commitment placement programs will require court action. Presently, the DJJ transfers youth
from one placement level to another through administrative action. There may be additional
costs associated with transferring youth among placement levelsif the process requires court
action.

The DJJ reports that the majority of existing programs within the high-risk restrictiveness
level meet the minimum security measures specified in the bill for facilities operating at that
level. The DJJ notes that some programs presently classified at the high-risk level may require
security upgrades, specifically security fencing, if they are to continue operating as high-risk
residential facilities. The DJJ estimates that upgrading each affected facility would cost
approximately $41,000 per facility for the perimeter fencing alone. The DJJ reports
uncertainty as to the number of facilities that would need upgrading pursuant to the bill.

Alternatively, the facilities that would no longer meet the requirements for classification as
high-risk residential under the bill could be reclassified to the moderate-risk residential
commitment level. Any reclassification should consider the number of program types per
level relative to placement needs and public safety concerns. In itsreview of residential
commitment services, the OPPAGA reported that the majority (59 percent) of programs and
youth are concentrated at the moderate-risk commitment level. See Report No. 96-48.

Reclassification of the facilities that would no longer meet the requirements for classification
as high-risk residential to the moderate-risk residential commitment level could increase the
availability of moderate-risk placement beds and shorten the time that youth spend awaiting
placement. Pursuant to the requirements of s. 985.215(10), F.S., the court must place all
children who are adjudicated and awaiting placement in aresidential commitment program in
detention care. To the extent that program reclassification may result in youth spending less
time in detention care while awaiting placement, a cost savings may be expected.

The DJJ anticipates that the direct costs of conducting the comprehensive evaluations will not
result in an additional fiscal impact as the costs can be absorbed by reprogramming existing
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funds of more than $4.5 million. These funds are presently appropriated to juvenile
assignment centers, which have been closed.

Indirect costs associated with comprehensive evaluations are anticipated to the extent that
some adjudicated youth may have to be placed in detention care to ensure that they are
available for evaluation. The DJJ datafor fiscal year 1997-1998 reveals that the cases of
54,609 youth were resolved through court proceedings. Out of this number, 21,867 youth
were placed in pretrial detention care. The remaining 32,742 youth who received judicial
processing were not placed in detention care. Thisis the group of youth who could
potentially be affected by the provision of the bill that allows the court to issue a special
detention order for purposes of conducting a comprehensive evaluation.

The DJJ evaluated the potential costs that might be associated with the bill’ s specia detention
order provision by starting with the assumption that eligible youth could be evaluated at the
least restrictive detention status (home detention) at a cost of $15 per day. Using fiscal year
1997-1998 data, the DJJ projected that a maximum of 32,742 youth would be placed in home
detention care at a cost of $15 per day for a maximum of three days at a potential cost of
$1,473,390. This cost could potentially be doubled if the specia detention orders were
extended another 72 hours, for a cost of $2,946,780 annually.

Several factors should be considered when evaluating the predicted fiscal impact of the
special detention provision. The DJJ calculated cost using the daily rate for the least
restrictive form of detention care, which is home detention care at a cost of $15 per day.
Some youth may have to be detained at more restrictive levelsin order to ensure that the
comprehensive evaluation is completed. The more restrictive the level of detention, the higher
the daily cost for detention care. To the extent that the DJJ s calculation of the potential costs
of the special detention provision fails to consider this factor, the projected fiscal impact of
the bill may be low.

Other factorsrelied on by the DJJ to calculate the potential costs of the special detention
provision could cause the projected fiscal impact to be skewed artificially high. The DJJ
projected costs relying on a maximum number of potentially eligible youth being detained for
amaximum period of time. Some comprehensive evaluations of detained youth may be
completed in less than 72 hours, resulting in a cost savings over the DJJ s projected fiscal
impact. Similarly, some evaluations may be completed without necessity of any detention care
placement. The DJJ calculated costs on the assumption that al youth who received judicia
processing, but were not placed in detention care, could be affected by the bill. However,
only those youth who received judicia processing and were not held in pretrial detention care
are in the universe of youth who are potentialy subject to a specia detention order. The DJJ
data does not reveal how many youth in this universe also fall within the group of youth who
are likely to be placed in aresidential program. This would be the only group actually
affected by the bill. The DJJ did not have any data readily available to indicate how many
youth who were not initially held in secure pretrial detention are subsequently placed in a
residential commitment facility.

Therisk factors that determine the appropriateness of pretrial secure detention are often the
same factors that affect residential commitment placement decisions. One would expect that
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VI.

VII.

VIILI.

many youth who are held in pretrial secure detention are ultimately committed to residentia
programs. Therefore, the number of youth who were not held in secure pretrial detention but
who are likely to be placed in aresidential commitment facility probably represent a small
group from the universe of youth who were not held in secure pretrial detention.

The bill only allows the court to order a comprehensive evaluation for this small group of
youth who were not held in secure pretrial detention, but who are likely to be placed in a
residential commitment facility. The number of youth who are actually ordered to participate
in acomprehensive evaluation is likely to be only a subgroup of those who are potentially
subject to such an order. Of the subgroup who are actually ordered to participate in a
comprehensive evaluation, only afraction of those would likely require detention placement
to complete the evaluation. It is with regard to this last fraction of youth that any fiscal
impact may result. To the extent that the DJJ cost calculation fails to consider thisissue, the
projected fiscal impact of the bill may be high.

Technical Deficiencies:
None.

Related Issues:

None.

Amendments:

None.

This Senate staff analysis does not reflect the intent or official position of the bill's sponsor or the Florida Senate.




