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WHAT ISSUES HAVE BEEN ADDRESSED BY THE ACIR? 

The ACIR completes several projects annually, including the Local Government Financial Information Handbook 
(prepared jointly with the Florida Department of Revenue and the Economic and Demographic Division of Joint 
Legislative Management), county constitutional officer salaries, and a report on state mandates affecting munici
palities and counties. In addition, the ACIR has addressed the following issues: 
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PREFACE ACQUISITIONS I 

Previous research conducted by several reputable organizations and public entities, 
including the Florida Advisory Coundl on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), the U.S. 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, the National Conference of State 
Legislatures, the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation, the National Association of Counties, 
the National Institute of Corrections, the National Institute of Justice, the American 
Correctional Association, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, and various state 
sentencing and policy commissions have documented and explained the intergovernmental 
impacts in the criminal justice and corrections systems. The Florida ACIR document that 
addresses these impacts was published in August, 1993, and is titled, Intergovernmental 
Relations in Local Jail Finance and Management in Florida: A Comprehensive Report. 
Information based on Florida case studies and compiled through surveys provided solid 
evidence that officials in the local criminal justice and corrections systems are absorbing the 
increasing demands associated with state correctional policies and inadequate state funding. 
The county impacts are realized through mandated coverage of court related costs as well 
as local jails which house an increasing number of state prisoners prior to and after 
sentencing. Unquestionably, the criminal justice and corrections systems are 
intergovernmental, making it imperative that approaches to address the challenges in these 
systems should be developed and implemented through an intergovernmental structure and 
process. 

Recognizing the importance of the intergovernmental impacts in the criminal justice 
and corrections systems, an ACIR study of community-based, intermediate criminal sanctions 
and programs in a state-local partnership authorizing the planning and funding of these 
programs was considered timely and essential. The ACIR responded by approving such an 
interim project on May 21, 1993. The study was designed to review relevant statutes in 
other states, compile information on current community-based, intermediate sanctions in 
Florida, and assess the 1991 Community Corrections Partnership Act that provides a current 
framework for the state-local partnership. The ultimate objective was to identify the 
limitations of the Act and offer suggestions for subsequent revisions. 

As completed and approved by the ACIR on February 7, 1994, the study and 
recommendations support continued reliance on community-based, intermediate criminal 
sanctions through the implementation of an amended Community Corrections Partnership 
Act. Recommended amendments to the Act focus on adjusting the planning requirements 
and eligibility for participation without compromising accountability and public safety. 
Clarification of programs covered by the Act is another recommended change. Education 
and technical assistance is also key in the recommendations for improving the Act. As 
revised, this Act will serve as an effective framework for addressing a wide array of 
challenges in the criminal justice and corrections systems. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT ANn THE STATE-LOCAL PARTNERSHIP IN 
INTERMEDIATE, COMMUNITY·BASED CRIMINAL SANCTIONS AND PROGRAMS 

Febru21l-Y, 1994 Release 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report summarizes research conducted by staff of the Florida Advisory Council on 
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) on a host of intergovernmental issues related to 
intermediate, community-based criminal sanctions and programs. The intergovernmental 
emphasis in the research facilitates a greater understanding of how intermediate, 
.;;ommunity-based criminal sanctions and progralns fit in the current criminal justice and 
corrections systems. Some of the intergovernmental impacts are explained and a current 
inventory of rele:vant criminal sanctions and programs in Florida is documented. As a final 
objective of this research, an appropriate int(~rgovernmental statutory framework for using 
such sanctions and programs in order to meet the needs in the criminal justice and 
corrections systems is assessed with suggested. improvements highlighted. 

This report begins by identifying the motivations for and design of community 
corre:ctions acts from a national perspective. Clarification of what constitutes community
based and intermediate criminal sanctions and programs is provided, and other research 
efforts to determine their effectiveness are also noted in this discussion. Next, the emerging 
forceli in Florida that gave rise to the implement3'.tion of community-based criminal sanctions 
and programs are explained while providing both a general and itemized inventory of 
internlediate, community-based criminal sanctions and programs that are currently available 
at the state and local levels of government lin Florida. A more thorough program 
description of model programs in Dade, Orange, and Volusia counties is also encompassed 
in the report. 

After covering the current status of community-based criminal sanctions in Florida, 
the report proceeds to an explanation of the key features of Florida's Community 
Corrections Partnership Act. Enacted in 1991, this Act serves as a framework for allowing 
local officials participating in the criminal justice and corrections systems to develop 
comrnunity~based, intermediate criminal sanction facilities and programs with state funding. 
Relying on a comparative analysis of state-local community corrections "partnership" acts 
in 21 states and results of two surveys conducted of county administrators and state attorney 
offices, the limitations of the Act are identified and possible improvements to the Act are 
offered. With the problematic aspects of the 1991 Act addressed, the report asserts that the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act (Partnership Act) is an appropriate framework for 
developing and maintaining intermediate, community-based criminal sanctions and programs 
as effic_ent and effective approaches to many criminal justice and correctional ehallenges. 
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Selc;\cted findings for the most valuable components of the rese.:arch performed and 
contained in this report are articulated below. These components refer to the current status 
of intermediate, community-based criminal sanctions and programs in Florida, the limited 
implementation of the Partnership Act, the limitations and disincentives for county 
participation contained in the Act, and the comparison of Florida's Partnership Act with 
relevant "partnership" acts in other states. 

The j\nventory and status of intermediate. community-based criminal sanctions in 
Florida documented in this report is based on programs administen~d by the Florida 
Department of Corrections and those programs listed in survey responses of Florida county 
administrators and state attorney offices. Intermediate or community-based facilities or 
programs administered by the Department of Corrections include: "House Arrest" or 
electronic monitoring, community corrections centers, work camps, a youthful offender 
bootcamp in Sumter Correctional Institution, drug offender probation, inttmsive supervision 
probation (community control), and secure and non-secure drug treatment facilities. 
Relevant juvenile commitment programs administered by the Florida Department of Health 
and Rehabilitative Services is briefly discussed. While still considered preliminary, due to 
the survey response coverage of only 44 out of 67 counties, the available survey data 
provides clear indication that the majority of Florida counties have implemented a broad 
range of intermediate sanctions on their own accord. The programs that have been 
implemented in the highest number of counties include pretrial release programs, pretrial 
intervention programs, house arrest/detention, in-patient and out-patient drug and alcohol 
abuse treatment and counseling, work release or weeken.d jail programs, and 
educational/vocational programs. 

The current implementation of Florida's Community Corrections Partnership Act has 
been very limited. The Legislature has appropriated a scant amount to the Community 
Corrections Assistance Trust Fund, a trust fund set up under this Act, for only two fiscal 
years since its enactment; one hundred and fifty thousand dollars ($150,000) was 
appropriated in FY 1991-92 and FY 1992-93. Of the total $300,000 appropriated, the 
money was awarded as such: Palm Beach County received $150,000 in fiscal year 1991-92 
to supplement funding for a "drug farm" program for drug offenders, Escambia County 
received $100,000 in fiscal year 1992-93 to partially fund their "drug court" in the aftercare 
component of the programs and Seminole County received $50,000 in fiscal year 1992-93 to 
fund a renovation project on a work release facility. The Partnership Act, through its trust 
fund or any other mechanism, did not receive any appropriations in FY 1993-94, therefore 
there were no grants made through the Act to counties for intermediate criminal sanction 
facilities or programs. 

The limitations and disincentives for participation in the Community Corrections 
Partnership Act based on survey responses of the county administrators were easily 
identified. Among many, the survey found: 

Florida Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Relations 
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a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

the majority of counties' number one priority for change to make the 
Partnership Act more effective was the establishment of a dedicated funding 
source in order to fund the implementation and maintenance of community
based, intermediat,e sanctions and programs; 

a large number of counties ranked, as their number one or number two 
priority for ~hange, ,either the removal of the "maintenance of local effort" 
requirement in the Act or the allowance of at least a portion of the currently 
funded programs in the counties to be eligible to receive state funding under 
the Act; 

a large number of counties cannot comply with the lengthy and detailed 
statutory planning requirements of the Act because of the lack of money, 
expertise, and statistical information needed for compliance; 

many counties are concerned about the substantial cost of providing health 
care to offenders placed iin a facility or program funded through the 
Partnership Act, causing apprehension about county participation in the Act; 

many counties are apprehensive about participation in the Act because they 
are concerned that they will not have any control over the offenders that are 
placed in facilities and programs funded through the Act, thereby endangering 
public safety; 

there is a need for a statewide educational and technical assistance program 
to educate the public and local governments about the Community 
Corrections Partnership Act and the state funding through the Partnership 
Act, the plan development stage!, the plan evaluation, the implementation and 
maintenance of facilities and programs, and facility and program evaluations; 
and 

Counties are uncertain about participation in the Partnership Act when the 
role and responsibility of the counties which are being evaluated for continued 
funding by the Department of Co.rrections for programs and facilities funded 
through the Act is only vaguely addressed in the Act. The issues of county 
time and money spent in such evaluations is left open to the Department of 
Corrections' interpretation and discretion. 

Analysis of the statutory language of Florida's Partnership Act and comparison to 
other state community corrections partnership acts yielded many findings. Based on a 
preliminary assessment, Florida's Community Corrections Partnership Act contains several 
incentives that should encourage county involvement in this area, such as the prospect of 
state funding for community-based programs to be administered by the counties, a statutory 
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framework by which to seek state funding for these programs, and the authorization for 
misdemeanor offenders to be eligible to be placed in facilities and programs funded by the 
Act. The Act also contains several fleatures that either are not present in the relevant 
statutes for other states or if present, may discourage county participation in Florida, such 
as listing lengthy and burdensome planning requirements of the Act when seeking state 
funding, containing a maintenance of local effort requirement, and limiting what entities are 
eligible to participate and seek state funding through the Act. 

At this time; the major findings based on the statutory comparison of Florida's 
Community Corrections Partnership Act with relevant Acts in other states include the 
following: 

Statutory Goals and Purposes Findings 

It is concluded that the goals and purposes articulated in Florida's Act are sufficient 
in comparison with other states' legislation. Florida's Act names the majority of existing 
legislative goals and purposes found in the other state community corrections partnership 
acts. Therefore, it is assumed that Florida's statement of legislative goals and purposes 
provides many incentives to counties to participate in the Partnership Act. 

An incentive for eligible entity participants in Florida's Act is its focus on local 
correctional problems. A review of the goals and purposes of the Florida Community 
Corrections Partnership Act indicates that the legislative intent was to assist counties in their 
attempts to address the problems of local jail overcrowding as well as prison overcrowding. 
It should be noted that only 8 out of 21 states explicitly cite IIreducing jail commitments II as 
a goal or purpose of the provision of community corrections programs. In this sense, 
Florida compares more favorably with the majority of its counterpart legislation in other 
states. 

Another goal found in Florida's Act that should encourage county participation is the 
assurance that public safety will not be compromised. This goal is not only named in the 
relevant portion of the Act, but is also solidified by the fact that only non-violent offenders 
are eligible to participate in the Florida Partnership Act funded programs. In addition, the 
provision of local flexibility for deciding which offenders will be eligible for placement and 
which programs are most needed in their own jurisdiction through a county's public safety 
plan development process is an incentive because of public safety, but also because it 
empowers each county to deal with their correctional problems unique to their own counties. 

The legislative goals of promoting offender accountability to his community and 
crime victims, and the emphasis on rehabilitation of offenders by reducing alcohol and drug 
dependencies should be incentives for Florida counties to participate in the Partnership Act. 
These are issues, and many times inadequacies, that counties are acutely aware of in the 
criminal justice system. By Florida specifically stating these goals in the Act coupled with 

FloridIJ Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Relations 
Febrwuy 23, 1994 VII 

Community Corrections 
Partnership Act Report 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

the intent to provide a continuum of sanctions for sentencing options, counties should be 
encouraged to participate in the Community Corrections Partnership Act. 

Eligible Offender Population Findings 

Florida is in accord with the majority of other states which allow only non-violent 
offenders to participate in the state funded local programs. All 21 states allow at least some 
type of felony offender to participate in the community corrections partnership act funded 
programs. However, only 13 of those states allow misdemeanants to participate in state 
funded community corrections programs or facilities. Florida's Act compares favorably to 
other states in this respect by the inclusion of misdemeanants. In addition to the provision 
of local flexibility over which offenders are eligible to participate in a community corrections 
program or facility, Florida's counties should be attracted to participation because jail bound 
offenders are a targeted group of offenders under the Act. Only 14 states, including Florida, 
target jail bound offenders for community corrections services as an alternative to local jail 
sentences. 

The comparison of state statutes reveals that only 14 out of the 21 states give the 
local entity participants discretion over which offenders are eligible through the local 
correctional plan that is submitted to the state administrative agency for funding. There are 
some states which provide additional local discretion to the local correctional planning 
boards by allowing them to accept, reject, or reject after acceptance the placement of 
offenders into a facility or program. This may be another type of local discretion the local 
planning boards could be given in Florida to ensure that the participating entities will not 
be forced to take offenders they do not want in their communities because of public safety 
concerns. 

Florida's Act also compares favorably to other states with regard to juvenile versus 
adult offender eligibility. Florida allows community-based facilities and other intermediate 
sanctions to be provided to juvenile offenders as well as adult offenders. In total, only 5 out 
of 21 states explicitly allow the state community corrections funding to be used for juvenile 
offenders. Both the State and counties alike should be interested in the Partnership Act for 
this reason because of the recent heightened interest in juvenile justice. 

The stages of the criminal justice pro,cess in which an eligible offender is targeted 
varies among the states. Florida is explicit in the inclusion of pre-sentence, post-sentence, 
and post-incarceration populations for community corrections funding. It is debatable, 
however, whether Florida's Act is explicit enough to include pretrial populations. Florida's 
Act could provide clearer guidance on whether pretrial facilities, programs, and services are 
fundable under the Act. Florida's Act is given credit for targeting the pretrial population, 
however, section 948.51 (4) (a) (2), Florida Statutes, states that funding may be used for 
diversionary programs for offenders that would otherwise be "housed" in a county detention 
facility, state juvenile detention facility, or state correctional institution. Out of the 21 states 
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studied, 13 states unequivocally allow state community corrections funding to be used on the 
pretrial populations to fund programs such as supervised pretrial release. From the 
statutory language in Florida's Act, it appears that programs and services for offenders not 
held in pretrial detention and preventative programs and services may not be fundable 
under the Partnership Act. Given that the largest component of Florida's local jail 
population consists of pretrial detainees, incorporating clarifying language that specifies both 
pretrial detainee and pretrial offenders not held in a detentiun facility would prove helpful 
in attracting greater county interest. 

Administration of the Act Findings 

In most respects, Florida's state administrative structure established in the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act parallels those found in other states' legislation. 
Therefore, it is very common for such laws to grant authority to a state agency to review 
local community corrections plans or funding applications, to establish standards and 
guidelines through rules and regulations for the operation of local programs, to allocate 
state funds to local governments, and to monitor and evaluate local programs and facilities. 

Despite these similarities, Florida's statute lacks certain features that are present in 
other states that may prove fruitful in attracting a greater degree of local participation in 
the community corrections program. Although 18 states, including Florida, require the 
administrative agency to provide general technical assistance to local governments, 10 of the 
states, excluding Florida, explicitly provided for technical assistance to local governments ih 
their efforts to prepare the required local correctional plans. The specific requirement of 
providing technical assistance to eligible entities in the planning and program 
implementation stages would help the interest and participation level of Florida counties. 

Florida's Act does not establish a state advisory board in the administration of it's 
community corrections program. Seven (7) states have established a state advisory board 
including some states considered to have successful implementation of community 
corrections such as Michigan, Texas, and Ort~gon. Because it is argued that a state advisory 
board maintains an impartial administration of community corrections, it may be an effective 
administrative component to include in Florida's Partnership Act. It also could serve as a 
forum by which a more active judiciary, who are the ultimate users of available criminal 
sanctions in the sentencing process, could be utilized for tile widespread implementation of 
intermediate, community-based criminal sanctions and programs. 

Finally, requiring the Florida Department of Corrections to serve a public relations 
function for community corrections may assist in the successful implementation of the 
program in Florida. The surveys conducted for thi3 study indicate that most counties either 
did not know of the existence of the CommurJty Corrections Partnership Act, felt that it was 
too difficult to understand or comply with the planning requirements, or felt that they would 
have no control over the offenders that would be plac1ed in the community-based, 
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intermediate sanctions. It may be argued that this lack of knowledge and many of these 
concerns and problems may be mitigated by distributing public information by the 
Department of Corrections. 

Local Eligibility for Participation Findings 

Although Florida is in the majority with other states by allowing individual counties 
or groups thereof to be eligible to participate in the community corrections act, Florida does 
not follow the majority of other comparison states with regard to non-governmental 
organizations or agencies. Florida allows counties to contract with non-profit non
governmental organizations to provide services to the county using ~tate community 
corrections funds. Because of the limited implementation of Florida's Community 
Corrections Partnership Act, it may be helpful to the success of the partnership program by 
allowing non-governmental organizations to participate. If desired, the Act may limit the 
participation of such entities by first giving the counties in which the organization resides, 
and would provide services, the "right of first refusal" in seeking state funding through the 
Partnership Act. It appears that implementation of the Act may be assisted by increasing 
the number of programs and services if these organizations had a chance to obtain state 
funding. 

Florida. also does not permit municipalities or joint cit-j-county groups to seek 
community corrections funding though the Act. However, almost half of the other states 
studied allowed municipalities to participate in their respective Acts. It cannot be 
determined at this point what the impact would be if either entity, municipalities or joint 
city-county groups, were allowed to participate other than possibly improve local government 
relations. However, by allowing the option for city-county groups to come together by 
agreement and seek state funding through the Act, local flexibility for participation would 
be maximized. 

Judicial districts or circuits are not allowed to participate in Florida. It appears, 
however, that statutory permission to allow their participation makes sense for economical 
reasons. First, the criminal justice system is already administered on a judicial circuit basis 
through 20 circuits. Second, judicial circuit participation would help reduce community 
corrections partnership dollar competition because it would assist in decreasing the number 
of interested entities vying for state money. In addition, efficiency in the delivery of such 
services is achieved because the money obtained by the circuit would go to providing a 
facility or a program which could service the entire judicial circuit. This is especially 
important for the larger judicial circuits which contain several smaller, more rural counties 
that do not have a correctional need equal to the smaller or single-county judicial circuits 
which consist of larger counties. Judicial circuit participation would also conserve the 
resources of the public safety coordinating council members who hold judicial circuit 
positions, such as the State Attorney, Public Defender, and Chief Circuit Judge. 
Additionally, conflict of interest situations would also be avoided if these persons served on 
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one circuit public safety coordinating council as compared to serving on several different 
county public safety coordinating councils. 

Participation Requirements Findings 

Comparison indicates that the Florida Community Corrections Partnership Act is 
similar to other states in the sense that it requires counties to establish a local advisory or 
correctional board (i.e. county public safety coordinating councils) and to maintain 
continued compliance with statutory requirements, public safety coordinating council 
standards, and the local plan submitted to the department. In addition, with other states, 
it shares such features as requiring local governments to develop and prepare local 
community corrections plans. These plans are then required to be submitted for state 
approval in order to become eligible for state community corrections funding. Therefore, 
referring to these fundamental structural requirements~ Florida's Act does not appear to 
offer any unique disincentives to county participation in the program. 

Despite these commonalities, several of the requirements placed upon Florida 
counties appear to be problematic. The Partnership Act contains the most stringent or 
cumbersome planning process requirements of the vast majority of the statutes reviewed in 
this study. It is apparent that many counties would not have the resources necessary to 
comply with the planning requirements named in the Act. Thus, because. these planning 
requirements are so strict, they become prohibitive. Coupled with the fact that there is no 
statutory requirement for the Department of Corrections to provide technical assistance for 
the planning or implementation of intermediate sanction facilities and programs nor is there 
state financial assistance in their planning initiatives, the county interest in participation 
becomes even less. A possible solution to this obvious problem would be to reduce and 
simplify the planning requirements, or at least allow some flexibility to counties that do not 
have the statistical resources or expertise readily available for compliance. Statutory 
authorization for state financial assistance to counties that are attempting to prepare a plan 
or implement a program would also assist in alleviating this problem. 

Finally, the Partnership Act is one of the several state legislative initiatives that 
requires counties to undertake an outcome-based performance evaluation in order to assess 
the realization of the legislative goals established in the Act. Continued state funding 
depends on these evaluations. The Act is not specific on who bears the financial burden of 
these evaluations, nor is it specific on what will constitute the evaluation measures. 
However, the Act requires the counties to "participate with the department" in order to 
conduct these evaluations and the Act also charges the responsibility of creating the 
performance measures for their programs that receive state funding. Because the statute 
is not clear on who bears the financial responsibility of the outcome-based evaluations, 
counties have indicated they are concerned about bearing the cost. This evaluation 
requirement may be acting as a disincentive to county involvement. A solution may be 

Florida Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Relations 
February 23, 1994 xi 

Community Corrections 
Partnership Act Report 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

found in other state statutes which have articulated that the state administrative agency shall 
perform the evaluations without mention of any responsibility on the part of the participant. 

Authorized Uses of Funding Findings 

To date, the Partnership Act has been funded a total of $300,000 since its enactment. 
This scant amount of rnoney has produced little, if any, interest in participation in the Act 
by the counties. For continued success of the Partnership Act, it will be necessary to 
continuously fund the Partnership Act. Ideally, there should be a dedicated funding source 
to address this need. 

Florida's Act is consistent with other Acts in the manner that state financial 
assistance to counties is determined. Florida, along with the majority of other states, 
determines the amount of assistance based on the availability of funds, the reasonableness 
of the request, and the ability of the plan to meet the statutory goals and objectives. Florida 
also follows the majority of states by not utilizing a funding formula and making grants to 
participants based on the aforementioned criteria. Since its enactment, the Florida 
Partnership Act has not been adequ +ely funded to provide an incentive for county 
participation. No dedicated funding SOlhce exists to provide a consistent and adequate flow 
of money to Florida Community Corrections Assistance Trust Fund for the commencement 
and continuation of intermediate sanction programs at the local level. 

Separate from the issue of inadequate funding, the manner in which Florida disburses 
the grant money to counties is not unusual in comparison to other states. However, by 
statutorily authorizing only one-third of the state grant amount upon approval with the 
remainder of the grant to be disbursed quarterly in Florida, may pose a problem for enticing 
county participation. It is possible that such a limited disbursement of the grant funding to 
a county that has already been approved may act as a disincentive because it may limit a 
counties ability to implement 3. successful program. This is particularly true for Florida 
counties because the grant funding may only be used for new or expanded programs and 
facilities. Under this scenario, it may be possible that counties would have to fund the 
balance of a program cost themselves immediately after a grant is approved, and rely on the 
following disbursement as a "reimbursement". 

The maintenance of local effort requirement is an unfavorable measure to include 
in Florida's Act. This requirement of local governments maintaining their current 
correctional expenditures and prohibition of using the state funding to supplant current 
programs and spending may prove to be a strong disincentive to effective county 
involvement in the Partnership Act. The results of both surveys conducted for this study 
reveal that there is a wide selection of intermediate sanctions available in each county. 
There are some counties which have been very innovative and have taken the initiative to 
meet their local correctional needs at there own cost. Such counties would be encouraged 
to continue their innovative actions and to also seek funding through the Florida Partnership 
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Act if there was a chance to obtain state approval to receive state funding for previously 
implemented programs. A maintenance of local effort requirement would act as a 
discouragement or penalty for their innovation. If such a requirement remains in Florida's 
Act, these innovative counties would have to maintain the programs they previously 
implemented at their own expense while theoretically another county could implement the 
same programs with state funding through the Act. 

Florida's Act is consistent with the majority of other states on some funding 
restrictions that are placed on local governments in community corrections partnership acts. 
These restrictions are likely to be present to ensure local financial accountability to the 
state. These funding restrictions include no use for jail capital costs or jail operational costs 
and use for the construction or renovation of state facilities. These restrictions do not 
appear to have a direct effect on county participation in Florida. 

Florida does not provide state funding for assistance to counties for plan development 
and preparation. As mentioned in the participation requirements section in this report, the 
planning requirements in Florida are unusually cumbersome for counties to fulfill. These 
two factors coupled together could create a significant disincentive for county participation. 
In order to encourage counties to be innovative and prepare plans to participate in the 
Partnership Act, required state financial assistance for eligible entities which are in the plan 
development stage would seem to have a significant impact on county participation. 
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ACIR RECOMMENDATIONS 
RELATED TO THE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP ACT 

(Approved by the ACIR on February 7, 1994) 

The recommendations listed below support the continued implementation of the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act, with several revisions, as: 

1.) an approach for ensuring the relevant, efficient, and effective use of resources available 
for planning and implementing community-based, intermediate criminal sanctions and 
programs; 

2.) an excellent mechanism and framework for allocating state funds for community-based 
sanctions and programs that ensure an acceptable level of accountability and public safety; 

3.) a valuable opportunity for counties and the participants in the criminal justice process 
to develop comprehensive plans for community-based sanctions and programs that meet the 
needs of communities without unnecessary duplication and fragmentation; 

4.) an appropriate approach for addressing and meeting the challenges in the 
intergovernmental criminal justice and corrections systems, due to its intergovernmental 
focus and structure. 

1.) Establish a dedicated fUIiding source for· continued funding of the Community 
Corrections Assistance Trust Fund or the Community Correcti.ons Partnership Act. 

Rationale: 

There has never been adequate funding available to counties through the Partnership Act. 

There has only been a total of $300,000 appropriated to the Assistance Trust Fund for 
discretionary grants since its creation. There was no appropriation made to the trust fund 
for this fiscal year (1993-94). The Governor is proposing, in his 199 "5 Budget 
Recommendations, that the Legislature appropriate $500,000 for discretionary grants to local 
governments for imlOvative, intermediate sanctions. 

Money available to eligible entities should be provided on a continuing basis. Funding 
through the Act should not be considered "seed" money to assist counties only in the 
establishment of intermediate sanction programs based on the language of the Act. 
Participating entities need to have the assurance that funding will be provided to them on 
a long-term basis. 

In addition, the statutory language indicates an intent that there be continued funding for 
programs established under the Act. The Act contains a provision that addresses continued 
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state funding. By making such a reference with a requirement that counties participate in 
outcome-based evaluations to continue state funding, the It~gislative intent to continually 
fund these programs is quite clear. To accomplish this end, a dedicated funding source 
should be established. 

When the County Administrators were asked why they were not participating in the 
Partnership Act, out of a total of 31, 11 counties indicated that there is not enough money 
appropriated to the Community Corrections Assistance Trust Fund to make participation 
in the Act worthwhile. An additional 3 counties indicated that they were not participating 
because there was no guarantee of continued state funding of intermediate sanction 
programs started through the Act. 

A majority of the County Administrator survey responses (19 out of the 31) indicated that 
the establishment of a dedicated funding source was the number one priority that they would 
like to see changed with the Community Corrections Partnership Act. A total of 22 out of 
31 counties that responded to the survey indicated the establishment of a dedicated funding 
source for the Act was a change that the counties would strongly recommend. 

Available information on state funding in other states indicates that Florida funding of 
community corrections programs through the Act is significantly below amounts 
appropriated by other states. For example. in fiscal year 1992-93, Texas appropriated 
approximately $44.2 million of state funds for community corrections programs to be 
administered at the 'local level. During the same fiscal year, Minnesota appropriated 
approximately $39.0 million for locally administered intermediate sanctions through its 
community corrections act. 

2.) The Corrections Commission, established by Chapter 93-404, Laws of Florida, should: 

a. include in its mission statement the promotion of state and local partnerships 
in correctional policy and programs; and 

b. include in its membership adequate local government representation. 

Rationale: 

There is a need for objectivity and an intergovernmental perspective in the administration 
of and the development of policy relevant to the Partnership Act. Thle existence of a state 
board or commission fostering a state and local partnership would augment efforts to ensure 
that the Act is implemented in a "fair and objective" manner. 

With the inclusion of the promotion of a partnership within the missJion statement of the 
Corrections Commission, a commission or board that is already in existence is utilized to 
accomplish this goal rather than creating a new board. 
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In making this recommendation, the Council recognizes the need for an objective 
involvement of a governmental body that fosters state and local partnerships in seeking 
correctional solutions. Specifically, the Council advocates the importance of a commission 
that recognizes the potential and ability of the Community Corrections Partnership Act to 
serve as a mechanism by which an intergovernmental partnership may be created and 
flourish. 

The Council also recognizes that the success of a state commission which advocates 
intergovernmental partnerships for correctional solutions depends on an appropriate 
representation of all levels of government that would be impacted by such partnerships. The 
Council views adequate local government representation on the Corrections Commission as 
crucial to the success of the Commission's credibility and its ability in policyrnaking and 
decisionmaking as it relates to the Community Corrections Partnership Act. 

3. Judicial Circuits should be additionally authorized to submit plans and seek direct 
funding through the Community Corrections Partnership Act under conditions that are 
acceptable to counties within that judicial circuit. With this authority, the circuit public 
safety coordinating council membership shall include representatives of the criminal justice 
and corrections delivery systems, such as: 

Rationale: 

(a) 

(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(0 
(g) 

(h) 
(i) 

CD 
(k) 

(I) 

the Chief Circuit Judge and Chief County Judges (the Chief Circuit 
Judge being the chairman of the committee), 
the State Attorney, 
the Public Defender, 
the state probation circuit administrator, 
a physician working in the area of alcohol and substance abuse, 
a mental health professional concentrating practice in the area of 
alcohol and substance abuse, 
a sheriff or jail administrator for a county in the judicial circuit, 
a police chief from the largest police department in the circuit, 
a county commissioner from each county in the circuit, 
a city governing official of the largest municipality (most populous) in 
each county in the circuit, and 
a school board official from that circuit. 

a. It is efficient to administer the program through judicial circuits for the following reasons: 

1. Prosecution of criminal cases correspond with 20 judicial circuits; basically, 
justice is administered separately in the individual 20 circuits. 
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2. The felony trial court judges ( circuit judges) are organized together by circuit, 
operating from the courts spread throughout the judicial circuit. 

3. The State Attorneys and the Public Defenders are elected officials serving 
the entire judicial circuit. As an integral part of the criminal justice system, 
they negotiate pleas, try the cases, and recommend sentences to the judges. 

b. The circuit planning committee would better serve interested communities and the key 
participants in the criminal justice process for the reasons set out below: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

In many cases, an area including more than one county is represented when 
a circuit planning committee convenes. Therefore, intermediate, community~ 
based programs and facilities established through the Act could serve a much 
larger area which would economize or divert to a greater extent. For 
example, the Twentieth Judicial Circuit serves 5 counties: Collier, Hendry, 
Glades, Lee, and Charlotte Counties. Other examples of multi-county judicial 
circuits in Florida are: the 1st (4 counties), the 14th (5 counties); and the 3rd 
(7 counties). Along the same vtiin, judidal circuits would provide a more 
centralized and efficient organization for community corrections programs and 
services to be located in the judicial circuit, the same place that the prosection 
and sentencing of offenders takes place. Judicial circuit participation thereby 
promotes uniformity and continuity of a comprehensive "circuit" public safety 
plan. 

Judicial circuits may be able to pool and draw on judicial resources in the 
planning process. Each judicial circuit compiles its own data. Thus, many cf 
the relevant statistics needed in order to prepare a plan are more easily 
determined on a circuit basis, rather than a county basis. 

Circuit/regional correctional needs may be better assessed by a circuit public 
safety coordinating council. Thus, you avoid duplication and unnecessary 
provision of services and programs where the correctional needs are not as 
pressing. 

Competition for the Assistance Trust Fund or Partnership Act funding would 
be reduced by allowing multi-county judicial circuits to participate together as 
a group in an organized manner rather than each of the 67 counties 
competing for the same amount of money. 

By allowing circuits to participate, some key members required to be a 
member of a county public safety coordinating council, such as the Chief 
Circuit Judge? the State Attorney, and the Public Defender, will only serve on 
one circuit public safety coordinating council rather than multiple county 
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public safety coordinating councils that desire to individually prepare plans 
and seek funding under the Act. Conflict of interest issues would also be 
avoided if these persons were only required to serve on one coordinating 
council to seek state funding under the Partnership Act. 

This recommendation extends the entity eligibility for state funding under the Act from only 
counties and groups of counties to include judicial circuits. For jurj,lcial circuits participating, 
the condition that circuit participation would have to be accep~able to each county in the 
circuit ensures coordination with the counties. When a judicial circuit wishes to seek state 
funding, the counties within that circuit will have a choice. Each county will decide whether 
they will join with the circuit to seek state funding or seek the state funding independent of 
the judicial circuit. 

4. The "Maintenance of Local Effort" requirement should be removed from the Partnership 
Act. 

Rationale: 

Of the 31 County Administrator survey responses received, 14 counties, as either a #1 or 
#2 priority, would like to see either the maintenance of local effort requirement removed 
altogether or at least a portion of the intermediate sanctions currently provided by the 
county to be eligible to receive funding under the Act. 

In the statutory comparison that was conducted in the study, 13 states did not explicitly 
require a maintenance of local effort in order to receive funding. Therefore, the majority 
of states studied did not explicitly prohibit the participating entities from using state funding 
to supplant local intermediate sanction spending. 

From the surveys conducted for the ACIR study, it has been established that there are many 
Florida counties which currently adminis1ter intermediate, community-based sanctions to 
meet their local correctional needs. Such programs have been implemented as a result of 
innovation and motivation of the county to provide for their own correctional needs. This 
requirement means that counties which previously implemented the same intermediate 
sanction with county funding, rather than state funding through the Act, will not be eligible 
to receive future state funding for that program. The existence of a "Maintenance of Local 
Effort" requirement in the Community Corrections Partnership Act serves as a penalty for 
these counties that have already provided many intermediate sanctions on their own accord. 
Such a requirement also "rewards" other counties that have not previously taken the 
initiative to implement such programs by providing state-funded intermediate sanctions to 
those counties. The requirement, in essence, indirectly rewards some counties that do not 
have the pressing correctional needs. 
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S. The statutory county public safety plan requirements should be tailored to meet the 
resources available to a county for purposes of preparing the required plan. Specifically, 
the plan requirements or statute subsections that should be deleted from the Act under § 
948.51 (2), F.S., are: 

(1.) Subsection (e) which requires the inclusion of the monthly assessment of the 
population status by the county public safety coordinating council of all 
probation programs owned, operated, or contracted for by the county, 
including county residential probation programs; 

(2.) Subsection (h) which requires a projection of needs for both the construction 
of county detention facilities and the development of offender diversionary 
programs; 

(3.) Subsection (i) which requires annual performance measures that establish 
whether a participating county complies with its approved comprehensive 
county correction plan; 

(4.) Subsection G) which requires a plan for ongoing involvement and education 
of the community as to the purposes and accomplishments of the community 
corrections programs, including, but not limited to, their impact on 
recommitment; 

(5.) Subsection (k) which requires verification by the county public safety 
coordinating council that the current percentage of spending levels for county 
correctional efforts have not been and will not bi; reduced by community 
corrections funds which may be received from the state. 

Rationale: 

As articulated in the study conducted by ACIR staff, the planning requirements in Florida's 
Act are very cumbersome. The planning requirements include gathering extensive statistics, 
full development of the programs for which funding is being sought, and creating various 
projections for the programs the IIplanning entity" intends to implement with Partnership Act 
funding. 

Many counties have indicated through the surveys which were conducted for the study that 
the planning requirements were "too strict or cumbersome" or "too difficult to understand", 

Six counties specifically indicated they directly advocate a change in the COUllty public 
safety plan content requirements to reduce the amount of information and projections 
necessary under the Act. In addition, many counties indicated on the survey responses that 
they did not have the expertise or the required information readily available within their 
county to comply with the requirements listed in the Act for county public safety plans to 
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receive funding (13 out 31 counties that responded). In addition, 9 counties that responded 
to the survey indicated that they do not have the money it would take to prepare a plan as 
required by the Partnership Act. 

Counties also indicated on their survey responses that they need financial assistance in order 
to prepare a plan. For example, out of 31 County Administrator responses, 12 counties 
indicated that in order to participate in the Partnership Act, they would need financial 
assistance from the state for preparation of county public safety plans required by the Act. 
It is apparent that counties feel that they may be able to comply with the current planning 
requirement under the Act if they had money to obtain professional technical assistance. 

6. Clear statutory assurance that anticipated health care costs may be budgeted into the 
plan an.d funding request submitted to the Department of Corrections for approval by the 
participating entity. 

Rationale: 

Health care costs are a legitimate concern of county officials. Offenders that are eligible 
to participate in programs which are funded through the Act include both non-violent 
misdemeanants and felons. Although counties are currently paying correctional costs for 
many pre-trial detainees, felony offenders are not traditionally the financial or correctional 
responsibility of the counties. 

By explicitly allowing counties to include anticipated health care costs for offenders that are 
placed in programs funded through the Act in the funding applications, counties will be 
assured that they will not be responsible for all of the health care costs of said offenders. 
Out of 31 county administration survey responses, 10 counties indicated they were not 
participating in the Act because they were very concerned about the health care costs 
related to implementing such programs in their counties. 

Based on the current language in the Act, it appears that counties may include health care 
costs in their funding request. However, this authority is not explicit. This conclusion is 
reached because, currently, the Act does not specifically exclude health care costs from the 
funding applications and plans in the Act. Twelve counties indicated in the survey responses 
that they would like clear statutory assurance that the provision of health care may be 
included in the plan and funding request that is submitted to the Department of Corrections. 
Fifteen counties indicated that they would like the Act to require the Department of 
Corrections to provide health care to all offenders in a program funded by the Community 
Corrections Partnership Act. 
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7. The Act should provide each county, within a public safety coordinating council, the right 
to accept, reject, or reject after acceptance the placement of any offender if that county does 
not view an offender as acceptable for a community-based sanction based only on the fact 
that the offender acts as a significant threat to public safety in such a facility or program. 

Rationale: 

CurrentlYf the statute authorizes planning entities to decide what non-violent offenders are 
eligible to be placed in each community-based program through their plans submitted to the 
department. However, many counties still feel that they would not have any control over 
which offenders will be placed in state-funded, intermediate sanction programs, according 
to county survey results. 

Such an authorization would provide participating entities with flexibility in their 
programming and facility administration. It was indicated on several county administration 
survey responses that counties were not participating in the Partnership Act because they 
felt they had no control over the type of offenders that would be placed in the community
based facilities and programs which were funded through the Act. Counties had this 
concern despite the fact that the Act states only nonviolent offenders may be placed in 
programs and facilities funded under the Act. By placing this right to accept, reject, or 
reject after ac.ceptance directly in the hands of the county public safety coordinating council, 
local governments would be assured that public safety would not be jeopardized. 

Although it has been argued that such a right should be left to contract negotiations, the 
Council chooses to advocate that this authorization should be placed in the Act. 

8. The Department of Corrections should, in cooperation with counties, school boards, and 
municipalities, establish an educational and technical assistance program. The Legislature 
should appropriate sufficient funds to the Department of Corrections to comply with this 
requirement. 

To implement a program, the department could: 

1. 

2. 

conduct quarterly seminars in various regions of the state and hold seminars 
in Tallahassee several times a year. 

release informational packages that provide procedures and information on 
the planning, evaluation, and funding processes, and the success of the 

. Partnership Act and the intermediate sanctions implemented at the local 
level. 
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Rationale: 

Many County Administrator survey responses indicated that they had never heard of the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act prior to the ACIR study and survey. In addition 
to those counties that have never heard of the Act, many of the counties indicated that the 
planning requirements were too complicated to understand and comply with for their county 
to participate in the Act. 

An organized program will disseminate information to counties through informational 
packets and seminars about planning requirements, the application process, the evaluation 
process, the funding process, and about the success of the Partnership Act to the general 
public. 

Organized technical assistance to the planning counties and community acceptance of 
intermediate programs is crucial to the success of the Partnership Act for the following 
reasons: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

It helps with consensus building at the community level. It would help pave 
the way for the legislators to freely support and appropriate money to the 
Partnership Act without pressure from their constituents that they are being 
"too soft on crime." 

The public deserves to know about community corrections and what 
intermediate sanctions have to offer the citizens of the state as to safety of the 
communities and the reduction of recidivism. The public needs to know how 
the Partnership Act can assist in solving prison overcrowding and the lack of 
money to build and operate state prison beds, and supervising offenders for 
longer periods of time. 

Out of the 31 counrf adlT'Jnistration survey responses, approximately 11 
counties indicated that the Act should provide for educational workshop-type~ 
programs and public awareness campaigns to be conducted by th,e Department 
of Corrections, 

In addition, departmental assistance to counties that are implementing programs and 
services through the Partnership Act will ensure efficiency and effectiveness of both the state 
funding received and the program being implemented. 

9. If an eligible entity anticipates the inclusion of juvenile programs and services in their 
comprehensive public safety plan and funding request, school board representatives should 
be named as b required member of the county public safety coordinating council under F.S. 
§ 951.26, which is incorporated by reference in the Act. 
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and 

Statutory assurance must be explicit to ensure that a coordinating effort will be undertaken 
between the county public safety coordinating council and the district juvenile justice 
planning group and county juvenile justice council established under F.S. § 39.025 (1993). 

Rationale: 

The Community Corrections Partnership Act provides for juvenile programs as well as adult 
programs. Yet, the Act does not provide for the participation of school boards in the 
planning process which may include intermediate sanctions for juvenile offenders. 

School board officials have not only direct contact with this target group, but they also have 
a direct interest in the intermediate sanctions that are provided in that county. They should 
be involved in the development of programs and services that are being provided to juvenile 
offenders in their respective school districts or counties. 

Because of the fragmentation of the criminal justice and correctional systems, it is necessary 
to provide statutory mechanisms which promote coordination for the state and local efforts 
in these areas. With the enactment of the Community Juvenile Justice System Act of 1993, 
providing for counties to obtain state funding for juvenile programs to be administered by 
and in the county or district, it is necessary that coordination between the entities exists. 
Coordination is necessary to not only avoid duplication, but to provide for a more 
comprehensive county plan and correctional effort. 

10. Provide a list.in the statute which clearly states examples of intermediate, community .. 
based sanctions which are fund able facilities and services under the Partnership Act. 

The language should state: 

"Programs, services, and facilities which are fundable under this Act include, but are not 
limited to: 

Work camps, 
Intensive supervision probation, 
Military-style bootcamps, 
Work release facilities, 
Day reporting centers, 
Restitution centers, 
In-patient and out-patient drug and alcohol abuse treatment and counseling, 
Vocational and educational programs, 
Halfway houses, and 
Pretrial Release Services" 
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Rationale: 

By placing such language in the Act, it would clarify what types of programs are fundable 
through the Act. There are no other statutory examples of what types of programs and 
facilities are to be considered "intermediate sanctions." 

By placing such language in the Act, eligible entities will be given an indication of what 
types of programs they may include in their plan in order to seek state funding through the 
Act. Because some intermediate sanctions, such as halfway houses and work camps, are 
specifically addressed in other parts of the statutes, it may be interpreted by' eligible entities 
that these sanctions are· not fundable programs and facilities under the Community 
Corrections Partnership Act. Such a list would clarify the meaning of "alternative sanctions," 
"community-based programs," and "nonincarcerative diversionary programs" referenced in 
the Partnership Act. 

. 
The list is not meant to be exhaustive nor is it meant to indicate that such programs may 
not be combined. The intent is to not stifle innovation. 

11. Under administrative rules, the evaluation committee should include persons not 
employed by the department in order to be a more "independent" body for the purpose of 
making recommendations to the Secretary of the Department of Corrections for grant 
funding. 

Rationale: 

1. 

2. 

The evaluation committee, as it now exists, as determined by the 
administrative rules, consists only of officials of the department. 

Currently, the county perception of the evaluation committee is that it is not 
an impartial decision-making body. The appearance of "fairness" in the 
evaluation process is vital in attracting the interest of participating entities. 

12. The outcome-based evaluations performed on programs receiving funding through the 
Partnership Act should be the fiscal responsibility of the state. 

Rationale: 

Responses on the COUlity Administrator survey conducted for this study indicated that 
counties were concerned about the ambiguous nature of the evaluation requirement of the 
Act. In the county administration surveys conducted for this study, counties indicated that 
they were concerned about the costs to the county to participate in these evaluations. 
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The format of the evaluations were left open in the Act "to be determined by the 
department." Such ambiguity could make the counties uneasy about participating in the Act. 

13. There should be clear statutory assurance that all pretrial programs are fundable 
programs under the Act. (See recommendation #11) 

Rationale: 

Based on our analysis of the Partnership Act and comparative statutory study, it is not clear 
whether Florida's Act authorizes grant funding to be provided to the pretrial population. 
The majority of states explicitly state in their Acts that the pretrial offender population is 
eligible to participate in programs and services under their respective acts. 

The ambiguity in Florida's Act should b~ made clear. It appears that the inclusion of this 
group of, offenders, the entire pretrial population, was intended by the Legislature. However, 
this intent is not made explicit in the Act. Although the Act states that diversionary or 
pretrial intervention programs may be established, it is not clear whether the pretrial 
detainee population is included to receive services and participate in programs funded by 
the Act (ie. will pretrial release programs be fundable). 

14. Municipalities should be allowed to participate in the planning process. 

Rationale: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Traditionally, since the state court system was changed, the counties must 
provide many criminal justice services and bear many criminal justice and 
correctional costs, not the municipalities. Even though counties assume the 
financial responsibilities in the criminal justice system, crime itself is not a 
problem that is exclusive to the counties. MU'nicipalities share an interest in 
community-based programs for cdrnillals. ' 

Municipal participation in the planning process should be two-fold: 

(1) Municipalities should have representation on the public safety 
coordinating councils which prepare, develop, and implement the 
comprehensive public safety plan. 

(2) Municipalities should have the authority to contribute to necessary funding 
or share resources for the purposes articulated in the Act. 

An example of a state that allows a municipal representative on the local 
advisory board is Indiana. In that state, the executive director of the most 
populous municipality in the county is a statutorily listed member of the local 
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advisory board. Indiana, like Florida, does not have municipalities as eligible 
entities to participate in community corrections to receive direct state funding. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS: THE NATIONAL CONTEXT1 

Intermediate Sanctions and the Corrections Crisis 

As a result of an increase in the number of crimes committed, a corresponding 
increase in arrests, and demands for harsher punishments for guilty offenders, record 
numbers of new admissions to state and local correctional facilities were realized throughout 
the latter half of the 1980's and early 1990's.2 However, this increased demand for prison 
and jail capacity ultimately collided "head-on" with the fiscal consequences associated with 
constructing and operating new and expanded prisons and jails. As of 1990, state 
correctional spending had exploded to 218 percent over the preceding 25 years; far 
exceeding any other categorical state spending with the exception of welfare.3 By 1988, jail 
and prison construction costs often exceeded $60,000 per bed for a maximum security 
facility,4 while the costs of operating correctional facilities would generally come to exceed 
capital costs within two years from the opening of these facilities.s When faced with the 

1 This section is based on a review of a number of sources, including Palumbo, D. J., "Community 
Corrections: Is it Just Another Way of Tinkering With the Criminal Justice System?" 201-215, 2 Policy Studies 
Review (November 1982) [hereinafter Palumbo, Community Corrections]; Orrick, K., "Community Corrections: 
Are Local Needs Being Served?", (Washington, D.C.: National Association of Counties) (1988) [hereinafter 
Orrick, Local Needs Served?]; Byrne, J., and D. Yanich, "Incarceration vs. Community-Based Corrections: More 
Than Just Politics?" 216-223, 2 Policy Studies Review (November 1982) [hereinafter Byrne and Yanich, 
Iillcarceration v. CCs]; Shilton, M. K., Community Corrections Acts for State-Local Partnerships, (Alexandria, Va.: 
American Correctional Association) (1993) [hereinafter Shilton, State and Local Partnerships]; Fabricius, M. A., 
aJlld Gold, S. D., "State Aid to Local Governments for Corrections Programs" (Criminal Justice Paper #1) 
(Lexington, Kentucky: National Conference of State Legislatures) (April 1989) [hereinafter State Aid to Local 
Governments]; Rosenthal, C. S,. "A Legislator's Blueprint to Achieving Structured Sentencing" (Criminal Justice 
Paper #6) (Lexington, Kentucky: National Conference of State Legislatures) (August 1989) [hereinafter A 
ulgislator's Blueprint]; Taft, P. B., "Backed Up In Jail", Corrections Magazine 27-33 (July 1979); "Alternatives to 
Rflduce Prison Overcrowding", 62 Journal of State Government, (March-April, 1989); Florida Advisory Council 
on Intergovernmental Relations, Intergovernmental Relations in Local Jail Finance and Management in Florida: 
A Comprehensive Report, (on me with com.) (Tallahassee, Florida) (August 1993) [hereinafter ACIR Jail 
Financing Report]. 

2 See generally Gest, T., "The Prison Boom Bust", U. S. News & World Report 28-31 (May 4, 1992). 

3 According to the National Conference of State Legislatures. Gest, T., "Why More Criminals Are Doing 
Tim,e Beyond Bars", U. S. News and World Report 23-24 (February, 26, 1990). 

4 Shilton, State and Local Partnerships at 2. It was estimated in 1987 that the cost of building a medium 
security bed alone was more than $61,OOO/bed. Id. 

S See Shilton, State and Local Partnerships at 2-3. 
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fiscal reality associated with demands for new prison and jail capacity, state and local policy
makers have often been forced to confront the difficult political choices of raising additional 
revenue, cutting back on other vital public services, or a combination of the two. 

Facing the twin pressures of increased demand and rising costs of prison and jail 
space, many state corrections systems initially responded by either limiting admissions to 
correctional facilities or releasing inmates prior to the expiration of their judicially-imposed 
sentences in order to shorten lengths of stay.6 At the local level, county officials responded 
to local jail population pressures by allocating an increasing portion of their own revenues 
to expand their jail capacity.7 In response to judicial orders and demands by state 
regulators, prosecutors, and local law enforcement agency heads, local officials across 
the country have encountered situations in which they could not afford to operate the 
additional jail capacity they brought "on line".s And, if there was money to operate the 
facilities, officials would often find that this new jail capacity became overcrowded within 
a few months of their opening. 

The effectiveness of traditional responses to prison and jail overcrowding, such as 
early release mechanisms or adding more capacity to the incarcerative systems, have recently 
been scrutinized. State and local officials have increasingly paid attention to the concept 
of community corrections and the development and implementation of intermediate, 
community-based criminal sanctions.9 Generally defined as sanctions that fall between the 
more traditional options of incarceration and probation, intermediate sanctions are designed 
to be more rehabilitative and frequently tougher than regular probation, but less costly and 
punitive than incarceration in a prison or jai1.10 

6 Examples are sentencing guidelines, control release, and various forms of institutional or facility gain time. 

7 Florida examples are: Lee County increased its jail capacity during the 1985-1989 period with a capital 
outlay of $4,878,513 in 1989. ACIR Jail Financing Report at 220 (footnote 1). Alachua County increased its 
jail capacity to a rated capacity of 528 by in 1992. Id. at 179 (footnote 1). Additionally, Monroe and Bradford 
Counties are scheduled for opening new jails/beds in 1995. Telephone interview with Florida Department of 
Corrections official, Division of Probation and Parole Services ( September 1993). 

8 Many state prisons also sat vacant 1. ~cause of a lack of money for operational costs. For example, Florida 
is one such state. In 1992, Florida had completed construction on a new 336-bed men's prison on the grounds 
of the Union Correctional Institution at Railford (north of Gainesville) and two 9OO-bed prisons in Gulf and 
Columbia counties, however, no openings were scheduled because there was no money to operate them. Katel. 
P., "New Walls, No Inmates", Newsweek p. 63 (May 18,1992). 

9 See generally, Shilton, State and Local Partnerships; Orrick, Local Needs Being Served?; Palumbo, 
Community Corrections; Byrne and Yanich, Incarceration v. CCs; Fabricius and Gold, State Aid to Local 
Governments; Lacayo, R., "Considering the Alternatives", Time p. 60-61 (February 2, 1987). 

lOId. 
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"Community corrections" is a general conceptual term that encompasses many 
objectives as well as criminal sanctions or programs. Its use is often misunderstood. 
Community corrections has been defined as "a legal status, an alternative to incarceration, 
a service-delivery mechanism, and an organizational entity."ll There continues to be 
controversy over whether community corrections (particularly probation) is punishment, 
treatment j or an amalgam of both, which further confuses discussions of its missionP It can 
be said, however, that community corrections involves the objective of providing correctional 
services (sanctions and programs) to an offender in the community. The theory behind 
community corrections is basically that an offender may be more effectively punished and 
rehabilitated in the community. The use of community corrections could technically include 
more traditional forms of corrections such as probation, parole, and some may even argue 
that county detention centers Gails) should be included. These are all correctional services 
that are provided in the community along with other, more recently-developed and utilized 
intermediate sanctions, such as, military··style boot camps, work camps, day reporting 
centers, and work release facilities. 

While "probation" and "parole" are forms of "community corrections", they are also 
considered to be more traditional forms of corrections. Both types involve supervision of 
the offender. Probation, however, is dim~rent from parole because of the point in time 
which the offender is supervised in the community. Probation is a sentence the offender 
serves. Parole is the supervised conditional release of an inmate from incarceration after a 
portion of the prison sentence has been se~rved according to the relevant, respective state 
statutes.13 

"Intermediate sanctions" are considered to be alternative criminal sanctions that fall 
between traditional forms of correction:al services, such as, regular probation and 
incarceration in jail or prison. Regular probation (without any conditions) falls on the low 
end of the correctional spectrum as being the least restrictive, least punitive form of 
correctional methods. On the opposite end of the correctional spectrum, lie" incarceration 
as the most restrictive, most punitive method of corrections. There has beel! some debate 
whether incarceration should be considered the most punitive correctional method. There 
has also been considerable debate, however, on whether traditional forms of corrections 
offer ample rehabilitation for offenders in order to reduce recidivism. Intermediate 
sanctions or "alternative sanctions to incar,ceration" are meant to fill the void between the 
traditional methods of corrections to offer various degrees of supervision, restriction, 

11 See Petersilia, J., Measuring the Perfomlance of Community Con-ections, Performance Measures for the 
Criminal Justice System 63-64 (footnote 1) (Discusloion Papers from the Bureau of Justice Statistics-Princeton 
Project) (U. S. Department of Justice)(October 1993). 

12 Id. at 64. 

13 [d. at 61. 
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punishment, and rehabilitation. They provide a continuum of sanctions for sentencing 
offenders more appropriately based upon the facts presented in particular cases, upon the 
special nt~eds of the offender, and the correctional needs of the community. With this in 
mind, it is not technically correct to interchange the terms "intermediate sanctions" and 
"community corrections". Community corrections involve all those correctional programs 
which occur in the community. Therefore, traditional correctional methods like regular 
probation and parole, and possibly incarceration in a county detention center would be 
included. Intermediate sanctions involve a more narrow scope of criminal sanctions that fill 
the gap between the traditional methods at each end of the spectrum of criminal sanctions. 

"Community-based sanctions" are just as they imply; criminal sanctions that are based 
or administered in the community of the offender. However, as mentioned before, 
"community corrections" or a "community-based sanction" may not always be an 
"intermediate sanction". In Florida, however, intermediate sanctions are typically 
community-based sanctions, at least at the local level intermediate sanctions are community
based. However, it may be said that the Florida Department of Corrections does administer 
some intermediate sanctions on a statewide basis which involves taking the offender out of 
the community. For instance, the Department operates "community corrections centers", but 
this term is misleading because such centers operate on a statewide system. As centers 
where some former state prisoners make their transition back into the community, offenders 
could be placed in any center around the state. Although it is a goal of the Department to 
place an offender in a community correctiuns center as close to their community as possible, 
ultimately, placement depends on bed space availability and the programs offered within the 
various centers located statewide. But, another program that the Department administers 
on a statewide basis is an intensive supervision probation program, called community 
control, which operates by intensely supervising the offender within his community. 
Therefore, this is a state-administered intermediate sanction which is community-based. 
Some other sanctions that are administered by the Department of Corrections which are 
considered community-based include drug offender probation and electronic monitoring. 
Generally speaking, examples of intermediate, community-based sanctions include, but are 
not limited to: 

l.)Electronically monitored house arrest. The offender wears an electronic devise which will 
correspond with a tracking ability at the place of supervision to restrict the movement of the 
offender to his home. 

2.) Probation and restitution centers or work-release facilities. These facilities house 
offenders at night and release them during the day to pursue gainful employment. 

3.) Residential and non-residential drug and alcohol abuse treatment facilities. The facilities 
are operated by qualified professionals which may provide detoxification of alcohol or drug 
dependant offenders. 
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4.) Residential and non-residential drug and alcohol abuse counseling. This involves the 
after-care aspect of the alcohol and drug addiction treatment which can be done on an in
patient or out-patient basis. 

5.) Military-style boot camps. Residential facilities that provide a military bootcamp setting 
establishing a regimented existence while providing educational programming and other 
services. 

6.) Supervised pretrial release. An organized pretrial release program that involves a level 
of supervision for a certain eligible class of offenders to reduce the number of low-risk 
persons who are being held in pretrial detention. 

7.) Intensive supervision probation. It imposes a more restrictive form of supervision on 
offenders than traditional probation. It may involve making multi-occasional probation 
officer contact and/or the probation officer making home visits. 

8.) Domestic abuse or psychological counseling. This is usually performed on an out-patient 
basis to treat offenders with a charge or conviction of domestic abuse or for offenders with 
a problem with anger control or psychological problems. 

9.) Victim - offender mediation. A program run by persons qualified to mediate problems 
between victims and non··violent offenders which culminated into the commission of a crime. 
The process occurs only upon the consent of the victim. 

10.) Half-way houses. Established to provide a residential facility to provide a transition 
between jail or prison and the community for certain types of offenders. For instance, 
certain drug offenders would need counseling and supervision provided to them for a 
successful reintegration into society. 

As these examples suggest, intermediate, community-based sanctions systems are 
designed to provide the courts with a continuum of criminal sanctions in order to reserve 
state prison capacity (and jail capacity) for the truly violent and most serious offender, 
including repeat offenders. Intermediate sanctions provide a mix of punishment, training, 
educational, and rehabilitative opportunities to non-violent, less serious offenders. As such, 
they have been touted as "fiscally prudent" and "correctionally sound" sentencing optionsY 

With respect to the correctional functions of punishment, deterrence, incapacitation, 
and rehabilitation, advocates have held out the hope that intermediate sanctions also offer 
some advantages over traditional incarceration for some groups of offenders. This is 
especially true when considered in the context of current policies invoked in a number of 

14 See supra, footnote 1. 
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states in response to prison overcrowding which resulted in either the early release of 
offenders from state prison systems or the backup of state-sentenced felony offenders in 
local jails. For example, emergency release procedures invoked in some states ha:ve resulted 
in drastic reductions in the length of court imposed sentences. Such mechanisms have 
allowed many inmates to expect to serve only a small fraction of their court-imposed 
sentences. It is arguable that sentences shortened by such substantial margins reduce the 
deterrent effect of incarceration, foreclose any meaningful participation in correctional 
programs in prison, and limit the period of time during which the offender is incapacitated 
from undertaking additional criminal activity. Some states elected to deal with prison 
overcrowding by limiting admissions to state facilities and letting prisoners "backup" in local 
jails. However, effective participation in jail rehabilitation programs is constrained by the 
tendency of local jails to be ill-equipped to deliver rehabilitative services to their inmates.1S 

Given the strong education, treatment, and training components of many intermediate 
sanctions, and their locations in the offender's own community, these alternatives to 
traditional incarceration are thought to function more effectively in promoting the goals of 
"correcting" the criminal offender's deviant behavior.16 

Determining the Success of Intermediate Sanctions 

For purposes of this discussion, it is necessary to focus on the goals and purposes of 
the Florida Community Corrections Partnership Act (Partnership Act). This Act will be 
discussed in detail later in the report. However, some goals and objectives are mentioned 
here in order to determine and explain what factors or performance measures are important 
to evaluate intermediate, community-based sanctions and programs, remaining relevant to 
Florida's Partnership Act. 

The first performance measure of intermediate sanctions and programs which is 
relevant to Florida's Partnership Act is the number of prison or jail diversions that have 
occurred as a result of offender placement in an intermediate sanction program or facility. 
Goals of the Community Corrections Partnership Act are to "divert non-violent offenders 
froLl the state prison system" and to "reduce both the percentage of non-violent felony 
offenders committed to the state prison system and the percentage of non-violent 
misdemeanants committed to the county detention system." Therefore, the success of 
intermediate sanctions could be assessed by the actual number of diversions from prisons 
or jails that are occurring as a result of the existence of one or more intermediate sanctions 
Viithin that jurisdiction. 

IS See generally ACIR Jail Financing Report. 

16Id. 
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A second performance measure of intermediate sanct.ions or programs which is 
relevant to the Partnership Act is the success in rehabilitation or change in the behavior of 
the criminal offender to accomplish a reduction in recidivism. Florida's Partnership Act 
articulates legislative goals such as to Ifprovide through the development of sanctions, 
services, and treatment, alternative punishments which $)re available to the judge at 
sentencing and for pre-trial intervention." Another goal is to Ifmaintain safe and cost
efficient community correctional programs which also require supervision and counseling:, 
and substance abuse testing, assessment, and treatment of appropriate offenders." 

Related to the second performance measure, Florida's Partnership Act also intends 
to promote the accountability of offenders to their community and crime victims through 
restitution and community service and providing closer monitoring of offenders to ensure 
payment to victims. Additionally, the Act intends to require the non-violent offenders to 
meet their community obligations by maintain~ng employment in order to provide support 
for their families, service to the community, and payment of the cost of their supervision and 
treatment. Therefore, the performance indicators that should be examined are: the number 
of times the offender attends treatment/work programming, whether the offender is 
employed during his supervision, the number of arrests and/or technical violations during 
supervision, the number of drug-free and/or alcohol-free days during supervision, the 
number of post-supervision arrests, and offender attitude change.17 

Another performance measure of the success of an intermediate sanction or program 
in Florida would be to determine whether the public safety is protected. A legislative goal 
of the Florida Community Corrections Partnership Act is to maintain "safe" community 
corrections programs, to promote offender accountability to their crime victims and 
communities, and to extend the average length of "incarceration" for those offenders 
sentenced to community corrections programs beyond the actual time which they would have 
served at the state level. Related to these goals, the performance indicators of sanctions 
designed to prot,ect the public safety should examine the number and type of supervision 
contacts, the number and type of technical and/or new offense violations during supervision, 
the number and type of arrests during supervision, and the number of absconders during 
supenTision. 

Related to Florida's Partnership Act, the cost effectiveness of intermediate sanctions 
and programs is another performance measure that should be examined. The Partnership 
Act states that a purpose of its enactment is to maintain "cost efficient" community 
corrections programs which also require supervision and counseling, substance abuse testing, 
assessment, and treatment of appropriate offenders. Therefore, performance indicators to 

17 See Petersilia, J., Measuring the Perfonnance of Community Co"ections, Performance Measures for the 
Criminal Justice System 79 (Discussion Papers from the Bureau of Justice Statistics- Princeton Project) (U.S. 
Department of Justice) (October 1993). 
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measure cost effectiveness should include a comparison of the cost to place an offender in 
a community corrections program to the cost of inctlI~erating that offender in a prison or 
county detention center to illustrate cost savings. Additionally,the amount of costs that go 
toward actual rehabilitation and educational programs for the offender in the community 
corrections programs and the prisons or jails should be included in the program evaluation. 

In various states throughout the country, including Florida, a wide array of 
intermediate sanctions have been implemented and maintained that illustrate success by 
utilizing the four performance measures named above. Below are brief descriptions of 
studies conducted of, or examples of, some intermediate sanctions or programs. 

Different counties in the state of Michigan have reported a significant reduction in 
their jail commitments/population as a result of implementing new intermediate sanction 
programs in their county through Michigan's Community Corrections Act. The consensus 

. of these counties, such as Berrien and Ottawa Counties, is that "community corrections 
works.1I18 In Berrien County, Michigan, for example, the jail population was reduced by 20% 
with the implementation of a state-funded community corrections program for pretrial 
release and a program that utilizes an electronic "tether" or device for sentenced felons. 
The pretrial release program is funded with a $182,000 grant through the Community 
Corrections Act. The result of both programs is a 20% total reduction in the county jail 
population and a reduction of the number of pretrial detainees from approximately 66% to 
34.9%.19 

Another county in Michigan, Ottawa County, saved approximately $500,000 in 1992 
by offering alternative community corrections programs instead of serving jail time. The 
county implemented an intensive supervision probation program, a Community Service/Jail 
Alternative Work Service (JAWS) program, and a Sentence Work Abatement (SWAP) 
program. The total state grant amount received by Ottawa County in fiscal year 1991 was 
$102,464.20 For 1992, these programs were determined to divert a total of 522 "enrollees" 
from serving time in the county jail - saving 16,535 jail days and $476,820 of county money 
in the process. The county's cost to operate all three programs totaled only $13,500 for that 
year. In addition, the Intensive Supervision and the SWAP programs generated almost 

18 See Aiken, S., "New programs work: Berrien jail population down 20%" The Herald - Palladium (St. 
Joseph/Benton Harbor, Michigan) (December 11, 1992) [hereinafter Aiken, " Jail population down 20%"]; 
Benedict, S., "Director says corrections plans saved Ottawa nearly $500,000" Grand Haven Tribune (Grand 
Haven, Michigan) (November 11, 1992) [hereinafter Benedict, "Corrections plans saved nearly $500~OOO"]. 

19 Aiken, Jail population down 20%, id. 

20 Michigan Office of Community Corrections, Report to the House and Senate Appropriation Subcommittees 
on Corrections 36 (FY 91/92 Budget Conference Committee) (August 1991). 
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$100,000 in fees collected from the participating "enrollees" or defendants.21 

In a national study that examined Day Reporting Centers (DRCs), it was recognized 
that such intermediate sanctions could playa significant part in diverting offenders from jails 
and prisons.22 Many DRCs recruit candidate participating offenders from among those 
whose probation or parole has been revoked, and who would otherwise be imprisoned for 
such violations. The proportion of prison admissions who are probation or parole violators 
has been rising in recent years.23 In many jurisdictions, the revocations have accounted for 
over 40% of prison admissions.24 In some states, this rate is even higher such as in Oregon. 
In 1988, in Oregon, the probation and parole revocations accounted for over 60% of the 
prison admissions.2S The report contends that if Icorrectional agencies had more options in 
responding to revocation", other than prison sentences, they might be able to cut prison 
admissions significantly (especially for cases in which the revocations are for technical 
violations and not new crimes).26 

A Texas study was performed on a group of parolees with drug problems to 
determine the effectiveness of drug abuse treatment and counseling. It was found that 74% 
of the parolees that received treatment and counseling in prison and on parole were 
"successful" or not rearrested one year after .release. In comparison, only 47% success rate 
existed for another group of parolees that did not receive the same treatment and 
counseling.27 

Referring to a different program, a program that was implemented in Gratiot County, 
Michigan, was determined to have an impact on substance abusive offenders. The program, 
Enhanced Community Diversion, received a $48,000 grant through the Michigan Community 
Corrections Act for implementation. The Enhanced Community Diversion program is 
expected to save the county $88,725 a year and provide 20,280 hours of community service. 
In order to obtain the state money, a study was conducted to profile the county's offender 

21 Benedict, "Corrections plans saved nearly $500,000". 

22 Parent, D., Day Reporting Centers for Criminal Offenders: A Descriptive Analysis of Existing Programs, Issues 
and Practices of Criminal Justice (U.S. Department of Justice - National Institute of Justice) (September 1990). 

23 Id. at 12. 

24 Id. 

2S Id. 

27 Eisenberg, M., A Different Perspective, The Effectiveness of Parole Supervision, Perspectives 6-7 (American 
Probation and Parole Association) (Winter 1992). 
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population to assess the county's needs, and to develop a correctional program and plan to 
be submitted.28 

The Gratiot County, Michigan study found that 77% of the offenders were substance 
abusers, with alcohol being a more serious problem than drugs. Additionally, half of the 
offenders were unemployed and did not know how to get a job. These offenders had no job 
skills, no job history, and no interview skills. They suffered from low self esteem and lacked 
an ability to make decisions. The Enhanced Community Diversion program developed by 
the county had to show that it could impact the problems indicated by the study in order to 
receive state funding. The resulting program in that county as well as in other Michigan 
counties carefully screen offenders for participants. The participants attend classes each 
morning at the community corrections center where they learn job acquisition skills, develop 
self esteem, and attend substance abuse counseling and educational seminars. In the 
afternoon, the participants travel to one of 150 job sites in the county, consisting of public 
agencies and churches only, where they work for free.29 

A Colorado study looked at the effects of various degrees of intensity of supervision 
coupled with cognitive skills sessions and drug treatment on probationers witb severe drug 
problems. The probationers were randomly assigned to one of three groups: regular 
probation, intensive supervision probation in a specialized drug offender unit, and intensive 
supervision probation in a specialized drug offender unit with an additional 35 cognitive 
skills sessions. The revocation rate for the regular probation group was 41.7%. The 
revocation rate for the group under intensive supervision probation in a specialized drug 
offender unit was 29.4%. The lowest revocation rate was realized by the group that was 
supervised by intensive supervision in a specialized drug offender unit with the additional 
35 cognitive skills sessions at 25.5%.30 

A cost effectiveness comparison study of alternative sanctions was conducted by the 
Correctional Association of New York, a private, non~profit research and advocacy group 
that has legislative authority to visit prisons and report on its findings. In its report, the 
Association recommended expanded use of alternative punishments for those offenders 
convicted of non-violent crimes which pose no threat to public safety. This group of 
imprisoned offenders makes up 61% of those offenders in New York state prisons. It 
reported that incarcerating non-violent offenders has been too expensive with little payoff. 
Like FlOlida, New York under went a large prison expansion campaign in the 1980's. Since 

28 Gittleman, L., "County program gives offenders options beyond jail" Morning Sun (p. lA, 2A) (Alma, 
Michigan) (September 13, 1992). 

29 Id. at lA. 

30 Hunter, R., & Johnson, G., Evaluation of the Specialized Dmg Offender (Center for Action Research) 
(University of Colorado at Boulder) (1992). 
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1983, New York spent $3.7 billion for 25,000 new prison spaces. However, the report 
concluded that New York has not realized a reduction in the crime rate or a relief to their 
prison overcrowding since the buildup of prison capacity.31 

This New York study suggested the use of the "Community Protection Program'JI or 
"COPP" to handle non-violent first time offenders. The program would function as a more 
rigorous supervision probation that would include three face-to-face contacts with a 
supervisor and one home visit per week. The cost of this program would be about $3,500 
for each offender or a total of $5.9 million for the estimlted 1,680 offenders. This is a 
substantial cost savings compared to the cost of $30,000 for each offender kept in the state 
prison system, not including the additional $150,000 per prison cell construction cost. The 
program also requires employment or vocationalj educational training, enrollment in a drug 
or alcohol treatment program and community service.32 

In a related program, second time felony offenders in non-violent crimes in New 
York would be subjected to even stricter supervision, curfews and residential drug treatment. 
The cost of this program would be $2,900 per offender or a total of $15.5 million for the 
estimated 4,380 second time felony offenders. This is a substantial savings compared to the 
$847 million it would cost to build prison beds to accommodate them, 33 

In another report, the RAND Corporation attempted to devi,se an Intermediate
Sanction Cost Estimation Model to evaluate the consequences of using different sentencing 
options for different types of offenders.34 The model recognizes that the cost comparisons 
are infinitely complicated. Cost estimations of prison often do not take into consideration 
such components as capital costs, fringe benefits and pensions, and other expenditures 
required for operating a prison. If such fiscal components were added, they would more 
than double the annual cost of prisons to result in at least $30,000 per offender as of 1989.35 

Conversely, there are components that are not taken into consideration when assessing the 
cost of probation and various intermediate sanctions, which usually cost more than probation 
because they monitor the offender more closely than regular probation. One such 

31 The Correctional Association of New York, Anti-Crime Strategies at a Time of Fiscal Constraint 3-9 (An 
Occasional Paper of the Correctional Association of New York) (April 1990); see a/so Nance, S., Corrections 
Group Urges Alternatives to Jail, New York Law Journal (April 20, 1990). 

32 Ill. 

33Id. at 9-12. 

34 Greenwood, P., Petersilia, J., Rydell, C. P., & Turner, S.,A RAND Note: The RAND Intennediate-Sanction 
Cost Estimation Model (the RAND Corporation) (N-2983-EMCjRC) (September 1989). 

35Id. at 2. 
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component would be the cost of reprocessing the failures.36 The report recognizes that the 
intermediate sanction programs may be more successful at rehabilitation, and thus, the 
higher costs of supervision could be offset by the lower costs of handling failures.37 

When taking such factors into consideration for a cost·effectiveness comparison, the 
RAND report compared four sentencing options consisting of: Prison/Parole, Jail/Intensive 
Supervision Probation (ISP), Jail/Probation, and No Formal Supervision. The study also 
looked at the cost of each option for each year following the sentence up to five years after 
the sentence. The study concluded that the jail/ISP option had the lowest total system cost 
(including both criminal justice system costs for initial processing and processing failures, 
and the costs of crimes subsequently comrnitted) at $33,485 per offender after five years. 
The next least costly option was no formal supervision which was $33,635. The most costly 
option was the prison/parole sentencing option to total $41,303 after five years.38 

The Emergence of Community Co"~ctions ''Partnership'' Acts 

In considering the potential of intermediate sanctions to divert considerable numbers 
of criminal offenders from costly, traditional incarceration in state prison facilities, a number 
of states have seized upon "community corrections acts" as a mechanism to develop and 
implement such sanctions on a statewide basis. Reflecting an assumption that many 
correctional services can be delivered most effectively in the offender's own community, 
these acts seek to create a partnership between state and local governments in order to 
provide for the development, finance, and implementation of intermediate sanctions. 
Despite a variation in the administrative mechanisms in such legislation, community 
corrections acts ultimately encompass an intergovernmental framework whereby state 
governments shift funds and responsibilities for some correctional services to local 
governments. Inevitably, this process requires a high level of intergovernmental cooperation 
and coordination whereby local governments become responsible for targeting resources to 
meet agreed upon priorities. Conversely, the state government assumes the role of 
providing resources, including funding, to assist local governments. Reflecting on these 
interdependencies, the concept of a state-local "partnership" is basic to such legislation.39 

To clarify, "community corrections acts" are legislatively created mechanisms or 
frameworks for the provision of community-based correctional services. However, the term 
"community corrections act" does not necessarily mean that such legislation involves a 

36 Id. 

37 Id. at 3. 

38 Id. at 24. 

39 See generally Shilton, State and Local Partnership. 
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"partnership" between the state and local governments for the provision of community-based 
criminal sanctions and programs. When established, the partnership consists of the state 
providing funding to eligible local governments to locally implement and operate 
intermediate sanctions and programs that meet the correctional needs of that jurisdiction. 
Such partnerships foster innovative thinking and solutions to the national, state, and local 
correctional crisis. However, there are some community corrections acts which only set up 
a framework for state-provided or directed community-based sanctions through their 
Department of Corrections or the state equivalent. But, like Florida, other state community 
corrections acts actually incorporate this "partnership" aspect within their framework. 
Therefore, a community corrections partnership act is a statewide mechanism whereby state 
funds are granted to eligible local units of government and community agencies to develop 
front-end alternative sanctions in lieu of incarceration. Therefore, when the intention is to 
speak of this partnership, it is prudent to refer to a "state and local partnership" or 
"community corrections partnership act" rather than "community corrections" or "community 
corrections act". 

Estimates of the number of states that have enacted community corrections partnership 
legislation vary somewhat,4O although a review of state statutes suggests that nearly one half 
the states have adopted legislation embodying the basic intergovernmental partnership for 
delivering intermediate community-based sanctions.41 While many such acts initially were 
designed to provide an administrative structure for programs initiated through the Federal 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in the 1970's, nearly half have been adopted 
since 1988.42 (see Table I-A) This flurry of enactments is consistent with what observers 
have come to cite as the primary motivation for such acts: the twin forces of burgeoning 
prison and jail populations and the rising costs of incarceration.43 Moreover, while early 
community corrections legislation reportedly reflected the ethos of providing more humane, 
rehabilitative, and appropriate sanctions for non-violent offenders that was operative in the 
1970's, more recently enacted legislation, emerging in the mid-to-Iate 1980's, afforded 
greater articulation of the principles of offender punishment and accountability to reflect 
the dominant mood among key policy-makers and citizen groupS.44 

40 Id. 

41 The figure of 21 states is based on statutory research done by staff of the Advisory Council on 
Intergovernmental Relations. 

42 Shilton, State and Local Partnerships at 5. 

43 See generally, supra, footnote 1. 

44 Id. 
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Features of Community Corrections 'Partnership" Acts 

According to a recent comparative analysis of community corrections "partnership" acts 
in the states, state governments tend to be assigned certain responsibilities under such 
legislation, while local governments retain other functions as part of the intergovernmental 
partnership.45 Among the functions that state governments "almost uniformly" retain are the 
following: 

1. State responsibility for financing intermediate, community based 
correctional services delivered at the local level; 

2. Development of an application or program planning process 
that must be followed by local governments seeking to secure 
state funding for intermediate sanctions; 

3. Responsibility for reviewing and approving applications and 
plans submitted by local governments seeking to enter into the 
partnership arrangements contemplated by the legislation; 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Responsibility for publishing rules and standards pertaining to 
the df.!livery of correctional services at the local level, and 
monitoring local compliance with such; 

Responsibility for conducting assessments and evaluations of 
programs implemented at the local level; 

Responsibility for providing technical assistance and training to 
local governments. 

In addition, state governments in many cases are granted the authority and provided a 
method to halt the flow of state money to local governments if rules and standards adopted 
pursuant to the act are not followed in individual jurisdictions.46 

In contrast with the near uniformity in state responsibilities under community corrections 
legislation, local government duties vary considerably. Notwithstanding such variation, 
however, local governments commonly retain responsibility for meeting application or 
planning requirements in such diverse areas as data and program analysis, public safety, and 

45 ShiltoD, State and Local Partnerships at 6-8. 

46 For example, funding suspension processes are provided in the legislative acts of states such as Florida, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Oregon, and Pennsylvania. 

Florida Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Relations 
February 23, 1994 

14 

Community Corrections 
Partnership Act Report 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

controlling the number of offenders who are committed to state prison systems outside the 
community corrections framework. In addition, local governments are required to observe 
restrictions placed upon the use of state funds that they receive, and generally must establish 
and maintain local advisory boards comprised of various local criminal justice figureheads, 
local agency representatives, and citizens. Most often, the chief role of these advisory 
councils is to enhance interagency cooperation and program planning in order to promote 
the mo~t effective use of state funding and intermediate sanction slots. 
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CHAPTER'IWO 
INTERMEDIATE SANCTIONS !..ND COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS: 

THE CASE OF FLORIDA 

The Crisis of Prison and Jail Overcrowding 

As is the case in many other states, legislators and criminal justice professionals in 
Florida have come to look to intermediate community-based sanctions as a remedy for the 
overcrowding crisis confronting the state's prisons and local jails. Faced with increases in 
the crime rate and more aggressive law enforcement activity over the mid-1980's, Florida's 
prisons and jails became subject to unprecedented levels of inmate populations during this 
time period.47 Due to the fiscal implications associated with propr,sals to "build-out" of the 
correctional crisis, key 1988 policy makers in the legislative and executive branches of 
Florida state government began to direct attention at community corrections systems 
devl~loped in other states. Community corrections was viewed as a means of resolving the 
problem of prison overcrowding in a manner consistent with both public safety and state 
government ability to fund new prison construction and operation. At the local level, a 
number of Florida counties also attempted to implement systems of intermediate 
community-based sanctions on their own accord. More recently, this movement has gained 
moml~ntum by the impact state prison system overcrowding and early release policies have 
had on the state's local jail population. As more offenders came to be released from the 
state prison system after serving a small fraction of their court-imposed sentences, local jails 
became increasingly affected by the "spillover" of inmates from the state to the local 
correcltional system. Presently, it has been estimated there are approximately 6,000 to 7,000 
convicted felons serving their incarcerative time in county jails in Florida.48 In this scheme, 
systems offering alternative, intermediate sanctions held out the dual promise of both 
promoting more effective "correction" of certain criminal offenders and allowing the state 
to incarcerate the truly violent, career criminal for more extended periods of time. 

State Pdson System Overcrowding 

With respect to overcrowding in the state correctional system, Florida experienced 
substantial population demands upon its prison system throughout the 1980's as offender 
admissions more than tripled from approximately 11,000 in fiscal year 1980-1981 to over 

47 Florida Division of Economic and Demographic Research of the Joint Legislative Management 
Committee, Working Papers of the Criminal Justice Estimating Conferellce (on file with comm.) (Tallahassee, 
Florida) (September 8, 1993)[hereinafter Working Papers of CJ. Estimating Conf., Sept. 1993]. 

48 According to Florida Department of Corrections officials, Division of Adult Probation and Parole Services, 
Interview at the Capitol, August 1993, and the Chairman of [he State Task Force for the Review of the Criminal 
Justice and Corrections Systems, Judge Miner speech at the Florida Association of Counties Legislative Priority 
Conference at the Florida State Conference Center at 3:30 to 5:00 on December 2, 1993. 
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43,000 in 1989-1990.49 In order to cope with these increases and maintain compliance with 
federal court regulation of prison overcrmvding,50 state officials employed a two-pronged 
strategy. On the one hand, the Florida Legislature over the four year period ending in 
October 1990, funded an aggressive capital,expansion program that provided for the addition 
of over 28,000 beds to the state system,S1 As noted in Table 1-B, the new capacity that was 
brought on line under this program p~rmitted the state prison population to increase by 
nearly 14,000 inmates through fiscal year 11.990-1991.52 On the other hand, augmenting this 
construction program were a number of population control initiatives that have been 
authorized by state law. By and large, these mechanisms have been release-oriented to the 
extent that they attempt to make room for newly admitted uffenders by expediting the 
release of current inmates.53 While the several release mechanisms that have been invoked 
initially emphasized awarding time-served credits to certain categories of prison inmates 
once the state institutional population re:ached a certain percentage of its legal capacity, 
more recent population control mechanisms have provided an institutional capacity to 
systematically screen eligible inmates fot early release based upon the public safety risks 
attendant upon their return to the community.54 

As state officials have struggle:d to maintain compliance with federal court 
requirements, the rapid increase in the: number of admissions to the state correctional 
system combined with the operation of various early release mechanisms have resulted in 
massive turnover in the state prison syste:m's inmate population. As indicated in Table I-B, 
the annual rate of turnover in the state :system increased from approximately 50% in fiscal 

49 ACIR Jail Financing Report at 65 (Table HI-7); Florida Department of Corrections, Annual Report 1990-
91, 31 (January 30, 1992) (Tallahassee, Florida). 

50 Under the partial settlement of the 1972 dass action suit Costello v. Duggar reached in 1980, state officials 
agreed to maintain the inmate popUlation of sltate correctional institutions within 133% of the system design 
capac.ity. Costello v. Wainwright, 397 F. Supp. 210 (M.D. Fla. 1975), aft~d, 525 F. 2d 1239 (5th Cir. 1976), vacated 
and remanded, 539 F. 2d 547 (5th Cir. 1976), 'J:ev'd and remanded, 430 U. S. 325, 97 S. Ct. 1191,51 L. Ed. 2d 
372 (1977); Costello v. Wainwright, 389 F. SuPP'. 1100 (M. D. Fla. 1980); Costello v. Singletary, No. 72-109-Civ-J-
14, 72-94-Civ-J-14, United States l')istrict Court; (M.D. Fla.) (March 30,1993); 147 F.R.D. 258 (1993); FlA. STAT. 
§§ 944.023 (1) (b), .096 (1) (b) (1993). See a/J:o State of Florida, Senate Committee on Corrections, Probation, 
and Parole, Briefing Package 1-2 (on file with comm.) (Tallahassee, Florida) (November 20, 1990)[hereinafter 
Senate Corrections Committee Briefing Package]. 

51 ACIR Jail Financing Report at 64. 

52 Working Papers of CJ. Estimating CJnf., Sept. 1993 

53 Senate Corrections Committee Brieftng Package at 8. 

54 FlA. STAT. § 947.146 (1993). 
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year 1980~1981 to 102% in fiscal ye:ar 1989-1990.55 This high turnover rate is the product 
of the release of large numbers of offenders from the state prison system pdor to the 
expiration of their court-imposed sentences in order to accommodate the new prison 
admissions. Reflective of the emphasis placed upon early release mechanisms, state prison 
inmates have come to serve progressively smaller percentages of their court-imposed 
sentences in recent years. Thus, prior to the implementation of administrative gain time 
provisions early in 1987,56 state prison inmates were released from the system after having 
served on average 53% of their court-imposed sentences.57 By June of 1991, this figure had 
fallen to approximately 34%.58 In addition to threatening the integrity of Florida's criminal 
sentencing practices, such a shorte:ning of judicially imposed sentences has limited the ability 
of prison administrators to provide the bulk of the state's prison population with meaningful 
participation in educational and rehabilitative programming. As a result, the ability of the 
state system to control the behavior of offenders through program involvement and 
rehabilitation has been seriously compromised.59 

Impacts of State Prison Overcrowding on Local Jails 

Florida's local jails have long been plagued by substantial levels of overcrowding.60 

Moreover, despite the aggressive capital expansion programs implemented by many counties 
over the course of the 1980's, unprecedented increases in inmate populations that 
accompanied these expansions in the 1985-1989 period contributed to the enduring nature 

55 ACIR Jail FimlIlcing Report at 65 (Table III-7); see also Florida Department of Corrections, Annual 
Report 1990-91, 30, 44 (January 30, 1992) (Tallahassee, Florida). 

56 Under this early release mechanism, the Legislature authorized the Secretary of the Department of 
Corrections to grant certain categories of inmates up to 60 days in additional gain time for every month that the 
person was sentenced to serve in the state system. Such action was authorized only after the governor certified 
that the capacity of the state system exceeded 98% of its legal capacity. C. 87-2, § 1,1987 Fifa. Laws 4 (creating 
FLA. STAT. § 944.276 (1987) (repealed by Ch. 88-122, § 6, 1988 Fla. Laws 537). In 1988, the Legislature 
replaced administrative: gain time provisions with provisional release credits, which operated in a similar fashion. 
Ch. 88-122, § 5, 1988 Fla. Laws 527, 535-537 (creatingFLA, STAT. § 944.277 (Supp.1990» (repealed by C. 93-406, 
§32, 1993 Fla. Laws 2966). 

57 Senate Corrections Committee Briefmg Package at 8; see also Florida Joint Legislative Management 
Committee, Division of Economic and Demographic Research Working Papers of the Criminal Justice Estimating 
Conference (Table of Average Percent of Sentence Served) (on file with comm.) (Tallahassee, Florida). 

58Id. 

59Id. at 8-10. 

60 ACIR Jail Fin:ancing Report at 45-46, 51. 
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of the jail overcrowding problem.61 As a result of local initiatives aimed at remedying the 
problem through new jail construction, county jail expenditures increased by over 110% over 
the 1984-89 period, and in 1989 stood at approximately $565 million.62 While data suggests 
that the impact placed upon county ad valorem revenues by local jail spending has been 
substantial, it is also clear that many of the state's county governments have been able to 
absorb rising costs through increases in assessed property valuation and millage rates.63 

Nevertheless, county jail spending as a percentage of the ad valorem revenue IIcapacityll of 
Florida's county governments increased substantially over this period. The spending 
percentage increased to the point at which nearly one in five dollars of property tax 
revenues available to the counties were allocated to jail construction and operation in fiscal 
year 1989.64 It may be assumed that this problem has been exacerbated since then, as the 
state's counties have had to confront the fiscal realities associated with operating the nearly 
10,000 new jail beds that were brought on line in the 1990-1992 period.6S 

Although there has been no systematic analysis of the impact that early prison releases 
have had upon local jails, a number of sou.rces suggest that these policies have contributed 
significantly to the rapid increases in local jail populations that became manifest over the 
latter half of the 1980's. The limitations that early release policies place upon the ability 
of the state -corrections system to rehabilitate offenders to reduce future recidivism or to 
thwart their opportunities to commit additional crimes by removing them from society for 
extended periods of time have contributed to the familiar scenario of many former inmates 
being rearrested by law enforcement on new criminal charges soon after they have been 
released from the state system. Given their status as convicted felony offenders, the courts 
tend to set relatively stringent conditions of pretrial release in these cases, leaving many of 
these offenders to remain detained in local jails pending trial. These forces have led to a 
situation where many offenders end up being detained in a local facility at local expense 
during the time in which they would have been incarcerated at the state level at state 
expense had they not been returned to the community through the operation of emergency 
release mechanisms. Thus, the state not only perpetuates its own state prison overcrowding 
problem, it also perpetuates the local jail overcrowding problem. 

61 For a more detailed discussion of the dynamics of local jail population growth and increases to the state's 
local jail capacity, see ACIR Jail Financing Report at 44-59. 

62 Id. at 53 (Chart III-2). 

63 Id. at 55-56. 

64 Id. at 57-58. 

65 See generally, id. 
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In addition to contributing to the "recirculation" of large numbers of felony offenders 
through the state's local jails, overcrowding in the state corrections system and early release 
mechanisms have impacted the jails by leading the courts to modify their sentencing 
behaviors. Thus, faced with the likelihood that offenders will serve only a small fraction of 
thei.r court imposed sentence if sent to a state prison, anecdotal information suggests that 
members of the judiciary have increased their reliance upon the local jail as an incarcerative 
option for convicted felons in recent years. Florida Department of Corrections data 
supports these observations. Available data indicates that on an average daily basis, the 
number of felony offenders serving a sentence in county jails approximately doubled over 
thle 1986-1991 period, from just over 3,000 to between approximately 6,000-7~000 convicted 
felons.66 It should be noted that this tendency has occurred despite the intent of the Florida 
Legislature that felony offenders be punished by incarceration in a state correctional 
facility.67 

If a statew:{de system of intermediate, community-based sanctions would provide the 
(;ourts with a continuum of sanctions between state prison sentences, probation, and county 
jail sentences, it appears that such a continuum would have the potential to decrease judicial 
reliance upon county jails as a sentencing option for felony offenders. This result would be 
accomplished! by placing nonviolent felony offenders in appropriate community-based, 
intermediate sanctions thereby reducing the total number of commitments to state prisons. 
By reducing the number of prison commitments, you eventually reduce the state prison 
populations. When the state prison populations ease, the need to award any type of gain 
time in order to relieve the pressures of state prison overcrowding is alleviated. When there 
is a reduction in the use of any type of gain time or controlled release, the judicial 
frustration over convicted felony offenders serving a shorter state prison sentence (originally 
over one year) than a county jail sentence (originally less than one year) is reduced. 

Current Status of Intemlediate Community-Based Sanctions and Programs in Florida 

With respect to fiscal considerations, Florida officials have found that many 
intermediate sanctions can be developed and implemented at substantial savings over more 
traditional forms of incarceration. Thus, in contrast with an average construction cost of 
$25,000 for a Florida state prison bed, a number of intermediate sanctions do not require 

66 ACIR Jail Financing Report at 47; see also note 33, supra. According to the Inspector General's Office 
within the Florida Department of Corrections, approximately 5,273 convicted felons were serving their 
incarcerative sentence in county jails for the month of December, 1993. This figure for convicted felons is almost 
double the number of convicted misdemeanants serving their incarcerative sentence in county jails for the same 
month, which was only approximately 2,876 misdemeanants. Florida Department of Corrections, Office of the 
Inspector General County Detention Facilities: Daily Inmate Population Data, Monthly Repon for December, 1993 
(Table 1) (Tallahassee, Florida). 

67 See FlA. STAT. § 775.08 (1) (1993). 

Florida Advisory Cot.uu:il on IntergovenunenJal Relations 
February 23, 1994 

20 

Comnumity Corrections 
Partnership Act Report 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I, 

:1 

I 
II 

I 

capital costs due to a practice of reliance on available facilities or facilities that are provided 
through contractual arrangements with private providers. In addition, while the operating 
costs of state prison facilities average approximately $41 per day per inmate in Florida, 
facility-based intermediate sanctions can be delivered by the Florida Department of 
Corrections (DC) at an average cost of $35 per day, with nearly a third of this cost allocated 
to treatment services.68 

Reflecting the increasing acknowledgement that the state~s criminal courts need to be 
provided whh a full continuum of criminal sanctions and programs in order to promote 
more effective corrections policy and to control the growth in local jail and prison costs, 
both the state of Florida and a number of counties have taken steps to develop and 
implement intermediate community based sanctions and programs in recent years. At the 
state level, initiatives range from intensive supervised probation with electronic home 
monitoring to residential, non-secure drug treatment beds, and have been organized through 
the Florida Department of Corrections' Probation and Parole Services Program Office. 

Florida has the largest "House Arrest" program in the nation through its community 
contiol or intensive supervision probation program. This program requires a minimum of 
three personal contacts between the case officer and the offender per week. Approximately 
1,000 active electronic monitoring units are in use throughout the state to supplement officer 
surveillance. Service providers monitor the offenders 24 hours a day in compliance with 
house arrest sanctions. It has been reported that the program clearly indicates that the 
program is successful at diverting felony offenders from state prison. The program has a 
64% average successful completion rate.69 For example, as of May 1992, the community 
control rates of revocations for new offenses (new crimes committed at the time the 
offender is being supervised under this program) were approximately 11 % and for technical 
violations (original conditions set for their term of community control or ISP, such as a 
failed random urinalysis) were approximately 26%.10 

The Florida Department of Corrections has established a six month contracted 
residential, non-secure drug treatment program. This program has a work release 
component targeted for probation and community control violators with substance abuse 
problems. The program has received $7.9 million for funding with 775 beds authorized. 
Since its inception in September of 1991 through June 30, 1993, over 2,300 offenders have 

68 Compared this to a 1990 study which states that it costs $46.54 per day to house a federal inmate and 
average of $54.79 per day to house a state inmate. Cited by Shilton, State and Local Partnerships at 3. 

69 Fi.orida Department of Corrections, Community-Based Initiatives 7 (Probation and Parole Services) 
(Tallaha<;see, Florida) (1993). 

70 Florida Department of Corrections, Florida's Community Supervision Population Trends 9 (Bureau of 
Planning, Research and Statistics) (Tallahassee, Florida) (1993). 
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entered the program. Thus far, the program has a 92% felony prison diversion rate with 
only a 19% recommitment rate to state prison. 

lu 1989, Dade County developed a "Drug Court" to divert non-violent drug offenders 
from jail and prison. This diversion program contains a strong drug abuse treatment 
program (including acupuncture), educational/vocational services, along with close 
supervision by case management services (personal contacts and periodic urinalysis) and 
court appearances. As a result of successfully completing the Drug Court Program, the 
charges against the defendant will ultimately be "dropped". 'Ine Dade County Drug Court 
program is being heralded nationwide as an innovative and successful approach to a growing 
problem of drug offenders.71 The major positive findings of researchers found that the Drug 
Court defendants had lower incarceration rates, less frequent rearrests, and longer times to 
rearrest.72 According to the director of the Metro/Dade Office of Substance Abuse Control, 
about 60% of the drug offenders diverted into the program in the first three years 
successfully completed the year-long Drug Court regimen.73 Of that 60% that successfully 
completes the program, only 11 % of the participants have been rearrested in Dade County 
on any criminal charges in the year after graduation.14 This is a marked difference from the 
typical recidivism rate of 60%. 

The Dade County Drug Court Program has been successful in not only diversions and 
rehabilitation, but also in cost effectiveness. The Diversion and Treatment Program's 
budget was $1.3 million in fiscal yea,r 1989-90 and $1.8 million in the following two fiscal 
years when the county added $500,000 for expanded services.75 According to the director 
of Metro/Dade Office of Substance Abuse Control, this translates into approximately $800 
per client/defendant per year. This same $800 would roughly pay for the costs of jailing one 
of those offenders for 9 days (without the substantial drug abuse treatment and 
counseling).76 Tt-le funding for the program comes from the Dade County General Fun::l and 

71 See Goldkamp, J., & Weiland, D., Assessing the Impact of Dade County's Felony Drug COllrt, National 
Institute of Justice - Research in Brief (U. S. Department of Justice) (December 1993) [hereinafter NIJ
Assessing the Impact of the Dade County Drug Court]; Finn, P., & Newlyn, A., Miami's Drug Court,' A Different 
Approach, National Institute of Justice - Program Focus (U.S. Department of Justice) (June 1993) [hereinafter 
NIJ - Miami's Drug Court: A Different Approach]; U.S. Bureau of Justice Assistance, Special Drug Courts, 
Program Brief (U.S. Department of Justice) (November 1993). 

72 NIJ- Assessing the Impact of the Dade County Drug Court at 5. 

73 NIT - Miami's Drug Court: A Different Approach at 2-3. 

74Id. at 13. 

75 NIJ - Miami's Drug Court: A Different Approach at 13. 

76Id. 
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At the local level, a number of counties have taken steps to implement alternatives 
ranging from "Drug Courts", such as those established in Dade and Escambia Counties, that 
are intended to divert drug offenders from jail and prison to systematic approaches to 
offender punishment and rehabilitation such as that embodied by the "Continuum of Care" 
system developed in Orange County. In an attempt to determine what intermediate, 
community-based sanctions are currently being utilized by the individual counties, a survey 
for this report was conducted of the offices of the State Attorneys in all sixty-seven counties 
and also of each County Administrator in the state. (see Tables A - X) Both surveys asked 
the respondents to indicate the. existence of a program or sanction by specifying the 
approximate year the programs began, indicating the type of offenders eligible to receive 
the sanction or program, plus indicating who operates the program (state, county or a 
private organization) along with county budgeting information when possible. The State 
Attorneys offices were also asked what, if any, additional intermediate, community-based 
sanction or programs would they like to have available in their county for a diversionary or 
sentencing option. 

At this time, the report relies on 23 out of 67 responses from the offices of the State 
Attorneys and 28 out of 67 responses from the County Administrators, totaling 44 different 
county responses. The results of the intermediate sanctions portion of these surveys were 
compiled in comparative charts that are organized according to sanctions/programs and 
counties. (see Tables A - X) These results are important for several reasons. Most 
importantly, they document the need for more sentencing and diversionary options for 
offenders that are flexible and specifically tailored to meet individual county needs. The 
surveys also gave counties an opportunity to state their concerns about county participation 
in the Community Corrections Partnership Act and to provide suggestions for statutory 
changes. The results are also important because they illustrate the potentially discouraging 
effect the "maintenance of local effort" provision in Florida's Partnership Act has on county 
participation because many counties already provide a wide array of intermediate sanctions 
and programs on their own accord. This effect will be discussed in further detail in the 
authorized uses of funding portion of the comparative analysis section in this report. 

Reflecting the need to link discrete initiatives organized at the state and local levels 
in a statewide system, the 1991 Florida Legislature enacted the "Community Corrections 
Partnership Act". This Act provided a framework or mechanism by which the State and 
counties could come together in a formal partnership to provide community-based 
intermediate sanctions and programs. The partnership consists of dividing the duties and 
responsibilities among the State and counties for the provision of such sanctions. Prior to 
the enactment of Partnership Act, there was little incentive for Florida counties to initiate 

n [d. 
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community-based, intermediate sanctions in their respective jurisdictions other than a need 
to meet the pressure of their own local correctional needs. No financial incentive had 
previously existed until the Community Corrections Partnership Act. However, the 
Partnership Act has experienced a very limited implementation so far. The following 
discussion represents a broad overview of the current status of intermediate, community
based sanctions in the state administered by the Department of Corrections, the Department 
of Health and Rehabilitative Services, and Florida counties. 

Florida Depal1ment of Corrections Initiatives 

The state of Florida, primarily through the Department of Corrections (DC), 
currently operates a number of correctional services that provide the courts with a series of 
intermediate, community based sanctions. Among these are a series of community 
supervision options, which include forms such as traditional probation and parole, supervised 
community release, administrative and drug offender probation, community control, and 
control release. As of June 30, 1992, over 124,000 offenders were included in DC's active 
supervision caseload.78 This compares to the approximately 47,000 offenders who were 
under DC custody in secure facilities as of June 30, 1992.79 Augmenting these forms of 
community-based supervision provided by DC is electronically-monitored home confinement 
or "House Arrest". As recently as June, 1993, DC supervised over 800 offenders in 1993 
who were returned to the community under these conditions. 

Beyond the various probation alternatives that enable the Department to supervise 
the behavior of offenders who have been returned to the community, the Department 
operates a number of community-based, non-secure facilities either directly or through 
contractual arrangements with private service providers. Included among these are a 
number of non-secure drug treatment beds operated under contract with Disc Village 
(Tallahassee), the Salvation Army (Jacksonville, Ft. Myers), and other private service 
providers. In addition, the Department contracts with a number of private entities to 
provide long term residential drug treatment beds in a number of jurisdictions, including 
Orlando, Ft. Pierce, Miami, and Sarasota. Both groups of facilities represent efforts by DC 
to target probation violators or persons placed on more intensive forms of supervision where 
the problem underlying the criminal activity is substance abuse. As currently structured) 
drug treatment, work, and other programming alternatives are provided to offenders in these 
facilities. As of July, 1992, the Department had entered into contract arrangements for the 
operation of 511 non-secure drug treatment beds and 100 long-term residential treatment 
beds. 

78 Florida Department of Corrections, 1992~93 Annual Repon, Corrections As A Bz(siness: Making Public 
Dollars Go Funker 95 (September 14, 1993) (Tallahassee, Florida)[hereinafter Fla. DC, 1992-92 Annual Report]. 

79 Id. at 62. 
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In addition to providing for the operation of drug treatment facilities at the 
community level in order to provide an alternative mix of punishment and rehabilitation to 
drug-related offenders, the state of Florida, through DC, operates a number of probation 
and restitution centers throughout the state. These facilities are designed to house offenders 
who violate terms of probation or community control while they work, receive treatment, 
or attend school. Beyond this target group, probation and restitution centers also are 
designed to provide residential-based correctional services to persons who are placed on 
probation or community control and who are required to receive out-patient substance abuse 
counseling. Under relevant portions of Florida law, these centers are intended to provide 
the court with an "alternative to committing offenders to more secure state correctional 
institutions ... " and to assist DC in supervising offenders who receive sentences of probation 
or community contro1.80 Therefore, these centers are considered diversionary in nature. As 
of July, 1992, DC operated 9 probation and restitution centers in the state, with a combined 
capacity of 380 beds. 

The Department of Corrections has established 33 Community Correctional Centers 
(CC Centers) which operate on a statewide system. CC Centers are facilities where some 
appropriate former state prisoners make their transition back into the community when they 
are within their last sixty (60) months of release from prison. Therefore, these centers differ 
from the probation and restitution centers, which are centers utilized to divert offenders 
from the prison system. Offenders are placed in a CC Center after they have served time 
in the state prison system. The maximum capacity is currently over 2,300 for the CC Center 
system which has processed over 125,000 inmates since its inception in 1967.81 To be placed 
in a CC Center, a state prisoner's placement must first be recommended by the institution 
in which the prisoner is serving his sentence. The Department of Corrections, through the 
community work release unit, must then approve or reject the recommendation for 
placement in a CC Center. These centers are minimum security and offer a variety of 
services to the resident offenders from drug and alcohol abuse counseling to educational and 
vocational training. Although it is a goal of the Department to place an offender in a 
community correctional center as close to their community as possible, ultimately, placement 
depends on bed space availability and the ability of programs offered within the various 
centers located statewide to meet the correctional needs of the offender. 

The Youthful Offender Program Office within the Department of Corrections 
operates a youthful offender boot camp in the Sumter Correctional Institution. The "basic 
training" program contains 100 beds for youthful offenders to follow a military regimen for 

80 F1..A .• STAT. § 944.026 (1) (c) (1993). 

81 Florida Department of Corrections, Community Correctional Centers: Philosophy and Programs 
(Community Work Release Unit) (January, 1993) (Tallahassee, Florida). 
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a period of 90 to 120 days.82 The program, which takes selected firstMtime offenders of age 
24 or younger, contains many psychological and educational services while requiring 
participation in a strenuous physical regimen. With a current lawful ca;:>acity of 149, the 
boot camp has graduated 820 inmates during the period of December 1987 to 1992.83 Of 
the 820 inmates graduated, 602 (73.8%) did not return to the DC system within the first year 
following completion of the boot camp program, and 218 (26.6%) returned to the DC 
system within one year within a new sentence or a technical violation.84 

A final initiative undertaken by the state in order to promote intermediate, 
community base sanctions is in the area of county work camps. Many work camps are being 
constructed and operated by the state (Department of Corrections) either separately or 
within a correctional institution, with at least 16 in operation as of September, 1993.85 

However, in 1991, the Legislature enacted a statute which provides for county work camps 
through state funding.86 As contemplated by the relevant statutory provision, DC would be 
responsible for the construction and operating costs of such facilities, which will be designed 
as minimum security in order to house offenders who are targeted for correctional 
programming as well as "publicly visible" community service activities as part of their 
sentences. Intended 1.0 be operated by interested counties, the development, financing, and 
operation of these facilitIes have been provided for under the provisions of chapters 950 and 
951, Florida Statutes. 

Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services Initiatives 

The Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (HRS) serves as the 
state agency responsible for management of the continuum of juvenile programs and services 
for delinquent juvenile offenders. This continuum of programs and services includes 
prevention, detention, commitment, re-entry, and aftercare elements, many of which are 
provided by both private and nonMprofit organizations through contractual agreements with 
HRS. (see Table Z) Detention facilities, distinct from commitment facilities, are operated 
solely by HRS and are considered the juvenile equivalent of jail in the adult system, but 

82 Florida Department of Corrections, Basic Training Program (Youthful Offender Program Office) 
(pamphlet) (Tallahassee, Florida). 

83 Florida Department of Corrections, Boot Camp Infonnation: Cu"ent Statistics (Youthful Offender Program 
Office) (February 1994) (Tallahassee, Florida). The total graduation rate for the program during the same five 
year period is 48.8% Id. . 

84 Id. 

8S Fla. DC, 1992-92 Annual Report 63-64. 

86 See Ch. 91-225, §7, 1991 Fla. Laws 2257 (creating FLA. STAT. § 950.002 (1991)). 
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contain strict parameters on the actual detention of a juvenile. The state is broken into 15 
juvenile justice districts and 5 commitment service regions. Juveniles are placed in the 
residential and non-residential commitment facilities or programs locate'd within their 
districts or regions as often as possible.87 

The juvenile justice commitment programs are categorized into 4 levels of 
restrictiveness, numbered evenly, beginning with level II as the least restrictive, and moving 
up to level VIII, the most restrictive commitment level. In addition to commitment 
programs, Youth Shelters serve as a preventative element in Florida's juvenile justice system. 
Youth Shelters are operated by the Florida Network of Youth and Family Services which 
is a statewide association that provides facilities and programs that give shelter and services 
to run away youths through contractual agreement with HRS. 

Level II programs are non-residential day treatment programs, with a capacity of 
1,980 slots.88 A large portion of these are intensive probation, re-entry, and aftercare 
programs supervised by trained counselors. These programs combine individual and group 
emotional, psychological, and drug abuse counseling, educational and vocational training, 
and individual treatment based on the juvenile's needs. These programs are located in 
virtually every district and county throughout the state. Juveniles participating in higher 
level commitment programs generally go through this level when returning to the 
community. Associated Marine Institutes (AMI) are day time programs which provide 
educational and on-the-job training in marine-related areas. Training and Rehabilitation 
of Youth Centers (1RY) provide co-educational services in the areas of educational and 
vocational programming, community service, and counseling. 

Level IV programs, with a total capacity of 307 slots, begin the residential 
commitment portion of the juvenile justice continuum of programs.89 Three general types 
of programs are offered. Outdoor camps are referred to as Short Term Offender Programs 
(STOP camps). Stop camps are located in state parks and forests, utilizing outdoor work, 
counseling, recreation, and educational programming as part of the curriculum. Group 
Homes are residential programs operated by trained families. Juveniles are provided with 
individual and group counseling and are encouraged to participate in local schools, work, 
and community activities. AMI Host Homes are weekday residential components of level 
II AMI programs for youths whose families live too far away from the program sites. 

87 Juveniles are also placed in juvenile detention centers located in the same region in which they live. 

88 Florida Commission on Juvenile Justice, 1993 Annual Report to the Legislature 86 (December 30, 1993) 
(Tallahassee, Florida)[hereinafter CJJ 1993 Annual Report]. 

89 Id. at 89. 
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Level VI programs, which are also residential, are for more serious juvenile offenders 
than the previous two levels. There are 753 slots available in the Level VI commitment 
portion of the system.90 Three general types of programs operate within this level. Halfway 
Houses provide educational opportunities, counseling, and community interaction. Some 
juveniles are also allowed to obtain outside employment. Treatment Centers, consisting of 
a diverse group of programs, are used to address specific needs of individual youths by 
providing many types of counseling, community service, work, and educational services. 
Outdoor camps provide counseling and educational services, while focusing on outdoor 
activities such as job training and athletic programming. 

Level VlII programs, containing 532 slots, are the most n!strictive commitment 
programs offered in th(! juvenile justice continuum of services.91 These programs are 
physically or staff secure, meaning that the juveniles are restrained from leaving the 
premises of the program site. Four types of programs are offered at this level. Boot camps 
offer para-military type~ discipline and enhanced alternative education techniques. The 
needs of the community may also be reflected in the services provided at the camp. 
Training Centers are geared to treat the specific needs of the juvenile offender. A full 
range of educational, vocational, recreational, and counseling services are provided at the 
Training Centers. Training schools and SHOP programs are included in this category. 
Work camps place juvt~niles in labor-intensive environmental projects to develop good work 
habits and self-discipline. Educational and vocational services are follow-up components to 
work camp programs. Intensive halfway houses provide close supervision for groups of 
juveniles, while offering educational, and vocational services, counseling, community service, 
and individual treatment. 

Florida County Initiatives 

While no pfievious attempt has been made to conduct a comprehensive program 
inventory of county initiatives aimed at providing intermediate sanctions and programs in 
the state of Florida, relying on information collected in the ACIR surveys, it is clear that a 
number of counties have moved forward in this area. The ACIR intermediate, community
based sanction surveys of the County Administrators and the State Attorney offices resulted 
in coverage of programs and sanctions available in 44 differ,ent counties. Based on the 
information obtained through the two ACIR surveys during November, 1993, it is evident 
that the majority of counties in Florida have implemented one or more community-based, 

90 Id. at 93. 

91Id. at 97. 
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intermediate sanction programs.92 At this time, the information provided by the counties 
and state attorneys is considered to be preliminary and will require further verification.93 

Based on the information available through the ACIR surveys, the complete inventory of 
programs implemented by each county is displayed in a series of tables appearing at the end 
of this report. (see Tables A - X) A summary of the number of counties that have 
implemented some intermediate sanction programs appears below (see also Table Y): 

Community Corrections Progralms and # of Counties that have 
Intermediate Sanctions a Program 

Community Service 39 

Military-Style Boot Camps 9 

Day Reporting Centers 4 

Emergency Shelters 10 

Half-Way Houses 5 

House Arrest/Detention 32 

In-Patient Counseling (Drug/Alcohol 20 
Abuse- Mter Treatment) 

In-Patient Drug/Alcohol Abuse 26 
Treatment (Detoxification) 

Intensive Supervision Probation 14 

Out-Patient Counseling (Drug/Alcohol 31 
Abuse-Mter Treatment) 

92 The types of programs listed in the survey questionnaire distributed to the county administrators and state 
attorneys included those described in publications addressing community corrections and intermediate sanctions 
and ACIR staff professional experience working in state atturney offices in two judicial circuits. As of February 
10, 1994, the response rate in the survey of county administrators was 44% or 31 of 67 counties and the response 
rate for the survey of state attorneys was 34% or 23 of 67 counties within the 20 judicial circuits. The 
information from both surveys combined allowed for coverage of 44 counties, or 65% of the Florida counties 
in this description of community corrections and intermediate sanction programs. 

93 It should be recognized that such verification is difficult to achieve. In addition, for any programs and 
sanctions which were named as being shared with the state, verification is difficult to achieve because of the 
possible involvement of many state agencies, such as the Department of Corrections, the Department of Health 
and Rehabilitative Services, and the Department of Education. 
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Out-Patient Drug/Alcohol Abuse 27 
Treatment (Detoxification) 

Supervised Pre-Trial Intervention 33 
Agreements 

Pre-Trial Release 28 

Psychological or Family Counseling 29 

Seminars 011 a Wide Array of Subjects 14 

Sexually Transmitted Disease Testing 21 
and/ or COUlnseling 

Urine Drug Screen 31 

Victim-Offender Mediation 12 

Victim Restitution 32 

Vocational/Educational Programs 32 

Week-End Jan 29 

Work Release Facilities 21 

Work Camps 6 (one facility services 
Marion, Sumter, and 
Citrus Counties) 

While the typ1es of programs covered in the responses to the ACIR surveys include 
a broad range, the programs that have actually been implemented by the largest number of 
counties include community service, house arrest/detention, supervised pre-trial 
intervention agreemlents, pre-trial release, urine drug screening, victim restitution, 
vocational/educational programs, and a wide selection of counseling programs (in and out
patient). The military-style boot camps were implemented recently, after 1990, in seven 
counties. Relying on the survey data again, it appears that most counties provide for some 
types of community seIvice and restitution through the probation agencies in their respective 
counties, however, usually there are no organized programs or centers established to utilized 
this sanction. Many counties, mostly the smaller, more rural counties offer little more than 
a county probation and sporadic community service and victim restitution as intermediate 
criminal sanctions. On the other hand, there are some counties that have been very 
innovative and have taken the initiative to provide a range of intermediate, community
based sanctions. Preeminent among these are Dade, Orange, and Volusia Counties, which 
have implemented cOIT.lprehensive systems of community based sanctions on their own 
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accord. Programs in these tthree counties are discussed in greater detail after the next 
Table. 

Based on the ACIR flurvey results, the types of offenders included in the community 
corrections and intermediate sanctions implemented by the counties vary by the type of 
program or sanction and county. However, the survey results indicate that a large number 
of the county programs in 'f~xistence include violent misdemeanants and felons, in addition 
to the non-violent offendrf~rs. The inclusion of juveniles in a program was specifically 
indicated by Manatee County for a military-style boot camp and counseling programs, and 
Lee County for House Arrest/Detention and Work-Release Facilities. 

The operation of the programs addressed in the ACIR survey results is primarily 
undertaken by the COUlnty. However, there were a number of programs for which 
privatization appears to IDe in existence. These programs include community service, house 
arrest/detention, in-patient and out-patient counseling programs, supervised pre-trial 
intervention agreements, sexually transmitted disease testing, urine drug screening, victim 
restitution, and vocational/ education programs. 

While budget information on these programs was requested, as part of the ACIR 
surveys, the inclusion of fiscal information was very limited. At this time, the fiscal 
information is considered preliminary and requires further verification. . Referring to a 
selection of the budget information that was provided, the following amounts are 
highlighted: 
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Community Corrections and County Budget 
Intermediat1e Sanctions Program FY 1992·93($) 

Community Service 
Alachua 158,000 
Broward 25,000 
Duval 37,000 
Orange 493,636 - -
Militaty-S.tJ,le Boot Camp 
Broward 200,000 
Lee 
Manatee -
In-Patien!; Drug/Alcohol Abuse 
Treatment (Detoxification) 
Alachua 318,000 
Broward 550,000 
Duval 70,000 
Dade 839,550 -
Pre-Trial Release 
Alachua 454,000 
BrowaJrd 700,000 
Highlands 30,000 
Lee 300,000 
Manatee 

Day Reporting 
Dade: 808,000 

r-" 
\Vork Release Facilities 
Alac:hua 291,600 
Broward 750,000 
Duval 1,325,152 
Lake 26,000 
Manatee 
Orange 1,350,000 
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144,000 
25,000 
38,500 
512,243 

400,000 
50,000 
541,540 

319,000 
450,000 
70,000 
839,500 

423,000 
700,000 
60,000 
320,000 
436,780 

1,161,700 

346,000 
750,000 
1,325,500 
36,650 
995,325 
1,472,048 
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Selected Profiles of Florida County Initiatives 

In Orange County, the County Corrections Department (OCCD) has defined its 
mission to include providing not only for the "care, custody, and control" of inmates, but also 
the responsibility to provide the "tools and environment for an offender to make behavioral 
changes" in his or her life. In addition, OeeD has established cost control as a second basic 
institutional goal. Here the Department's position is that "appropriate and well directed" 
programming in corrections not only is more effective than the traditional "warehousing" 
approach, but also is "significantly less expensive" as well. According to OeCD officials, cost 
saving~ can accrue from treatment-oriented sanction systems not only through reduced 
recidivism, but also through reduced capital and operating costs for correctional facilities. 

Reflecting its dual mission of providing treatment and cost effective correctional 
programming, oeCD over the course of the mid-to-Iate 1980's put into place a 
comprehensive system of intermediate community based sanctions. Included among the 
components of this system are the following: 

1. A pretrial release system that attempts to systematically screen newly arrested 
criminal defendants in order to identify those that can be safely released back 
into the community pending trial without compromising public safety or the 
integrity of the judicial process.. As part of this initiative, defendants are 
supervised by program staff during the period of their release and program 
staff coordinate social service referrals as well and monitor compliance with 
conditions of release imposed by the court. 

2. A pretrial diversion program that, in cooperation with the state attorney's 
office, attempts to divert from traditional prosecution and incarceration first 
time offenders who have been charged with nonviolent misdemeanor or third 
degree felony offenses. 

3. A home confinement program that removes both pretrial and sentenced 
inmates from the county jail system. Operating in a manner similar to an 
intensive supervision program, home confinement clients are seen several 
times a week by oeeD staff. These face-to-face contacts are augmented by 
telephone and collateral contacts .. 

4. An ambitious community service program whereby OCCD provides sentenced 
misdemeanor and felony offenders with placements in over 100 governmental 
and not-for-profit charitable worksites in the county. According to oeCD 
officials, the Orange County program is more structured than most community 
service programs, with offender schedules established at an initial officer
client meeting and with the offender being required to complete 8 hours of 
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5. 

community service per week until all service ordered by the court has been 
completed. 

A work release center that is designed to provide a structured residential 
treatment environment for appropriate offenders. Under this initiative, 
aCCD counseling staff work with residents of thl~ work release facility in 
group settings in order to help meet offender needs in such areas as sobriety, 
vocational/ educational deficits, personal finances, and social skills. In 
addition to providing such counseling services at the facility, program staff 
attempt to identify other areas of the offender's life that may need a more 
"clinically therapeutic approach", and often require facility residents with such 
needs to seek treatment through referrals to separate agencies. 

6. Misdemeanor probation services for the circuit and county courts. While the 
probation unit within aCCD provides traditional probation supervision, it also 
provides certain specialized services. Included among these are attempts to 
segregate certain offenders into specialized caseloads on the basis of offender 
needs. Among the specializations offered in this regard are mental health, 
incarcerated probationers, substance abuse, domestic violence, and spanish
speaking probationers. 

7. A mental health services unit that provides services to both jail inmates and 
community corrections clients. Within the jail system, mental health program 
staff provide assessment and minimal therapeutic services for forensic inmates 
who are held in isolation, and operate two (2) therapeutic programs in special 
cells for inmates with less severe problems. 

In addition to correctional services offered to criminal defendants and offenders who 
have been returned to the community, a number of programs are offered by aCCD to jail 
inmates while they remain incarcerated. A common thread running through each of these 
programming initiatives is the attempt to prepare jail inmates for their eventual return to 
the community. Reintegration is accomplished either through one or more community 
corrections programming initiatives, or upon their outright release from secure 
detention/incarceration. 

A second Florida jurisdiction that has exercised leadership on its own accord in order 
to develop a continuum of intermediate community-based sanctions is Dade County. 
According to official pronouncements of the Dade County Department of Corrections and 
Rehabilitation (DCDCR), the county has committed, through the Department, to the goal 
of reintegrating offenders into the community. Toward this end, the Department seeks to 
provide offenders with rehabilitative and personal development opportunities through 
vocational training, education, and counseling to provide for the successful return of 
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offenders to society. As with Orange County, local corrections officials also look to 
intermediate sanctions as cost effective insofar as they hold the potential to reduce the 
severe overcrowding that traditionally has been characteristic of the county jail system. 
Simply put, the ability of intermediate, community-based sanctions to divert from the local 
jail system large numbers of offenders is viewed as an effective tool for managing local jail 
population growth. 

The following represent the broad components of the Dade County approach to 
developing and implementing intermediate, community-based sanctions: 

1. Pretrial Services. Primarily responsible for conducting background 
investigations on newly arrested criminal defendants in order to make pretrial 
release recommendations to the court at first appearance hearings, the Dade 
County Pretrial Services Program has been instrumental in facilitating the 
release into the community of large numbers of defendants who are not 
viewed as posing risks to public safety or failure to appear. Beyond this, 
pretrial services also supervises released defendants at the direction of the 
court, and in this capacity assists the court in monitoring compliance with 
conditions of release established at first appearancf!. Finally, pretrial service 
staff also play an important role in screening newly arrested persons in order 
to determine their eligibility for various prosecution diversion and 
intermediate sanction programs. Included among these are the drug 
Diversion and Treatment Program and the Domestic Violence programming 
described below. 

2. Diversion and Treatment Program. According to official sources, this 
program seeks to divert first time drug offenders from jail at first appearance. 
Once identified as an eligible candidate by Pretrial Services program staff, 
defendants appear ,before a specialized court developed in conjunction with 
the state attorney, chief circuit judge, and the Dade County Office of 
Substance Abuse Control. Upon agreeing to terms established by the court, 
the defendant is released to the custody of pretrial services program staff for 
transport to a treatment center for enrollment. At a minimum, court imposed 
conditions require the defendant to receive substance abuse treatment and 
remain drug free for a specific time. Over the duration of their enrollment 
in drug treatment programming, participants receive intensive treatment that 
includes both traditional and innovative approaches. 

3. Domestic Violence Unit. As a joint effort by the judiciary of the Eleventh 
Judicial Circuit, the Dade County government, and various state agencies, the 
Domestic Violence Court Unit within DCDCR attempts to link criminal 
defendants who face domestic violence charges to private social service 
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providers for purposes of receiving treatment. Offenders who are deemed 
eligible for participation in this diversion program are released to the custody 
of pretrial services and are supervise~d by pretrial staff over the course of their 
participation in the program. 

4. Pretrial Diversion. As with other jurisdictions in Florida, Dade County makes 
use of a pretrial diversion program that is coordinated by the state attorney's 
office. Targeted at first time offenders who are charged with non-violent third 
degree felonies, this program offers the defendant the option of deferring 
prosecution pending successful completion of a period of probation that varies 
between 3 and 1::' months. The supervision and programming components of 
the pretrial diversion option vary widely, and range from substance abuse 
treatment, psychological counseling, and victim restitution payments. Upon 
successful completion of the program, the case against the defendant is 
dismissed by the state attorney's office and defendants have the option of 
requesting their criminal records to be sealed. 

5. House Arrest/Work Release. Housed within the Community Corrections 
Bureau of the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation; this program 
enables eligible inmates of the county jail system to work during the day and 
return either to their homes or to a local detention facility at the end of the 
day. Those offenders who are on house arrest are subject to electronic 
monitoring. 

6. Day Reporting Center. As a second program administered by the Community 
Corrections Bureau, the Day Reporting Center provides a variety of 
educational, training, and counseling services to offenders who have been 
released into the community. It acts as a more stringent supervisory tool that 
ensures public safety while providing the courts with an intermediate 
punishment as an alternative to incarceration or probation. 

In addition to these initiatives administered through various county and state agencies 
operating in Dade County, a unique public-private partnership was organized in the early 
1980's. This partnership was created in order to provide the courts with a series of 
alternatives to incarceration for both pretrial defendants and convicted offenders. 
Incorporated in the state of Florida under the title 'The Alternative Programs, Inc.", the 
"Alternative", as it is more commonly known, operates on a combination of state, local, and 
private funding in order to target certain offenders for diversion from state prison and the 
Dade County jail system. In place of these sentencing options, the program offers a strong, 
intra-community supervision component with extensive social, educational, and rehabilitative 
services to persons eligible for placement. 
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Volusia County is another county which is considered a leader in the area of 
developing and implementing intermediate, community-based sanctions needed in its 
jurisdiction. Many of Volusia County's programs have been developed just over the last five 
years. Such initiative and development can be attributed to the strength and dedication of 
key figures such as the County Commission, State Attorney, Judiciary, and both Jail and 
Trial Court Administration. The implementation of some of the pretrial diversionary 
programs, services, and sanctions administered both in and out of the jail has played some 
part in holding Volusia County out as a state "model" for jail administration in a recent 
ACIR jail study.94 Some of Volusia County's intermediate sanction initiatives include: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Pretrial Release. A pretrial release program which systematically and 
immediately screens and identifies arrested defendants who may be safely 
released into the community pending their trial. These offenders are 
identified as posing no risk of public safety by virtue of the crime committed 
and the criminal and known psychological history of the defendant. To be 
eligible for pretrial release, the defendant must also pose both no risk of 
leaving the jurisdiction of the authorities and no risk of avoiding the charge 
or criminal process. This program operates under the purview of the Volusia 
County Department of Judicial Services. 

Pretrial Agreements. A pretrial diversion program that attempts to divert first 
time non-violent misdemeanor, and in some cases, third degree felony 
offenders from prosecution and incarceration. Such "agreements" are made 
between the prosecutor and the defendant to complete certain conditions or 
requirements which typically last either six or twelve months. Upon successful 
completion of the agreement and expiration of the time, prosecution against 
that defendant will be "dropped". These agreements can either be 
"unsupervised" (supervised by the prosecutor) or "supervised" by the Office of 
the Trial Court Administrator. 

Domestic Abuse Counseling. A longer term counseling program for persons 
either charged with or convicted of a crime involving domestic violence. 
Counseling is conducted either on an individual or group basis by 
professionals which have substantial experience and training in domestic 
violence. The program attempts to charge fees upon the offender based on 
a sliding scale. 

4. Victim-Offender Mediation. It was established to divert certain cases from 
the court system. This mediation includes disputes which had previously 
resulted in non-violent criminal charges. It is administered by trained 

94 See ACIR Jail Financing Report. 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

professionals that are experienced in mediating disputes. Only cases in which 
victim and prosecution approval are obtained and it is determined that the 
dispute can e resolved, will a case be referred by the State Attorney's Office 
to the program. 

Lecture or Seminar Series. There are certain lecture series that are set up in 
both adult and juvenile systems. For juveniles, first time offenders who are 
eiigible to go through the JASP program must attend lectures which are 
org:.mized by the JASP program in coordination with the State Attorney's 
Office. These lectures have an educational component concerning crime and 
consequences. For adults, there are two different programs available. The 
first program that was established was through the Amicus Curiae Foundation 
(ACF) which was originally established to use private funding to provide 
educational seminars to certain non-violent misdemeanants. The lectures last 
for a full day and are geared for offenders charged with possession of 
cannabis under 20 grams, shoplifting, and uttering a worthless check. The 
other program, PAVE (Providing Alternatives to Violence through 
Education), was established by Salvation Army Probation, a county court 
probation, which provides a long lecture series for certain misdemeanants on 
subjects in(Juding anger management and domestic violence and the legal 
consequences. 

House arrest. This program is administered by the Salvation Army and Pride, 
Inc., both county court probation agencies, for misdemeanor offenders who 
would otherwise be sentenced to jail. This program involves an electronic 
monitoring devise which confines the offender to his home. 

'Jtber Adolescent/Juvenile Programs. Volusia County is in the process of 
implementing several juvenile programs. Included is a schooling program 
which is administered by the staff of Stewart-Marchman Treatment Center, 
a county facility, for ;-'.veniles with drug or alcohol abuse problems. While 
providing educational services to these adolescents, there is intensive 
rehabilitative treatment and counseling provided. In addition, details are 
currently being finalized for a State Attorney Juvenile Boot Camp. 

Although Orange, Dade, and Volusia Counties appear to hold leadership positions 
among Florida counties in the sense that they appear to have developed the most 
comprehensive and systematic series of intermediate, community-based sanctions, other 
jurisdictions have taken steps co develop and implement discrete initiatives on their own 
accord. For example, Manatee and Sarasota Counties have developed programs which offer 
the courts a variety of community-based sanctions in order to divert misdemeanor offenders 
from jail and juvenile detention. Manatee County has programs which include supervised 
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pretrial release, residential and out-patient drug abuse treatment and counseling, 
psychological counseling, supervised pretrial intervention agreements for non-violent 
misdemeanants, and a military-style boot camp for juvenile offenders, among others.95 

Sarasota County's initiatives include victim-offender mediation, vocational and educational 
programs for non-violent misdemeanants, in-patient alcohol and drug abuse treatment and 
counseling, and a work release facility is currently being proposed.96 Several other counties, 
such as Palm Beach and Seminole Counties, have attempted to pursue various alternatives 
through the recently enacted Community Corrections Partnership Act.97 It is to a discussion 
of this Act that attention is next directed. 

The Florida Community Corrections Partnership Act 

As a result of the population pressures placed upon state correctional facilities in 
the mid-1980's and the aforementioned implications posed by various "build-out" and 
emergency release strategies, state-level policy makers began to direct attention to 
alternatives that would help address these problems. Through both the legislative and 
executive branches of Florida state government, policy proposals were developed which 
envisioned a comprehensive system of intermediate, community-based sanctions that would 
be provided for through a state-county partnership. These efforts eventually cu.lminated in 
the enactment of the "Florida Community Corrections Partnership Act" by the 1991 Florida 
Legislature.98 In the paragraphs that follow, a brief overview of the legislative history of this 
initiative is presented in addition to a detailed description of the legislation that currently 
exists in this area. 

95 Taken from the ACIR survey results conducted on the State Attorney's Office located in Manatee county. 

96 Information obtained from the ACIR survey responses from the County Administration and the Office 
of the State Attorney located in Sarasota County. 

97 In FY 1991-92, Orange, Dade, and Palm Beach Counties all submitted proposals for funds appropriated 
to the Community Corrections Assistance Trust Fund. Palm Beach County received a gr:>nt in the amount of 
$150,000, the total amount appropriated to the Trust Fund. During the same year, Marion, Sumter, and Citrus 
Counties submitted a joint proposal for a Tri-County Work Camp. This proposal was accepted and received 
approximately $2.0 million for capital outlay from monies appropriated separately from the Trust Fund. In FY 
1992-93, Manatee, Seminole, and Escambia Counties submitted proposals for Community Corrections Assistance 
Trust Fund grants. Seminole County received $50,000 to renovate a work release facility and Escambia received 
$100,000 for a drug court and after-treatment from the total $150,000 appropriated to the Trust Fund that year. 
It was not until 1993 that the Tri-County Work Camp received funding for operations of the work camp. From 
an appropriation separate from the Assistance Trust Fund, the Tri-County Work Camp project received 
approximately $2.158 million for operational costs. 

98 Ch. 91-225, §§ 3-4,1991 Fla. Laws 2253 (codified at FLA. STAT. §§ 948.50, .51 (1991)) (amended by Ch. 92-
310, § 33, 1992 Fla. Laws 2980). 
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Legislative History of the Florida Community Corrections Partnership Act of 1991 

In the midst of the state prison system overcrowding crisis that emerged in the mid-
1980's, key policy makers in the Florida Legislature and the Office of Governor Bob 
Martinez grew increasingly concerned over the ability of the state to fund sufficient new 
prison capacity to match the e>..-plosive growth evident in prison admissions. Faced with 
estimates suggesting that the current sentencing structures and sanction alternatives would 
require the addition of over 40,000 new prison beds by 1991-92, and nearly 96,000 by 1994-
95, attention began to be directed at devising sentencing alternatives that would divert non
violent offenders from the state prison system in order to increase the system's capability 
to incarcerate serious, violent offenders for more extended periods of time. Such goals 
would not be realized with the status quo of sentencing guidelines99 and the operation of the 
various early release mechanisms100 put into place by the Florida Legislature to control the 
prison populations at "lawful capacity".101 Within the Office of the Governor, key staff 
embraced the concept of a community corrections partnership act as a means toward these 
ends, and conducted site visits of the Minnesota and Indiana programs. Giving impetus to 
this proposal was the work of the Florida Crime Prevention and Law Enforcement Study 
Commission, which was created by the Legislature in 1987.102 This commission 

99 See generally FLA. STAT., Chapter 921. The 1993 Legislature has significantly amended this chapter by the 
passage and enactment of Senate Bill No. 26-B also known as the "Safe Streets Initiative of 1994". Ch.93-406, 
§§ 1-5, 10-2:5, Fla. Laws 2911, 2912-2923, 2925-2958. 

100 Presently in 1993, controlled release occurs when prison system population reaches 99% of the lawful 
capacity. The 1993 Legislature, during Special Session "B", amended the statute from the pre\'ious controlled 
release authority which had manifested at 97.5% of the lawful capacity. Ch. 93-406, § 27, 1993 Fla. Laws 2911, 
2960 (amending loLA. STAT. § 947.146 (Supp. 1992». Emergency Control Release may take effect at 99.5%, 
however it has never been necessary to utilize this mechanism. Ch. 93-406, § 27, 1993 Fla. Laws 2911, 2963 
(amending FLA. STAT. § 947.146 (7), 944.598 (Supp 1992»; Florida Department of Corrections, 1992-93 Annual 
Report 42-43 (Tallahassee, Florida) (1993) [hereinafter DOC 92-93 Annual Report]. 

101 The Florida Legislature created the term "lawful capacity." Department of Corrections, 1992-93 Annual 
Report, 42-43 (1993) (Tallahassee, Florida) [hereinafter DOC 1992-92 Annual Report]; see FLA. STAT. §§ 944.023 
(1) (b); .096 (1) (b) (1993). Technically, lawful capacity means the number of inmates the Department of 
Corrections can legally house which is calculated by increasing the design capacity by 33 percent; lawful capacity 
is 133% of the design capacity. Thus, for every 100 design prison beds in the system, the Department may house 
133 prisoners. DOC 1992-93 Annual Report at 42-43. Lawful capacity is calculated on the system as a whole 
(male and female institutions and fadHties combined), and the Department is not bound by lawful capacity per 
individual facility. FlA. STAT. § 944.023 (1) (b) (1991). The only exceptions to this lawful capacity calculation 
formula are Florida State Prison (men's), maximum confinement units, and contract beds, which do not have 
the 33 % added to the design capCJ.city. Therefore, for these types of facilities, the lawful capacity is the actual 
design capacity. DOC 1992-93 Annual Report at 42-43. 

102 Ch. 87-243, §§ 53-54, 1987 Fla. Laws 1622, 1663. 
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recommended that the Legislature "consider the development of a community corrections 
concept to expand the array of sentencing alternatives to incarceration".103 Within the State 
Legislature, House Speaker Tom Gustafson also developed a comprehensive series of 
criminal justice and corrections reforms that called for a state-wide community corrections 
system that would be realized through a state-local partnership.104 While proposals giving 
force to these and other systems of intermediate,community-based sanctions were 
considered by the Legislature over the 1988-1990 period, it was not until 1991 that 
legislation passed and was effective. 

Key Provisions of the Florida Community Corrections Partnership Act 

As embodied in sections 3 and 4 of Chapter 91-225, Laws of Florida, the Florida 
Community Corrections Partnership Act signaled Florida's intent to establish a full 
continuum of intermediate community based sanctions in partnership with its county 
governments. IDS As amended by the 1992 Florida Legislature, the key provisions of the Act 
include the following: 

L A Statement of Goals and Objectives. In addition to providing for the punishment 
and accountability of crirninal offenders, the Act contains an expression of legislative 
intent to: 

a. divert non-violent offenders from the state system by providing for 
community-based sanctions in lieu of prison time, and to thereby reserve 
existing prison capacity for the most dangerous offenders; 

b. 

c. 

d. 

establish a state and county partnership for correctional programs and 
facilities to effectively disburse state funds to the counties to build and 
operate corrections programs 

maintain safe and cost efficient community corrections programs that also 
require supervision, counseling, and substance abuse testing, assessment, and 
treatment of appropriate offenders; 

provide alternative punishments/programs that are available to the judge at 

103 Florida Crime Prevention and Law Enforcement Study Commission Final Report to the Legislature at 
25-26 (January 1, 1989) (Tallahassee, Florida). 

104 Gustafson, T., "Criminal Justice Proposal" 2-8 (on file with the Office of the 1988-90 House Speaker 
Thomas Gustafson) (Tallahassee, Horida) (1989). 

105 Ch. 91-225, §§ 3-4, 1991 Fla. Laws 2253. 
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2. 

3. 

e. 

sentencing and for pretrial intervention; 

in contracting counties, reduce the number of non-violent felons committed 
to the state system and the number of non-violent misdemeanants (and felons) 
committed to the county detention system by punishing such offenders in the 
community or by requiring them to live in community-based facilities; 

f" extend the average length of stay for those offenders sentenced to community 
corrections programs beyond that which they would have served in a state 
prison facility. 

A Funding Mechanism. The Act also currently provides for a funding mechanism 
whereby Florida counties are authorized to contract with the state Department of 
Corrections (DC) in order to receive state funds for community corrections facilities 
and programs. Such funds are to be used for the following purposes: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

for the provision of community-based corrections programs within county
owned or county contracted residential probation programs; 

for the provision of non-incarcerative diversionary programs for juvenile or 
adult offenders who otherwise would be housed in a county detention facility, 
a state juvenile detention facility, or a state correctional institution; 

for the provision of community-ba.sed drug treatment programs by licensed 
providers; 

funding for the enhancement of programs within county detention facilities; 

e. funding for local efforts designed to enhance public safety and crime 
prevention. 

Funding Prohibitions. In addition to specifying areas that are targeted for state 
community corrections funding, the Act contains specific prohibitions that prohibit 
the expenditure of state funds on the following: 

a. fixed capital outlay for the constIUction, addition, renovation, or operation of 
any adult or juvenile secure detcmtion facility; 

b. construction, addition, renovation, or operation of any state facility; 

c. the salary of any state probatIon and parole officer. 
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4. 

5. 

Maintenance of Local Funding Effort. The Act also contains a "maintenance of local 
effort" provision which specifies that community corrections funds may not be used 
to supplant current county funds used for correctional expenses of the county. More 
specifically, the Act provides that "a contracting county shall not diminish its previous 
year level of spending" for county correctional expenses in order to receive and 
continue to receive Community Corrections Partnership Act funding. 

County Eligibility Provisions. In order to be eligible for state community corrections 
funds, a county must first: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

establish a public safety coordinating council (previously known as a county 
correctional planning committee) as provided in section 951.26, F.S.; 

designate a county officer or agency to be responsible for administering 
community corrections funds received from the state; 

through the public safety coordinating council, prepare, develop, and 
implement a comprehensive public safety plan. The plan is to cover at least 
a 5-year period, and must include the following: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

a description of programs offered for the placement of offenders in the 
community; 

a specification of the type and scope of community-based intermediate 
sentencing options to be offered and the types and numbers of 
offenders to be included in each program; 

specific goals and objectives for reducing the projected number of 
commitments to the state prison system of persons with presumptive 
sentences of 22 months or less pursuant to the sentencing guidelines; 

specific evidence of the population status of all programs that are 
part of the plan. Such evidence must indicate that the programs do 
not include offenders who otherwise would have been on a less 
intensive form of community supervision; 

monthly assessments by the public safety coordinating council 
of the population status of all probation programs owned, operated, 
or contracted for by the county, including county residential probation 
programs; 

assessment by the public safety coordina.ting council of the population 
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6. 

7. 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

status; of all correctional facilities owned or contract,ed for by the 
county; 

assessment of substance abuse interventions and treatment programs 
and thle assessment of population status of offenders in need of and to 
be placed in such programs; 

project,ed needs for the construction of county detention facilities and 
diversionary programs; 

annual performance measures that permit an evaluation of the extent 
to which a county complies with its plan; 

a plan for ongoing involvement and education of the community 
regarding the purposes and accomplishments of community correcticns 
programs; 

verification by the public safety coordinating council that the current 
percentage of county funding for community corrections efforts have 
not been and will not be reduced by community corrections funds 
which may be received from the state; and 

a description of program costs and funding sources for each 
community corrections program, including state community corrections 
funds, grants, loans, and other financial assistance. 

In order to be eligible to receive initial state community corrections funds, the 
plan must be approved by the county's board of county commissioners and 
DC. 

Suspension of State Funding If Noncompliance. In order to be eligible for continued 
funding, the county must substantially comply with the goals, standards, and 
objectives set forth in its plan, and other standards or requirements established in the 
Act, as determined by DC. Where DC determines that there are reasonable grounds 
to believe that a county is not in substantial compliance with its plan or with other 
standards provided in the Act or by DC, a procedure is delineated in the Act to 
suspend state community corrections funding to the county. 

State Responsibilities - Department of Corrections. Under the provisions of the Act, 
DC is charged with the following duties and responsibilities: 

a. administering the Community Corrections Partnership Act; 
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8. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

submitting an annual report to the Governor and Legislature concerning the 
effectiveness of participating counties in diverting non-violent offenders from 
the state system; 

providing technical assistance and training to local governments, non-profit 
entities, and county public safety coordinating councils in the areas of 
community corrections and the Act itself; 

developing minimum standards, policies, and administrative rules for statewide 
implementation of the Act; 

reviewing local correctional plans and providing contract funding in order to 
distribute state community corrections funds to the local level; 

conducting reviews, on at least an annual basis, of all program measures in 
order to insure accountability. 

In addition to these responsibilities, DC is charged with ensuring county compliance 
with approved correctional plans. 

Provisions for a Community Corrections Assistance Trust Fund. The Act established 
a trust fund within the Treasury of the State of Florida; the Community Corrections 
Assistance Trust Fund~ Moneys appropriated to this fund are to be administered by 
DC for the purposes of providing contract funds to the counties upon approval of the 
plans submitted and determination of amount of state funding. All moneys 
appropriated by the Legislature for community corrections purposes are to be 
deposited in this trust fund and DC is authorized to allocate funding for county 
community corrections partnership contracts to the extent authorized by the General 
Appropriations Act. 

Implementation Status of Florida's Partnership Act 

Thus constituted, the Florida Community Corrections Partnership Act is similar to 
legislation adopted in other states in the sense that it contemplates, and provides for, a true 
partnership between state and local government in order to establish a statewide continuum 
of locally operated intermediate, community-based sanctions at state expense. Despite the 
ambitious nature of the program envisioned by legislative and executive branch officials who 
crafted the Act and successfully navigated it through the legislative process in 1991, there 
has been only limited implementation of the Community Corrections Partnership Act. Thus, 
only three counties have been the recipients of state community corrections funds via the 
community corrections assistance trust fund established by the Act. 
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Through this fund, only a scant amount of state money has been made available for 
community corrections grants to counties to implement intermediate, community-based 
facilities and programs. The total amount of money the Legislature has appropriated to the 
trust fund to-date is $300,000. The specific programs funded to-date through the trust fund 
include a 20 bed Palm Beach County Drug Farm during fiscal year 1991-92 ($150,000); a 
renovation project in Seminole County in order to establish a county work release center 
during fiscal year 1992-93 ($50,000); and also during fiscal year 1992-93, a drug court 
program in Escambia County that is modeled after the Dade County program for the after 
treatment component of the program ($100,000). 

A 256 bed tri-county work camp facility (serving Marion, Sumter, and Citrus 
Counties) was developed and proposed for state funding under a statute other than the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act. The Tri-County Work Camp plan or proposal 
conformed to the "plan" format set forth in the Partnership Act. However, the funding for 
this facility was received pursuant to another section of the Florida Statutes, "county work 
camps", whereby state money was appropriated to two tmst funds (for construction and 
operations) created under that section. Located in Marion County, this facility has been 
developed pursuant to the provisions of section 950.002, Florida Statutes, and is projected 
to house equal numbers of misdemeanants who normally would have served time in a local 
jail and felony offenders who otherwise would have been subject to supervision or 
incarceration by the state Department of Corrections. In 1991, the State provided 
approximately $2.0 million for capital outlay to build the tri-county work camp facility. In 
1993, the State Legislature eventually funded the Tri-County Work Camp project an 
additional $2.158 million for operational expenditures. The funding for the Tri-County 
Work Camp was not funded under the Community Corrections Assistance Trust Fund. 'The 
project was funded separately from the assistance trust fund and was appropriated directly 
under the Department of Corrections under the Community Corrections Construction Trust 
Fund and the Community Corrections Operating Trust Fund. 

Identification of Limiting Factors to Successful Implementation 

In attempting to identify factors that might explain the limited implementation of the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act, a number of issues can be raised. Initially, it must 
be acknowledged that although Florida Department of Corrections officials stress that 
counties must be integrally involved for the Act to be a success, state funding levels have 
not been sufficient to attract local interest. Moreover, many state and local officials 
recognize that Florida's county governments have considerable distrust of the state that is 
traceable to various issues such as Article V funding, the spill over effects of state prison 
overcrowding on local jails, and the larger issue of state mandates on local government. It 
could be argued that this distrust has manifested itself in local fears that should counties 
make the commitment to become involved in a community corrections partnership, the state 
ultimately will back out of the program; leaving the county to completely fund yet another 
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program. In addition, counties would be left to fund correctional facilities and services that, 
while delivered at the local level in a community corrections program, would be serving 
many offenders who traditionally have been the responsibility of the state. 

A final series of questions that have been raised in attempting to explain the limited 
implementation of Florida's Community Corrections Partnership Act concern the 
structure of the Act itself and the incentives it provides for state and county involvement. 
While the National Association of Counties acknowledges that community corrections acts 
in general offer a number benefits to counties,106 no attempt at assessing the extent to which 
the design of Florida Act meets the perceived needs of the state's counties had been made 
until now. In this context, while the scant funding that has been allocated to the Partnership 
Act may be the most proximate cause of its limited implementation, funding limitations 
placed in the Act may, in turn, be attributable to the lack of county interest in pressuring 
the Legislature to more adequately fund the program. 

County Administrator SUlVey Results 

At the time of first printing of this report, February, 1994, the survey responses from 
the County Administrators were 31 out of 67 counties or 46%. In addition to gathering a 
intermediate sanction and program inventory of Florida counties, the survey attempted to 
determine why counties were not participating in the Partnership Act and elicited opinions 
fo~ necessary changes to the statute. Among many, the County Administrator survey found: 

1. The Community Corrections Partnership Act needs to have a dedicated funding 
source for continued funding of facilities and programs 5mplemented under the Act. 
The majority of counties' number one priority for change to make the Partnership 
Act more effective was the establishment of a dedicated funding source in order to 
fund the implementation and maintenance of community-based, intermediate 
sanctions and programs. 

2. The planning requirements under the Act are deemed to be both too complicated 
to understand, and if understood, too lengthy and burdensome for county compliance. 
Without state funding for the planning process and technical assistance for the plan 
development stage and facility and program implementation, counties indicated they 
could not participate in the Act. 

3. The "maintenance of local effort" requirement or statutory prohibition agaim;t 
supplantation of currently county-funded sanctions and programs with state funding 
received is an undesirable provision in the Act from the Florida county perspective. 
Many counties, most of them being the larger. nore powerful counties, currently fund 

106 See generally Orrick, Local Needs Being Served? 
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;-o. 

many community-based sanctions and programs on their own. By such a prohibition, 
these counties are, in essence, penalized. In addition, these currently administered 
sanctions and programs are attempted solutions to their particular correctional 
dilemmas and obviously "work" to a certain extent, otherwise counties would not 
continue to fund and even expand these programs. A large number of counties (14 
out of 31 responses) ranked, as their number one or number two priority for change, 
either the removal of the "maintenance of local effort" requirement altogether or at 
least authorize the allowance of at least a portion of the currently funded programs 
in the counties to be eligible to receive state funding under the Act. 

There is a lack of information and locally-based knowledge with respect to the 
Partnership Act. Several counties indicated they have never heard of the Community 
Corrections Partnership Act. In addition, a large number of counties stated they 
cannot comply with the lengthy and detailed statutory planning requirements of the 
Act because of the lack of money, expertise, and statistical information needed for 
compliance. 

Many counties are concerned about the substantial cost of providing health care to 
offenders placed in a facility or program funded through the Partnership Act, causing 
apprehension about county participation in the Act. Approximately one-third of the 
county respondents stated they were not participating in the Act because they were 
concerned about the health care costs related to implementing state-funded programs 
in their counties. 

Many counties are apprehensive about participation in the Act because they are 
concerned that they will not have any control over the offenders that are placed in 
facilities and programs funded through the Act, thereby endangering public safety. 
Despite the fact that the Act authorizes only the placement of non-violent offenders 
in facilities and programs> funded by the Act, counties are nevertheless concerned 
about their control over inappropriate offender placement. 

7. There is a need for a statewide educational and technical assistance program to 
educate the public and local governments about the Community Corrections 
Partnership Act and the state funding through the Partnership Act, the plan 
development stage, the plan evaluation, the implementation and maintenance of 
facilities and programs, and facility and program evaluations. Approximately one
third of the survey responses indicated the Act should provide for DC educational, 
work-shop-type programs and public awareness campaigns. 

8. Counties are uncertain about participation in the Partnership Act when the role and 
responsibility of the counties which are being evaluated for continued funding by the 
Department of Corrections for programs and facilities funded through the Act is only 
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vaguely addressed in the Act. The issues of county time and money spent in such 
evaluations is left open to the Department of Corrections' interpretation and 
discretion. Therefore, counties anticipate spending substantial time and county 
money in the program evaluation process without more specific statutory guidance. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
COMPARISON OF STATE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS 

Research has focused on the threshold issue of whether the features of the Act itself, 
as opposed to such implementation issues as Department of Corrections (DC) rules and 
regulations and state funding levels, provide sufficient incentives to the state's counties to 
become involved in the development, implementation, and maintenance of intermediate, 
community-based sanctions, and further, whether there are disincentives fai' c;ounty 
participation in the Act. Enhancing our understanding of the limited implementation of the 
Act was approached by comparing key features of the Florida Community Corrections 
Partnership Act with similar community corrections legislation adopted in other states. In 
reviewing the structure of other states' legislation, the following research questions were 
posed and answered: 

1. 

2. 

Methodology 

Do community corrections acts in other states have features Florida's 
Partnership Act lacks that could provide additional incentives or local 
government involvement in intermediate sanctions in Florida? 

Does Florida's Partnership Act contain features that are not present in 
other states' legislation that may serve as disincentives to local government 
involvement in intermediate sanctions in Florida? 

In order to address these research questions, states with community corrections acts were 
identified through a search of state codes and a review of relevant academic and professional 
literature in late August 1993.107 Upon identifying the 21 states have legislation in this area 
with a state-local partnership aspect, copies of relevant statutes were secured and reviewed. 
North Carolina enacted community corrections legislation during its 1993 legislative session. 
North Carolina's Act was included in this review. Arkansas also enacted a community 
corrections act during the 1993 legislative session. However, Arkansas's Act was not included 
in this review because it was determined that the focused upon "state-local partnership" aspect 
was not to the degree which permits local governmental entities to submit local correctional 
plans for state agency approval and funding for locally administered sanctions and programs. 

107 This process was, at best, "tedious" because many states call their community corrections legislation a 
different name than Florida does. In addition, many states have "community corrections acts," however, they did 
not contrun the state and local partnership mechanism that we were looking for in our comparison. To 
complicate the matter further, there are some states, such as California, Georgia, and New York which have 
community corrections programs that contain the partnership aspect that we were looking fOJ, however, there 
was no legislation enacted to provide this mechanism. These states, among others, have programs which have 
been implemented and have successfully evolved without any statutory assurance. 
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In attempting to identify incentives and disincentives for local government involvement 
in community corrections, statutes were reviewed and systematically analyzed in terms of the 
following components: 

I. Statutory Goals and Purposes; 
II. Eligible Offender Populations; 
III. The Administration of the Act, including state administrative functions and local 

government eligibility; 
IV. The Application or Planning Process, which includes the local participation 

requirements; 
V. Fundable Programs under the Act; 
VI. Local Participation, determining whether it is mandatory or voluntary; and 
VII. Funding and Funding Restrictions which give authorized local uses of state funding. 

Upon review of the statutes according to this categorization scheme, Florida's 
Community Partnership Act was compared with other state's community corrections laws in 
order to anSWf~r the central research questions underlying this report. The individual analyses 
and the statutory comparisons were conducted on the j'community corrections statutes" only. 
The complete analysis and comparison remained substantially within the "four corners" of the 
individual statutes. In other words, there was an attempt to consider no other information 
relevant to the community corrections acts except for the statutes themselves, such as the 
administrative: rules or clarification as interpreted by relevant state agencies. The only 
exceptions to this premise were when the statute was completely devoid of any information 
on a main analysis component. When this occurred, the statute analysis (working papers) 
makes note of where the information was obtained in order to supply the information within 
that component. 

Generally, on the comparative charts in the Appendix of this report, if the state sta.tute 
was not explicit enough to answer "Y" for "yes" for a sub-component, yet there were aspects 
of the Act that could tend to prove that a particular SUb-component was present in the 
statute, a "NE" or "not explicit" entry was made on the comparative chart. Specifically, an 
"NE" on the "Statutory Goals and Objectives" chart indicates that although the statute does 
not explicitly state the sub-component was present9 argument can be made that it is an 
implicit goal or purpose of the statute. For the other comparative charts, tty" is entered for 
"yes" and "N" is entered for "no" and "NE" entered for sub-components of the charts that are 
"not explicitly addressed" by the individual state statutes and are left open to interpretation. 

Goals and Purposes 
(See Tables 2 - A & B) 

A statutory act often names the goals and purposes for its enactment. For community 
corrections legislation, the goals and purposes are especially important. The goals and 
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purposes in community corrections legislation helps detine not only the mission of the Act, 
:',at it also helps determine what performance measures should be used when evaluating the 
intermediate sanctions implemented under such acts. lOS Community corrections legislation 
in the various states have many similar goals and purposes as well as a few differences. In 
analyzing the different state statutes, the goals and purposes for their enactment were, for the 
most part, explicitly stated in the Act. Some states, such as Kansas and New Mexico, do not 
have explicitly stated goals or objectives named in their community corrections acts. 
However, in these acts, the goals and purposes were implied from other items present in the 
Act. For example, by looking at items such as: which offenders are eligible to participate in 
a state funded, county operated community-based program or whether a local government had 
to show there were prison diversions accomplished through the existence of the program or 
sanction in order to receive continued state funding, the goals or objectives of the legislation 
became quite obvious. For these state statutes, an attempt was made to give the state law 
"credit" in the analysis by indicating a "Y" for "yes" in the comparative charts for that 
particular sub-component. 

Approximately one-third of the states have (8 states) jail population impacts or jail 
commitment reductions as a ,goal for their state community corrections legislation. (see Table 
2 - A) This goal would certainly act as an incentive for local governments to get involved 
because it actually encourages offenders, generally misdemeanants, who are traditionally the 
fiscal/correctional responsibility of counties if they are incarcerated in jails. Moreover, many 
states have felony offenders, traditionally the fiscal/ correctional responsibility of the state, 
serving their incarcerative sentence in jails, such as Florida. Participation in a community 
correctional program funded through community correction acts with such a goal, would 
transfer the fiscal responsibili1y for the offender to the state instead of the county. Florida 
states these two goals or purposes in it's Act. This aspect of the Florida Community 
Corrections Partnership Act should be enticing to counties for the provision of some kind of 
fiscal relief for their county jaHs that they would not otherwise obtain.109 

More than fifty percent of the state statutes (16) have prison population impactc; or the 
reduction of prison commitments as goals or objectives of their state Act. This type of goal 

108 See Petersiliac J., Measuring tile Perfonnance of Community Corrections, Performance Measures for the 
Criminal Justice System 63-64 (Discussion Papers from the Bureau of Justice Statistics - Princeton Project) (U.S. 
Department of Justice) (October 1993). 

109 With Article V costs burdens for county governments as well as the various annually enacted state 
mandates to local governments that seem to end up being unfunded, counties should be interested in legislation 
that provides state funds for any local programs or services. In addition, counties may now wish to keep beds 
within their jails free in order to contract with th~ Department of Corrections for the placement of felony 
offenders 5erving pt:riods of incarceration as a condition of probdtion or community control pursuant to a law 
passed in 1993. This should be particularly attractive to counties that have "overbuilt" jail space and have 
difficulties in keeping those beds running at county expense. See Ch. 93-406, § 36, 1993 Fla. Laws 2967. 
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or objective is not surprising because of the state dollars that are being spent through 
community corrections acts. Certainly, the state would like to see relief on the pressures on 
state prison populations with money funneled through these acts. Community corrections acts 
are appropriate vehicles with which to achieve prison over-population relief. Florida's Act 
includes these goals in it~ Act. For Florida counties, this aspect of the Act should also 
provide an incentive to participate in t~:.!e Community Corrections Partnership Act. The goals 
of prison population impacts or reduction of prison commitments indirectly benefit county 
governments as well. As previously discussed, many judges in Florida are changing their 
sentencing practices for certain felony offenders out of frustration over the early release of 
state prisoners because of prison overcrowding. Many Florida judges today will sentence 
convicted felons to the county jai.l because the judge knows that the offender will be 
incarcerated for a longer period of time in a county jail rather than a longer sentence in the 
state prison system. This practice is done to the fiscal detriment of the counties. It would 
behoove counties from a fiscal point of view, as well as from a public safety point of view, as 
we will see later in this report, to have alternative sanctions funded through the state that 
foo.ls on reducing prison commitments. In turn, the State should be motivated to fund such 
prison alternative programs and facilities. 

Another goal present in some Acts which is related to this issue is to reduce the costs 
of incarceration. Florida states this as a goal in its Act as well. By providing alternative 
sanctions for incarcerated offenders, the costs of incarceration are ultimately reduced if the 
number of incarcerated offenders is lower. Moreover, the cost of supervising, or confining 
an offender in a communit'j-based facility, program, or service is much lower than the cost 
of incarceration in a county jail or state prison facility. Therefore, the implementation and 
maintenance of intermediate, community-based sanctions and programs more cost effective 
for all levels of government.110 

More than fifty percent of the states (15) have the intent of providing a continuum of 
sanctions as a goal in their legislation, including Florida. This is an important goal because 
it helps to explain that the types of programs that can be funded through the Act cover a 
broad range of sanctions. That is, the legislation intends that there be programs/sanctions 
for the entire spectrum from regular probation to traditional incarceration in jail or prison, 
or from the less restrictive and punitive to the more restrictive and punitive for sentencing 
options. The intention is to provide judges and prosecutors with the most appropriate 
sentencing options that include more rehabilitative and educational programs for offenders 
to impact rearrest and recommitment of offenders. 

110 See Shilton, State and Local Partnerships at 3; 17ze New York Times "Does Punishment Fit the Budget?" 
p. B-16 (January 22, 1993) (states Minnesota community programs cost 20% to 50% less than if the same 
offenders were sent to prison). 
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Providing a continuum of sanctions or a wide range of sentencing options has become 
increasingly important in Florida since January 1, 1994 when new sentencing guidelines 
became effective.111 Since these new sentencing guidelines became effective, many felony 
offenders which previously would have "scored out" to be incarcera.ted in prison, will now, 
under the new sentencing guidelines, not be sent to state prison after they have been 
computed on the sentencing score worksheet. ll2 The actual number of these offenders that 
will now not go to prison, or be diverted, has not been exactly determined at this time. 
Different groups have estimated a wide variance in this number. The Department of 
Corrections has estimated the number of additional prison diversions under the "new" 
guidelines to be at least 20,000 felony offenders over the next three and one-halfyears.ll3 In 
any event, it is clear that it is now imperative that alternative sanctions are created for this 
new set of convicted felony offenders.114 As one Florida Judicial Circuit Chief Assistant State 
Attorney put it, "Since as many as 15,000 defendants per year may no longer be eligible for 
Department of Corrections under new sentencing guidelines, state funding of prison 
alternatives is essential, or the crime rate will skyrocket.".l15 [emphasis added] 

Approximately one-half of the states, including Florida, had a statutory goal of 
encouraging local involvement in corrections. This is significant because it is recognition that 
local involvement is important and tht' crime is a local, state, and national problem. But 
more importantly, it is recvgnition that local government and citizens share concerns and 
may have appropriate solutions. It may also be seen as an admission that handling crime and 
punishment solely from a state or federal level has not worked effectively or efficiently. 

Over half of the states (13) had a statutory goal that would provide for local flexibility 
and local needs in community corrections. Florida's Act does not specifically state this as a 
goal for. community corrections. Over fifty percent of the other states felt this goal was 
important enough to make it clear in their respective statutes. Florida's entry on the chart 

111 FlA. STAT. §§ 921. 001, .0012, .0013, .0014, .0016 (1993). 

112 Compare Florida Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rules 3.701 and 3.988 (1989) and (1993). 

113 State of Florida, Department of Corrections, Diversionary Requirements 1993-1998, Chart I (October 25, 
1993, Revised November 3, 1993) (Tallahassee, Florida). 

114 In essence, what has happened is that there will now be a certain group of felony offenders that will be 
receiving traditional probation because of the score they will receive on the "new" guidelines worksheet even 
though previously, with the "old" guidelines, it was saw fit to incarcerate these same offenders. So where will 
these offenders go? Most likely, they will be back in the same community that they committed their crime and 
will be under only the supervision or involved only in the program(s) available to him in that community. 

115 A note placed on Florida State Attorney Offices surv::y by a Judicial Circuit Chief Assistant State 
Attorney of Operations. The survey was conducted for this study in an attempt to prepare an inventory of what 
intermediate or community-based sanctions are available to offenders in each Florida county. 
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for this sub-component was "NE" because there were aspects of the Act which did indicate 
that such goals were intended in the legislation. 

Florida, along with at least one-half of the other states studied, included ensuring the 
public safety as a goal in their respective acts. For Florida and these other states, this is a 
very important goal to be specifically named in the Act because it is key to local citizen 
acceptance of any intermediate sanctions implemented in local communities through the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act. Public safety must always be of utmost concern in 
criminal corrections generally, and its prominence in the community corrections programs is, 
thus, appropriate. General public satisfaction that public safety is not jeopardized is pivotal 
in the success of community-based/intermediate sanctions.116 Public dissemination of the 
rationale and theory behind community-based corrections is also important to help the public 
understand that in many ways it can actually help improve public safety for the reasons stated 
under the jail and prison impact and commitment reduction, and the rehabilitation-related 
goals sections of this chapter. Additionally, this public dissemination is import~nt to avoid 
the appearance that this practice is a way of being "soft on crime". For the vast majority of 
states, community corrections acts provide funding for community-based sanctions and 
programs that are to involve non-violent offenders only. It is extremely important that the 
public understands what type of offenders would be eligible to be placed in such programs 
and facilities. 

The goal of improving public confidence in the judicial system explicitly appears in 
only two of state community corrections acts: North Carolina and Kentucky. The fact that 
this goal is not present in Florida's Act is not crucial. However, Florida is no different than 
most other states in experiencing a lack of public confidence in the judicial system. By 
placing this goal in the community corrections act, it legitimizes this public sentiment. It 
would also acknowledge that community corrections acts are available mechanisms which 
offer solutions to many problems that are inherent in our current judicial system. 

Promotion of offender accountability to their community and victims was a goal named 
in at least one-half of the states studied, including Florida. This is certainly a goal that is 
appealing to the public. Criminal victims have historically been under-compensated and 
inadequately sympathized with by the criminal justice systemY7 That is not to say that the 
judiciary has not necessarily been uncaring about crime victims. Until now, there have not 
been many alternatives available to judges to provide for crime victims, either directly or 
indirectly. By placing this goal in a community corrections act, it elevates crime victims and 

116 See generally Byrne, J. M., "Reintegrating the Concept of Community into Community-Based Corrections" 
471-499, Vol. 35, No.3 Crime and Delinquency (July 1989) (National Council on Crime and Delinquency) (San 
Francisco, California). 

117 The Florida Legislature recognized this fact by enacting sweeping victim's rights legislation spanning from 
1977 to the present. See Chapter 960, Florida Stututes. 
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the community closer to the high level of concern that they deserve. The Florida Community 
Corrections Partnership Act is a good mechanism by which the state and the counties may 
begin to more effectively provide for crime victims. Programs and services funded by 
Florida's Act would compliment the Victim's Rights Act that was enacted previous to the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act. Both the State and counties should be interested 
and encouraged to implement the Partnership Act in the interest of crime victim's rights. 

For well over fifty percent of the states studied (16 states), providing for the 
rehabilitation of offenders to meet their needs and problems was a goal of their legislation. 
This is a very important goal to have in a community corrections act. It is not important from 
the view that the criminal justice system needs to better rehabilitate the offender because the 
criminal justice system has failed the criminal offender and the criminal offender deserves to 
be rehabilitated. It is society that has been short-changed. Law-abiding citizens, who are 
many times criminal victims, deserve to have these offenders rehabilitated so that they do not 
commit criminal offenses in the future. In the early 1980's, it was determined that there was 
a sixty percent (60%) recidivism rate among those offenders "rehabilitated" by traditional 
correctional methods, which was basically "warehousing" offenders.118 If the original problem 
that led to criminal behavior in the offender is not treated, how can we expect that the 
offender will not commit another crime when he is put back in the community? 

Currently, our correctional system does not ·provide the· needed rehabilitation in 
traditional probational and incarcerative settings. Today, most offenders are being sent back 
into the community in increasingly shorter periods of time after incarceration with very little, 
if any, rehabilitation for their problems. For states with community corrections legislation, 
this is a mechanism in which the desperately needed rehabilitation, may be provided to 
criminal offenders at the expense of the state. Until now, much of the rehabilitative services 
that have been provided to all offenders have been at the expense of the local governments. 
This should be a very attractive feature for Florida counties to get involved in a community 
corrections partnership with the state. 

Reducing recidivism or acting as a deterrent from crime is a goal that is named 
explicitly in approximately one-third of the states. It is not explicitly named in Florida's Act, 
yet it ties into other goals that the Florida Partnership Act articulates. This goal is associated 
with the goals of promoting accountabiHty to the community and to crime victims, better 
rehabilitation for offender needs and problems, and supervising offenders longer, which will 
be discussed later. The absence of this goal named in many of the state acts may be because 
this goal is indirectly reached through other goals stated. 

The goal of promoting efficiency in correctional services is named in Florida's Act as 
well as over half of the other states studied. This goal can be considered a main foothold for 

118 Byrne and Yanich, Incarceration vs. CCs at 222. 
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all community corrections partnership acts, even if it is not named explicitly in the act. 
However, by explicitly providing for a continuum of sanctions to judges for sentencing and 
providing rehabilitation, which in turn reduces recidivism, the outcome should be efficiency 
of correctional services. This goal should be very desirable to local governments as well as 
the state of Florida because efficiency in correctional services is needed at all levels of 
government. By providing more appropriate sanction and program alternatives other than 
the county jail for many non-violent misdemeanor offenders and non-violent felony offenders, 
who are currently serving sentences there, counties will experience some fiscal relief which 
accompanies efficiency. 

Supervision of offenders for a longer period of time is a very persuasive goal for an 
Act to name in order to gain entity participation and community acceptance. Only Florida 
and Arizona name this as an explicit goal for their community corrections legislation. Of 
course if a community corrections partnership act is successfully implemented in a state, it 
should have the "side effectU of supervising offendet:s incarcerated in jails and prisons for 
longer periods of time because it helps ease up on the jail and prison overcrowding that 
forces creation of early release mechanisms. However, for those offenders who will be sent 
to community corrections facilities and programs, it should be important to state that these 
offenders will be supervised longer than if they were incarcerated in prison or jail. By 
knowing that offenders will be supervised longer than by traditional correctional means (jail, 
prison, or probation), community acceptance of intermediate, community-based facilities and 
programs should occur. Therefore, the fact that this goal is present in Florida's Community 
Corrections Partnership Act, even though it is not present in almost all other state acts, 
should be an advantage or an incentive to Florida counties to participate and seek funding 
through the Act and, in turn, to the state to appropriate money to the Assistance Trust Fund. 

The goals of better preparing inmates for release and helping offenders become 
productive citizens are similar, although they were treated differently on the comparative 
tables. (see Table 2 - B) They both could mean that the legislative intent was to provide 
rehabilitative treatment and aftercare counseling for drug and alcohol abuse or psychological 
or emotional problems. However, it seems that helping offenders become more productive 
citizens relates more to giving offenders vocational and educational skills to use upon exit 
from the facility or program. By providing for such skills, it encourages an offender to 
contribute to society rather than to pursue criminal behavior upon release. Better preparing 
inmates for release was interpreted to mean that programs, facilities and services should 
promote the emotional well being of the inmate which may involve destroying alcohol and 
drug addictions; providing family, emotional, or psychological counseling; providing 
educational and vocational services; or motivating the offender feel differently about himself 
and to change his criminal behavior upon release. Florida's Act, in so many words, asserts 
both of these goals as a legislative intent which should provide an incentive to Florida 
counties to participate in the Act. 
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The statutory goal of reducing alcohol and drug dependencies are either implicit or 
explicit in each of the state acts studied. In Florida, it is a goal that is specifically stated. 
Almost half of the other states explicitly name it as a goal, however, because the remaining 
states name alcohol and drug abuse treatment and\or counseling as fundable programs under 
their respective Acts, it is considered to be inherent in all the states. This goal is very 
important because, in essence, it articulates part of the theory behind community corrections 
acts. Studies have found that rehabilitative programs and services are poorly provided under 
the traditional methods of corrections because only a scant portion of the correctional dollar 
is spent on actual rehabilitation; in Florida prisons, less than 5% is spent on offender 
rehabilitation. Community corrections legislation is used partly to enhance this aspect of 
corrections that has been deficient until now. As previously stated, drug and alcohol 
dependencies are contributing significantly to criminal behavior, either directly or indirectly. 
This problem needs to be addressed if citizens are sincere about their desire to reduce the 
crime rate and recidivism. Without treating the problem, which is alcohol and drug abuse, 
rather than the symptom, which is criminal behavior, our crime rate will continue to increase 
steadily. 

Reducing probation violations is a goal that is only named in Arizona and North 
Carolina. This is a statutory goal that is related to that of reducing recidivism. Florida has 
neither of these goals. The absence of these goals is not crucial to either the acceptance or 
the impact of community corrections legislation in Florida. It seems that if the other named 
goals in Florida's Act are achieved, then goals such as reducing recidivism and probation 
violations should automatically occur without the need to specifically include them in the 
statute itself. 

Over one-third of the states studied (8 states) contained the goal of promoting 
coordination between state and county programs. Although Minnesota and Indiana, the states 
studied closely by Florida when it was developing it's Act, contain this goal and Florida does 
not, it can be assumed that by forging a partnership between the state and counties, 
coordination in community corrections programs would occur in Florida. Other states with 
strong community corrections acts, such as Michigan and North Carolina, also name this as 
one of their statutory goals. It does not appear that this goal alone is contributing to the 
successful implementation of community corrections in states such as Michigan, Indiana, and 
Minnesota based on the fact that other states with successful implementation, such as Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, and Virginia, do not name this goal explicitly in their Acts either. 

Goals and Purposes Findings 

It is concluded that the goals and purposes articulated in Florida's Act are sufficient 
in comparison with other states' legislation. Florida's Act names the majority of existing 
legislative goals and purposes found in other state community corrections acts. Therefore, 
it is assumed that Florida's statement of legislative goals and purposes provides many 
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incentives to counties to participate in the Partnership Act. 

An incentive for eligible entity participants in Florida's Act is its fo,cus on local 
correctional problems. A review of the goals and purposes of the Florida Community 
Corrections Partnership Act indicates that the legislative intent was to assist counties in their 
attempts to address the problems of local jail overcrowding as well as prison overcrowding. 
It should be noted that only 8 out of 21 states explicitly cite "reducing jail commitments" as 
a goal or purpose of the provision of community corrections programs. In this sense, Florida 
compares more favorably with the majority of its counterpart legislation in other states. 

Another goal found in Florida's Act that should encourage county participation is the 
assurance that public safety will not be compromised. This goal is not only named in the 
relevant portion of the Act, but is also solidified by the fact that only non-violent offenders 
are eligible to participate in the Florida Partnership Act funded programs. In addition, the 
provision of local flexibility for deciding which offenders will be eligible for placement and 
which programs are most needed in their own jurisdiction through a county's public safety 
plan development process is an incentive because of public safety, but also because it 
empowers each county to deal with their correctional problems unique to their own counties. 

The legislative goals of promoting offender accountability to his community and crime 
victims, and the emphasis on rehabilitation of offenders by reducing alcohol and drug 
dependencies should be incentives for Florida counties to participate in the Partnership Act. 
These are issues, and many times inadequacies, that counties are acutely aware of in the 
criminal justice system. By Florida specifically stating these goals in the Act coupled with the 
intent to provide a continuum of sanctions for sentencing options, counties should be 
encouraged to participate in the Community Corrections Partnership Act. 

Eligible Offender Populations 
(See Tables 3 ~ A & B) 

Offender eligibility is the second component used in the comparative statutory analysis 
completed for this study. The type of offenders targeted for correctional services under the 
Acts is an important factor to be examined when comparing the different state's legislation. 
When comparing the state community corrections acts with each other, there seemed to be 
one common theme with only a few exceptions. For well over half of the states studied, the 
only type of offender acceptable to participate in community corrections programs and 
facilities is non-violent offenders with Florida heing no exception. By the Florida Partnership 
Act stating that only non-violent offenders are eligible, local fears of wondering what types 
of offenders would be placed in Florida communities should be lessened. This is one area 
that Florida unequivocally draws the line in the interest of not only public safety, but 
seemingly also in its correctional philosophy toward violent criminal offenders. In Florida, the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act would be likely to provide funding for programs and 
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services for many convicted felons who are getting straight probation and also to many of 
those convicted felony offenders sentenced to county jails. If these groups of felons were 
sentenced to some community-based, intermediate facility or program funded under the Act, 
it would be at state cost rather than county cost, providing an additional incentive to Florida 
counties to participate in the Act because currently they are not receiving money or 
reimbursement for those offenders. 

Slightly less than one-third of the states studied handled offender eligibility by 
generally naming felony offenders as an eligible participant in community corrections and 
then excluded a list of certain types of offenders or offenses, consisting only of some violent 
types of offenses committed, as compared to naming non-violent offenders only. However, 
by excluding a list of serious, violent offenders, it ,~)ears that some violent felony offenders 
may be placed in facilities and programs funded through the community corrections 
partnership act in those particular states. 

None of the states studied specifically named whether offenders of certain degrees of 
felony crimes were acceptable or not acceptable. The acts are not set up to differentiate the 
degree of crime; the acts only differentiate if the crime was violent or non-violent, or if the 
crime is included or excluded under the act that generally allows felons. Although the reason 
is not known for this, a suggestion may be that it would complicate the determination of who 
is eligible to'participate in the community-based sanction/program. In addition, it is possible 
that legislators did not want to confuse the fact that for the most part, violent offenders were 
not eligible to participate. 

Approximately seventy-five percent of the state Acts (16 states) allow misdemeanor 
offenders to be eligible for participation in community corrections programs and facilities. 
Along with Florida, only a few states go on to further restrict the type of misdemeanants 
allowed to participate. Florida ensures that only non-violent misdemeanants can be sentenced 
to a Community Corrections Partnership Act funded program or facility. It can be assumed 
that it is in the interest of public safety. Florida county participation should be encouraged 
because this means that some misdemeanants should be sentenced to and serviced by state
funded intermediate or community-based sanctions and programs rather than those financed 
by the county. 

Approximately seventy-five percent of the state Acts (17 states) target state prison 
bound offenders as eligible offenders to participate in community corrections act funded 
programs, including Florida. This is an attempt to reach the legislative goal of reducing 
prison commitments, with prison over population at the forefront of concerns. Again, this 
feature should be attractive to counties because of the spillover impact that state prison 
overcrowding has had on local jail populations. Conversely, the State should be encouraged 
to fund the Community Corrections Assistance Trust Fund because it encourages pral~tices 
that could provide some relief to the fiscal pressures associated with prison overcrowding. 
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Approximately sixty-five percent of the state Acts (14 states) target jail bound 
offenders as eligible offenders to participate in community corrections act funded programs, 
including Florida. This feature should be attractive to counties to get involved in the 
Partnership Act because it is further committing state funding to the goal of reducing jail 
commitments and providing some services, facilities, and programs for offenders that have 
traditionally been the financial responsibility of the counties. 

One aspect of offender eligibility in community corrections acts is giving the local 
governments discretion over which offenders may be placed in these community-based 
facilities and programs. Local discretion over offender eligibility is authorized in over half 
of the states studied, including Florida by allowing the eligible entities develop their own plan 
which targets their selected group of eligible offenders to be placed in facilities and programs 
that the entity chooses. This is very important because it is assurance that the community has 
control over the offenders that are placed in their community-based facilities and programs. 

, The ability to exercise local discretion over the kinds of offenders deemed to be acceptable 
to be placed in the facilities or programs by the county should ease the concerns of counties 
considering participation in the Act. This feature is particularly significant in Florida because 
it is an extension of state trust toward local government. 

Maryland offers an interesting angle on allowing local discretion. Because there are 
no required local plans to be submitted in order to receive state funding for local correctional 
programs in Maryland, local discretion is exercised by the community corrections center 
directors of the state, county, and regional centers who approve offender placements in their 
respective centers. Another perspective on local discretion is provided Colorado's Act by 
authorizing the local correctional planning board with the power to accept, reject, or reject 
after acceptance the placement of an offender in a community corrections program or facility. 
Florida, along with the other states that provide for local discretion to be exercised over the 
types of acceptable offenders, has its eligible entities, individual counties or groups of 
counties, exercise its discretion through the local public safety plans. By allowing "local 
discretion" in Florida's Act, counties may further restrict what types of offenders will 
participate in their own facilities and programs in their plans and proposals they send to the 
Department of Corrections for state funding under the Act. 

States also differentiate between adult and juvenile offenders as suitable participants 
under their respective acts. Approximately three quarters of the states studied allowed only 
adult offenders to participate in community corrections act funded programs and facilities. 
This is one sub-component of the offender eligibility population component that Florida is 
in the minority. However, the authorization appears to be positive because it allows for more 
comprehensive correctional planning because it provides for all types of offenders, juvenile 
and adult. Florida, along with Alabama, Indiana, Kansas, and Minnesota allow juvenile 
offenders to participate in programs and facilities funded by their Acts. It seems that 
Florida's Act is not impaired by the inclusion of juvenile:5. In fact, such may act as an 
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enticement to counties to be involved in community corrections in Florida. 

Florida has been hard hit by the media for the prevalent juvenile crime and the 
inadequacies in juvenile justice. The juvenile crime problems in Florida has sparked intense 
interest in juvenile justice reform, sending legislators scrambling to propose enactment of 
"tough" juvenile crime legislation, including sentencing reform. This flurry of action around 
juvenile justice in 1993 included the near duplication of Florida's Community Corrections 
Partnership Act (enacted in 1991) by enacting the Community Juvenile Justice Partnership 
Grant program through the Community Juvenile Justice System Act of 1993.119 This 
legislation provides a similar mechanism to the Community Corrections Partnership Act for 
state money to pass to localities to provide correctional alternatives for juvenile offenders. 
The Community Juvenile Justice Partnership Grant Program only further fragments our 
already fragmented criminal justice system by only providing for a small segment, 
approximately 15%, of our criminal offender population. The fact that the Florida 
Community Corrections Partnership Act provides for community-based sentencing alternatives 
for both adult and juvenile offenders, providing a much more comprehensive correctional plan 
for its participating counties~ should encourage county participation in Florida. 

Analysis of the component "eligible offender populations" does not end with the 
determination of what type of crime was involved and whether that type of offender is eligible 
for community corrections. Another relevant aspect of eligibility is the point in the criminal 
justice process an offender can commence to participate in a community corrections act 
funded program or facility: pretrial, pre-sentence, post-sentence, post-incarceration. This area 
directly relates to what type of programs are "fund able" under the acts which will be discussed 
later in this report. 

Approximately forty percent of the states (8 states) explicitly did not allow the pretrial 
population to participate in community corrections act funded programs or facilities. By 
"pretrial population", it is meant all offenders that have been charged with a crime that may 
or may not have been arrested and held in pretri8J detention. Therefore, offenders that are 
considered pretrial population mayor may not be incarcerated in some type of pretrial 
detention. It is not clear whether Florida is a state that allows state funding through its Act 
to implement and maintain pretrial facilities, programs, and services. 

It is advantageous for counties to use state funding for pretrial county facility detainee 
as well as pretrial offenders who are not being held in the county jail. In Florida, counties 
are saddled with the costs of pretrial detention and services for both misdemeanants and 
felons. As of October 1~93, the average daily population of Florida county detention facilities 

119 Ch. 93-200, § 2, 1993 Fla. Laws 1799, 1830-42 (codified at FLA. STAT. §§ 39.025 (8), (9), &(10) (1993». 
See also Ch. 93-200, §§ 3-4, 1993 Fla. Laws 1799, 1842-43 (codified at FLA. STAT. §§ 860.1545 (1)-(4), 860.158 (2) 
(c) (1993). 
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totaled 35,652 persons.120 Of that total, approximately 17,140 were felony pretrial detainee 
and approximately 3,094 were misdemeanor pretrial detainee making up approximately fifty
six percent (56%) of the total average daily population in county detention centers.121 By 
looking at individual county detention facilities and their pretrial detainee populations, the 
numbers are more startling. As of October 1993, at least twenty-one (21) Florida counties 
had over seventy percent (70%) of their county detention facility average daily population 
consisting of pretrial detainee.122 During the same time, at least another twenty-two (22) 
Florida ,counties had over sixty percent (60%) of their county detention facility average daily 
population consisting of pretrial detainee.l23 These numbers indicate that for these Florida 
counties, jails are being used primarily as pretrial holding cells rather than as an incarcerative 
place where criminal offenders serve their judicially imposed punitive sentences. Funding 
through the Community Corrections Partnership Act would bring prospect of some fiscal 
reUd for counties in this area of county correctional costs if the state funding was used for 
programs such as a supervised pretrial release program. 

Approximately one-half of the states (11 sta1es) studied allow state community 
corrections funding to be used for facilities and programs i.hat service the pre-sentence 
populati.on. nlis population may include pretrial offenders, however, it extends further to 
also include those offenders that have been convicted pursuant to a trial or have plead "guilty" 
or "no contest" to their charges but have not yet been sentenced. Events which may occur 
during this tir.le may include pre-sentencing investigations which cover, but are not limited 
to, psychological e.'Xaminations; drug or alcohol abuse screening, treatment, and counseling; 
pre-sentencing detention; or pre-sentencing release with supervision. Therefore, programs 
and services related to the pre-sentencing population may be funded through the state 
community <:orrections acts that target this population. For example, programs that involve 
a supervised pretrial release or enhancement of programs with the county detention facilities 
for some pretrial detainee may be funded through Florida's Community Corrections 
Partnership Act. Because Florida allows funding to be provide for this offender population, 
this should, again, act as an incentive for counties to participate in the Act. 

All of the states studied allow their community corrections funds to be used for the 
post-sentence population. This is logical, but not always obvious because if a state act 
provided for funding to be used for the pre-trial population, it would not necessarily have to 
allow funding to be used for the post-sentencing population. In any event, given the specific 

120 State of Florida, Department of Corrections, Division of the Office of the Inspector General, County 
Detention Facilities Daily Population Data 11 (October 1993) (Tallahassee, Florida). 

121Id. 

122 Id. at 9-11. 

123 Id. 
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authority to do so in all states, an offender may be placed in a state funded program or 
facility through the community corrections act because the judge sentenced him to do so, or 
the offender agreed to enter the program or facility pursuant to a plea negotiation, of course 
with the judge's consent. This is consistent with the statutory goals of the statutes, which is 
in most cases, divert offenders from either prison or jail, or both. 

The post-incarceration population of offenders are those offenders that have been 
previously sentenced to incarcerative time either in prison or jail. The post-incarcerative 
population referred to in the acts are either eligible for parole, or are within a statutorily 
named time period from their eligibility for parole, or are released on parole, probation, or 
in the custody of a "transitional" facility. Post-incarceration offender eligibility is explicitly 
provided for in approximately seventy-five percent (75%) of the state statutes studied. 
Florida does not explicitly include or state that this group of correctional population is to be 
eligible for facilities and programs. Moreover, Florida's statute does not specifically indicate 
that this class of offender population is to be excluded. This places Florida in the minority 
with regard to this comparison aspect of community corrections partnership acts. Although 
this should not act as a direct disincentive for county involvement in a community corrections 
partnership in Florida, it is an item that possibly should be reconsidered by legislators for 
reasons of public safety and not because of the financial impact on counties. Facilities and 
programs provided for post-incarceration offenders would continue to supervise, assist, and 
rehabilitate these offenders more effectively to the benefit of public safety. From this, 
counties may experience an indirect fiscal and correctional impact because if these offenders 
are more effectively assisted in their transition back to the community, they are less likely to 
commit another crime. Otherwise, if these offenders committed another crime upon release 
from prison or jail, they would be sent back to pretrial detention in a county detention facility 
with a lessened prospect of pretrial release because they are, then, convicted offenders. 
Whereupon, the crime cycle and burden on the correctional system is perpetuated indefinitely. 

Eligible Offender Populations Findings 

Florida is in accord with the majority of other states which allow only non-violent 
offenders to participate in the state funded local programs. All 21 states allow at least some 
type of felony offender to participate in the community corrections partnership act funded 
programs. However, only 13 of those states allow misdemeanants to participate in state 
funded community corrections programs or facilities. Florida's Act compares favorably to 
other states in this respect by the inclusion of misdemeanants. In addition to the provision 
of local flexibility over which offenders are eligible to participate in a community corrections 
program or facility, Florida's counties should be attracted to participation because jail bound 
offenders are a targeted group of offenders under the Act. Only 14 states, including Florida, 
target jail bound offenders for community corrections services as an alternative to local jail 
sentences. 
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The comparison of state statutes reveals that only 14 out of the 21 states give the local 
entity participants discretion over which offenders are eligible through the local correctional 
plan that is submitted to the state administrative agency for funding. There are some states 
which provide additional local discretion to the local correctional planning boards by allowing 
them to accept, reject, or reject after acceptance the placement of offenders into a facility or 
program. This may be another type of local discretion the local planning boards could be 
given in Florida to ensure that the participating entities will not be forced to take offenders 
they do not want in their communities because of public safety concerns. 

Florida's Act also compares favorably to other states with regard to juvenile versus 
adult offender eligibility. Florida allows community-based facilities and other intermediate 
sanctions to be provided to juvenile offenders as well as adult offenders. In total, only 5 out 
of 21 states explicitly allow the state community corrections funding to be used for juvenile 
offenders. Both the State and counties alike should be interested in the Partnership Act for 
this reason because of the recent heightened interest in juvenile justice. 

The stages of the criminal justice process in which an eligible offender is targeted 
varies among the states. Florida is explicit in the inclusion of pre-sentence, post-sentence, 
and post-incarceration popUlations for community corrections funding. It is debatable, 
however, whether Florida's Act is explicit enough to include pretrial populations. Florida's 
Act could provide clearer guidance on whether pretrial facilities, programs, and services are 
fund able under the Act. Florida's Act is given credit for targeting the pretrial population, 
however, section 948.51 (4) (a) (2), Florida Statutes, states that funding may be used for 
diversionary programs for offenders that would otherwise be "housed" in a county detention 
facility, state juvenile detention facility, or state correctional institution. Out of the 21 states 
studied, 13 states unequivocally allow state community corrections funding to be used on the 
pretrial populations to fund programs such as supervised pretrial release. From the statutory 
language in Florida's Act, it appears that programs and services for offenders not held in 
pretrial detention and preventative programs and services may not be fundable under the 
Partnership Act. Given that the largest component of Florida's local jail population consists 
of pretrial detainees, incorporating clarifying language that specifies both pretrial detainee 
and pretrial offenders not held in a detention facility would prove helpful in attracting greater 
county interest. 

State Administrative Functions 
(See Tables 4 - A & B) 

In all community corrections acts, there are certain functions that a statutorily 
designated state agency must perform in the administration of the community corrections act. 
These functions are named in the act to ensure that the state funding and programming are 
handled appropriately by the state. It also provides clarification on the level of involvement 
eligible entity participation in the act will require of the local governments. State functions 
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named in the act also provide assurance to local governments that they can depend on the 
designated state agency to perform certain functions that they can rely upon. This helps to 
assure accountability on behalf of the state. 

In almost all of the states, the Department of Corrections, or the state's equivalent 
thereof, is where the community corrections administrative authority is vested. The only real 
exception to this premise is the state of Arizona. In Arizona, the Supreme Court administers 
the community corrections partnership program. This presents an interesting angle on the 
administration of community corrections. Given the fact that Arizona's program is run by the 
Supreme Court, it provides an active judiciary role in the administration and implementation 
of community corrections facilities and programs. An active judiciary role in community 
corrections provides a well-informed, judicial perspective on the administration of the Act. 
It could be argued that in this setting, you have judges who have previously worked at the 
trial court level overseeing funding decisions that impact the availability of sentencing options 
for trial judges. It seems that, in this setting, judicial awareness of the need for sentencing 
alternatives is cradled. 

Approximately seventy-five percent (75%) of the statutes studied (15 states) required 
that the state agency approve a local correctional plan that is submitted on behalf of an 
eligible local entity. The required elements of local correctional plan will be discussed in 
further detail later in this report. The states that do not require a state approval of local 
plans still require that the local entity submit a funding request or application. Thus, it may 
be said that every state requires that tliere be some form of funding request by the local 
government for state approval in order to receive state funding, including the mandatory 
participation states, Kansas and Iowa. 

All state community corrections partnership acts also give the designated state agency 
regulatory authority over the local community corrections programs and facilities. This means 
that in every state the state administrative agency may devise and implement standards and 
procedures it deems appropriate for the administration and implementation of the act in 
accordance with their respective state laws. This, in turn, ensures some accountability of the 
participating entities to the state. With rules and/or standards governing the local programs 
and facilities, the state should feel confident in how the state funding shall be used at the 
local leve1.124 

Approximately one-third of the states (7 states) studied required a state advisory board 
to be established in their respective states. State advisory boards are established usually with 

124 This is important for Florida because of the inability of the state and local governments to trust each 
other that seems to pervade state and local relations in many areas, especially when it comes to payment or 
reimbursement of local governments. This accountability should be an incentive for the State to appropriate 
money to the Florida Community Corrections Assistance Trust Fund. 
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the membership according to the statutorily named positions. State advisory boards are 
established primarily for the purpose of acting as a check on the state agency in certain 
situations, such as, funding and the establishment of standards and procedures. The absence 
of this sub-component in Florida's Act should not prevent the implementation of the 
Partnership Act in Florida. However, it may be beneficial to the success of community 
corrections if an independent,' unbiased entity was established to act as an impartial 
"mediator" between the state and county governments or between local governments. 

Almost all of the states require that the designated state agency provide general 
technical assistance to the participating entities. The technical assistance could include but 
is not limited to assistance in preparation of the local plan that is required to be submitted 
or the operation of the locally-run, state-funded community corrections program. Florida's 
Act requires the state agency, the Department of Corrections, to provide technical assistance 
and training to local governments regarding community corrections and the provisions of the 
Act. This should insure to Florida counties that they shall receive general technical 
assistance. 

However, slightly less than one-half of the states explicitly provide for state agency 
technical assistance for preparation of the local correctional plan (or comprehensive public 
safety plan in Florida). Florida is one of the states that does not have a clear statutory 
requirement for the Department of Corrections to provide planning assistance. When 
Florida's planning requirements are compared to other states, the absence of a clear mandate 
for departmental planning assistance to counties may be acting as a disincentive for county 
involvement. Florida counties have the opinion that they cannot comply with the planning 
requirements alone in order to participate in the ACt.l25 These planning requirements will 
be discussed later in this report. In addition to the lack of authority to require the 
Department of Corrections provide assistance in the planning stage, there is no requirement 
that assistance be given in the stages of implementation and maintenance of programs funded 
through the Act. 

Only three states require the state agency to provide public relations with regard to 
community corrections in their state: Alabama, Michigan, and North Carolina. Two of these 
states have fairly recent enactment of their legislation: Alabama (1991) and North Carolina 
(1993). The remaining state, Michigan, has experienced very successful implementation of 
their Community Corrections Act,126 given the number of eligible entities participating in the 
program. It is difficult to determine, at this time, how much of their success it attributable 
to their Office of Community Corrections Public Relations Office. However, by requiring this 

125 This sentiment was reflected in many county administrator survey responses conducted for this study. 

126 Although the title of the Act is general, it does contain the aspect of partnership between the state and 
local eligible governments. 
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function, it can be concluded that it would force a state agency to create and organize public 
information about the program. A foreseeable result of such shf'uld be education about the 
availability of state funding to eligible entities and a growing Pli~jC acceptance of the theory 
behind community corrections which is reinforced by the organized dissemination of actual 
statistics and facts about Michigan's community corrections program. 

Both the State of Florida and its counties could benefit from a Department of 
Corrections public relations campaign supporting community corrections. As the survey 
results will indicate later in this report. many Florida counties have never heard of the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act. Even if the counties have heard of the Act, they 
generally feel that the Act is very complicated to understand and wish that there was more 
information available to their citizens as well as their members of their public safety 
coordinating councils, which are the bodies that are charged with the responsibility of plan 
development. If there was a true commitment to make this Act a priority, it seems that there 
would be a greater effort to organize the dispersement of public information and assistance 
in the area of community corrections partnerships. There seems to be greater organization 
and dissemination of public information already established for the Community Juvenile 
Justice Partnership grant program accomplished by the Florida Motor Vehicle Theft 
Prevention Authority and the Interagency Task Force on Community Juvenile Justice 
Partnerships via instruction packages and speakers.127 In addition, under the Community 
Juvenile Justice System Act of 1993, it requires that the district juvenile justice board "educate 
the public ab<;mt and assist in the Community Juvenile Justice Partnership grant program".l28 
Such a responsibility does not exist in the Florida Community Corrections Partnership Act. 

In all states, the state agency charged with administering the community corrections 
partnership act also allocates state funding. It is not clear in most states whether the state 
agency is responsible for requesting funding of the Legislature for community corrections in 
that state. Florida's Act was seen as being clear enough to indicate that the Department of 
Corrections is to request funding for the Assistance Trust Fund. Thus far, the Assistance 
Trust Fund has been appropriated a total of $300,000 since the creation of the Act. Of that 
total, $150,000 was appropriated for fiscal year 1991-92, $150,000 was appropriated for fiscal 
year 1992-93, and no money was appropriated for this fiscal year 1993-94. There has been 
no dedicated funding source established for the Community Corrections Assistance Trust 
Fund in Florida. This has been identified as a significant factor in the limited county 
involvement in community corrections in Florida. With no dedicated funding source and no 
influence or pressure for the Legislature to fund the Assistance Trust Fund, there is no 

127 For example, the Florida Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention Authority, through the Office of the Attorney 
General, has prepared an informational package that provides instructions for grant application forms and also 
provided a grant consultant to speak at the August 12-14,1993 Annual Florida League of Cities meeting in Fort 
Lauderdale, Florida. 

128 FlA. STAT. § 39.025 (6) (d) (7) (1993), 
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continual funding guaranteed for county-operated facilities and programs through the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act. Thus, there is no financial incentive created for 
counties to participate in the Community Corrections Partnership Act. Conversely, there has 
been a dedicated funding source which earmarks funding for the Trust Fund set up under the 
Community Juvenile Justice Partnership Grant Act of 1993. Two million dollars was recently 
made available to participating counties under the Juvenile Act with more funding available 
in the following periods, creating a greater incentive for counties to participate in this 
program that provides only for juvenile offender planning and programming under the Juvenile 
Act rather than a more comprehensive adult and juvenile offender planning and programming 
under the Community Corrections Partnership Act. 

When an eligible entity applies for state funding, the designated community corrections 
administrative state agency reviews funding applications in all states, except Connecticut. This 
is related to the fact that there is a state plan~ not local plans to be considered. Maryland 
has a state plan as well, however, there is still a review performed on the funding applications 
in that state. However, in most states, including Florida, the Department of Corrections is 
charged with the duty of reviewing the plans or applications and approving them for funding. 

Almost all of the states studied in the comparison (18 states) require that the state 
agency that administers the community corrections program establish plan guidelines or 
program standards, policies, or procedures. This means that the state agency must establish 
standards, policies, and possibly administrative rules for the statewide implementation of the 
community corrections act. This creates an opportunity for the state to maintain some control 
over how the funding will be used and how the facilities and programs will be operated. 
Florida provides that the Department of Corrections must establish standards, policies, and 
administrative rules for implementation of community corrections partnership facilities and 
progralns. This ability to maintain some control, or assurance of county accountability to the 
state agency, should act as an incentive to the State to want to fund and implement the Act 
in the state. This measure of accountability should not be too overbearing for the counties. 
This measure has not kept implementation from occurring in other states. 

Almost all of the Acts (18 states) require that the state agency conduct performance 
evaluations of the local facilities and programs. Performance evaluations are to be conducted 
to determine if the participating entity is in substantial compliance with the Act, standards 
and policies created by the state agency, and with the local plan submitted to the agency upon 
which the entity received approval and state funding. Conducting performance evaluation 
means that the participating entity must cooperate with the state agency in order to make 
their determination. Florida lies in the majority by requiring the counties to be in substantial 
compliance with the goals, standards, and objectives set forth in its comprehensive county 
public safety plan and with the standards stated in the Act. However, Florida's Act states that 
the counties "shall participate with the Department of Corrections in an evaluation in a 
format to be determined by the Department. ... " Although Florida is in the majority by 
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requiring counties to participate in performance evaluations, the fact that the format of such 
evaluations is not specified in the statute may cause apprehension to participate on the part 
of the counties. In the same vein, Florida county administrators indicated on their survey 
responses that they were concerned that they would have to bear the cost of these 
performance evaluations. It seems that counties would like statutory assurance that the 
performance evaluation costs would be the financial responsibility of the state. 

State Administrative Functions Findings 

In most respects, Florida's state administrative structure established in the Community 
Corrections Partnership Act parallels those found in other states' legislation. Therefore, it 
is very common for such laws to grant authority to a state agency to review local community 
corrections plans or funding applications, to establish standards and guidelines through rules 
and regulations for the operation of local programs, to allocate state funds to local 
governments, and to monitor and evaluate local programs and facilities. 

Despite these similarities, Florida's statute lacks certain features that are present in 
other states that may prove fruitful in attracting a greater degree of local participation in the 
community corrections program. Although 18 states, including Florida, require the 
administrative agency to provide general technical assistance to local governments, 10 of the 
states, excluding Florida, explicitly provided for technical assistance to local governments in 
their efforts to prepare the required local correctional plans. The specific requirement of 
providing technical assistance to eligible entities in the planning and program implementation 
stages would help the interest and participation level of Florida counties. 

Florida's Act does not establish a state advisory board in the administration of it's 
community corrections program. Seven (7) states have established a state advisory board 
including some states considered to have successful implementation of community corrections 
such as Michigan, Texas, and Oregon. Because it is argued that a state advisory board 
maintains an impartial administration of community corrections, it may be an effective 
administrative component to include in Florida's Partnership Act. It also could serve as a 
forum by which a more active judiciary, who are the ultimate users of available criminal 
sanctions in the sentencing process, could be utilized for the widespread implementation of 
intermediate, community-based criminal sanctions and programs. 

Finally, requiring the Florida Department of Corrections to serve a public relations 
function for community corrections may assist in the successful implementation of the 
program in Florida. The surveys conducted for this study indicate that most counties either 
did not know of the existence of the Community Corrections Partnership Act, felt that it was 
too difficult to understand or comply with the planning requirements, or felt that they would 
have no control over the offenders that would be placed in the community-based, 
intermediate sanctions. It may be argued that this lack of knowledge and many of these 
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concerns and problems may be mitigated by distributing public information by the 
Department of Corrections. 

Local Eligibility for Participation 
(See Table 5) 

Each state with a community corrections partnership act names which entities are 
eligible to receive state funding for community-based, intermediate sanctions. In order to 
participate in a community corrections program, eligible entities must comply with the 
individual state's statutory requirements. These "participation" requirements will be discussed 
in greater detail in the next component section of this report. 

The only general pattern that exists is that counties are an eligible entity in almost all 
states (19 states), including Florida. Building on this pattern, 15 of the states permitted more 
than one county to come together and participate in a community corrections partnership in 
a coordinated effort as a group of counties. Beyond this, however, there is a wide variance 
of entities eligible to participate and receive state funding through the acts. 

Slightly over one-third of the states (9) allow mUTlicipalities to receive state funding 
to provide approved community-based, intermediate sanctions. Florida does not explicitly 
permit municipalities to participate in the Community Corrections Partnership Act. It can 
be assumed that municipalities were not included in Florida because municipalities have not 
really been financially contributing to the judicial or corrections systems since the 
establishment of a state court system. 

Joint city and county groups are allowed to participate in less than one-third (6) of the 
states. Such participants corne together in a concerted effort in the planning, costs, and 
administration of the community-based, intermediate sanctions. Florida's Act does 110t permit 
this type of group to participate in its community corrections partnership program. Again, 
it can be assumed that the purpose for excluding this type of eligible participating entity is 
for the same reason that municipalities alone are not eligible: lack of financial interest in 
criminal justice and corrections. 

More than one-half of the state Acts (13) explicitly allow non-governmental 
organizations or agencies to participate in their respective community corrections programs. 
Some states will specify whether the organization must be non-profit, like Alabama and 
Indiana. For some states which allow non-governmental organizations to participate, their 
participation may be limited to c~rtain circumstances such as only when the county where the 
organization is located elects not to seek state funding under the community corrections 
partnership act. Alabama, North Carolina, and Tennessee are examples of states which limit 
non-governmental organization participation in such a way. Florida does not permit non
governmental organization or agencies to participate and receive direct state funding through 
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the Partnership Act. However, Florida does allow counties to contract with non-governmental 
organizations to provide the services needed for a facility or program funded by the 
Partnership Act. 

No state explicitly allows special districts to participate and receive direct state funding 
through their respective Acts. However, almost one-third of the states (6) permit judicial 
districts or circuits to participate and receive direct state funding. Although Florida does not 
allow judicial circuits to participate in the Partnership Act, it may be an entity that should be 
considered to be included in the Act as an eligible entity in the future. 

For Florida, the eligibility of judicial circuits to participate in the Act should be a 
logical way to administer partnership state funding. Florida's criminal justice system is 
administered among 20 judicial circuits. This means that criminal cases are prosecuted and 
defendants are sentenced by judicial circuit, not by county. This assertion is made recognizing 
the fact that the state does not pay all of the "AI;ticle V" costs involved in criminal 
prosecution. In many instances, the county pays these costS.129 

If judicial circuits were allowed to participate in the Florida's Act, it appears that 
several desirable results would be achieved. First, it would reduce the competition for dollars 
appropriated to the Assistance Trust Fund. Competition is significantly reduced if part of or 
all 20 judicial circuits sought funding through the Act rather than 67 counties competing for 
that money. Logic tells us that even if some circuits sought funding and other individual 
counties still chose to obtain funding individually in another circuit, competition is still 
reduced. 

Secondly, if judicial circuits were permitted to participate in Florida's Act, Assistance 
Trust Fund money might be used more efficiently. This presumption is based on the judicial 
circuit participation of larger multi-county judicial circuits rather than as individual counties. 
The larger judicial circuits are m~Je up of primarily smaller or medium-sized counties as 
compared to the smaller or single county circuits. It can be assumed that the criminal 
caseload numbers are not as great in the smaller counties that make up the larger, multi
county judicial circuits. Therefore, the correctional needs of these smaller counties, such as 
Madison, Hamilton, and Suwannee Counties all located in the Third Judicial Circuit, are 
likely to be not as great as the larger counties in the smaller judicial circuits or single county 
circuits, such as Broward (the Seventeenth Judicial Circuit) and Dade (the Eleventh Judicial 
Circuit) Counties. The smaller counties in a larger judicial circuit may then come together 

129 See generally Article V Subcommittee of the Florida Judicial Council, A Report of the ludicial Council 
of Florida (A Review of ''Article V" Costs and Revenues; Proposals for Financing the State Courts System) (The 
Supreme Court of Florida) (Tallahassee, Florida) (July 1991); Florida Advisory Council on Intergovernmental 
Relations, Article V Costs: County Revenues and Expenditures Associated With the Operation of the State Trial 
Court System (on fIle with com.) (Tallahassee, Florida) (April 1987). 
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in an organized, efficient manner as a judicial circuit and determine what the correctional 
needs are of the circuit based on the prosecutions within that circuit. The ability to come 
together in an organized, efficient manner brings us to the third point. 

As discussed earlier, in order to presently seek state community corrections funding 
in Florida, a county (or a group of counties) must prepare a comprehensive county public 
safety plan for subrruttal to the Department of Corrections for approval and authorized grant 
funding. The Florida statute names which persons or positions must be on the public safety 
coordinating council in order to prepare the comprehensive plan. Some members include the 
Chief Circuit Judge, the State Attorney, and the Public Defender of the judicial circuit in 
which that county resides. Apart from the fact that these persons could appoint a designee 
in their stead on the public safety coordinating council, theoretically, these persons could be 
required to sit on as many as five to seven public safety coordinating councils depending on 
how many counties make up the judicial circuit. This situation not only puts significant 
demands on these persons' time and expertise, it could be argued that it may also place them 
in a compromising position from an ethical standpoint. It can be assumed that if judicial 
circuits were participating, it would avoid conflicts of interest because these persons would 
only be serving on one circuit public safety coordinating council that represents the interests 
of all the counties that make up that circuit. These council members would not be placed 
in a position to pick and choose which county should get funding and for what programs and 
facilities. 

Native American Tribal governments are eligible to participate in two states, Montana 
and New Mexico. New Mexico basically places a condition on the participation of New 
Mexico Indian tribes and pueblos by not authorizing the Department of Corrections to utilize 
more than 25% of the funding to contract directly for all programs, including directly 
contracting for programs for Indian tribes. Allowing Native American tribes to participate 
and receive state funding for intermediate sanctions in Florida may be something that the 
State may wish to consider. There seems to be a large enough Native American population 
in Florida to make the change in eligible entities fruitful for the State and the participating 
Tribal governments. By permitting Tribal governments to participate the same way counties 
are authorized, or allowing participation based on conditions, Native Americans may meet 
their own unique correctional needs. 

Participation in the community corrections acts are, for the most part, voluntary. The 
only exceptions are Iowa and Kansas. This means that Florida is voluntary and the eligible 
entities will not be forced to create a plan according to statutory specifications and implement 
intermediate sanctions they do not wish to have. Following the majority on this issue, it is 
likely to be positive that Florida counties are not forced to participate in the community 
corrections partnership program. 
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Local Eligibility for Participation Findings 

Although Florida is in the majority with other states by allowing individual counties 
or groups thereof to be eligible to participate in the community corrections act, Florida does 
not follow the majority of other comparison states with regard to non-governmental 
organizations or agencies. Florida allows counties to contract with non-profit non
governmental organizations to provide seNices to the county using state community 
corrections funds. Because of the limited implementatiotl of Florida's Community 
Corrections Partnership Act, it may be helpful to the success of the partnership program by 
allowing non-governmental organizations to participate. If desired, the Act may limit the 
participation of such entities by first giving the counties in which the organization resides, and 
would provide services, the "right of first refusal" in seeking state funding through the 
Partnership Act. It appears that implementation of the Act may be assisted by increasing the 
number of piOgrams and services if these organizations had a chance to obtain state funding. 

Florida also does not permit municipalities or joint city-county groups to seek 
community corrections funding though the Act. However, almost half of the other states 
studied allowed municipalities to partIcipate in their respective Acts. It cannot be determined 
at this point what the impact would be if either entity, municipalities or joint city-county 
groups, were allowed to participate other than possibly improve local government relations. 
However, by allowing the option for city-county groups to come together by agreement and 
seek state funding through the Act, local flexibility for participation would be maximized. 

Judicial districts or circuits are not allowed to participate in Florida. It appears, 
however, that statutory permission to allow their participation makes sense for economical 
reasons. First, the criminal justice system is already administered on a judicial circuit basis 
through 20 circuits. Second, judicial circuit participation would help reduce community 
corrections partnership dollar competition because it would assist in decreasing the number 
of interested entities vying for state money. In addition, efficiency in the delivery of such 
services is achieved because the money obtained by the circuit would go to providing a facility 
or a program which could service the entire judicial circuit. This is especially important for 
the larger judicial circuits which contain several smaller, more rural counties that do not have 
a correctional need equal to the smaller or single-county judicial circuits which consist of 
larger counties. Judicial circuit participation would also conserve the resources of the public 
safety coordinating council members who hold judicial circuit positions, such as the State 
Attorney, Public Defender, and Chief Circuit Judge. Additionally, conflict of interest 
situations would also be avoided if these persons served on one circuit public safety 
coordinating council as compared to serving on several different county public safety 
coordinating councils. 
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Participation Requirements 
(See Table 6) 

In order to participate in the community corrections programs, most states require that 
an eligible entity which desires state funding for intermediate sanctions first establish a local 
community corrections advisory or planning board, except for Arizona, Connecticut, and New 
Mexico. The name for such a "board" varies in name among the states, however, the purpose 
for its establishment is generally the same. For instance, Florida names this board the county 
public safety coordinating council, Alabama calls it the local community punishment and 
corrections authority, and Virginia has coined it the local community corrections resources 
board. 

There are common threads that run through all of these local correctional boards. 
One similarity is that most must develop and prepare a local correctional plan or assist in its 
preparation or prepare and submit a funding application. Many times the board also 
determines what type of offenders will be eligible to be placed in the intermediate, 
community-based facility or program if their respective statutes allow local discretion (see 
Table 3-B) and the board stays within the statutory confines of offender eligibility. Florida's 
Act provides for these powers and duties for the local correctional board (public safety 
coordinating council). Many of the local boards also set local standards and guidelines in 
accordance with the state standards and guidelines that are created and, to a certain extent, 
monitor the programs and facilities that are established or operated through community 
corrections partnership funding. However, Florida's Act does not require this of the county 
public safety coordinating councils. 

Approximately seventy percent (70%) of the states (15 states) require that the local 
correctional bqard submit a local correctional plan to the state administrative agency for 
approval and subsequent state funding, including the two mandatory participation states, Iowa 
and Kansas. The seven states (including Texas under the County Correctional Centers Act, 
but not the Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs Act) that do not require a plan 
to be submitted in order to receive state funding, still require that an application br funding 
be submitted to the state agency. In all but one state, Connecticut, state approval of either 
the local plan or the application is needed prior to receipt of state funding. Although Florida 
requires that counties seeking state funding must submit and receive approval of a 
comprehensive county public safety plan prepared according to the statutory requirements, 
it appears that the requirement of a local plan should not act as a disincentive for counties. 

The actual statutorily required elements that are required in the local plan in Florida 
may act as a disincentive to participate, however. The statutory planning requirements vary 
significantly in the acts. In the statutory comparison, the planning requirements were 
identified as "strict", "lenient", or "medium". Of the fifteen states that required the submittal 
of a local plan, approximately one-half of states (7 states) had lenient planning requirements. 
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Four other states were deemed to have medium or moderate statutory planning requirements. 
Only three states, Florida, Michigan, and North Carolina, were deemed to have "strict" 
planning requirements, that is planning requirements that were lengthy and cumbersome for 
eligible entities to fulfill. Based on the requirements of other states, it may be easily argued 
that the planning requirements for Florida may be so "strict" or cumbersome for a county to 
fulfill, that it may be acting as a strong disincentive for counties to participate. Florida 
requires that county public safety plans span a prospective five year period and include, 
among many other items: 

a.) projected needs for the construction of county detention facilities and 
diversionary programs, 

b.) specific evidence of the population status of all programs which are part of the 
plan to establish that such programs do not include offenders who would 
otherwise been on a less intensive form of community supervision (prove the 
incarcerative diversion), 

c.) 

d.) 

e.) 

give a monthly assessment of population status by the public safety coordinating 
council (PSCC) of all probation programs, owned, operated, or contracted for 
by the county, 

provide an assessment of population status by the PSCC of all correctional 
facilities, probation programs, and substance abuse intervention and treatment 
programs (including the need and number of offenders to be placed in those 
programs) owned or contracted by the county, and 

provide a plan for ongoing involvement and education of the community as to 
the purposes and accomplishments of the community corrections programs, 
including their impact on offender recommitment. 

f.) annual performance measures that permit an evaluation of the extent to which 
a county complies with its plan. 

For many Florida counties to fulfill these above-referenced requirements, and more, 
may be too difficult given their financial, statistical, and personnel resources. Many counties 
that responded to the county administrator survey conducted for this study indicated that the 
planning requirements named in the Act were too complicated to understand. In addition, 
a majority of counties indicated that they did not have the statistical resources or the 
expertise to compile all of the data and information that is required by the Act. Based on 
the county survey responses, it can be concluded that Florida's planning requirements are so 
cumbersome and complicated that for many counties they become prohihitive. 
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All states require that there be local continued compliance with either the established 
state agency created, statutory, or local planning board program standards or with the local 
plan itself which was submitted and approved for funding. This is an item that ensures some 
local accountability to the state for the state funding that was received pursuant to the Act. 
If non-compliance is determined by the administrative agency, many acts delineate a formal 
process for the partial or total suspension of state funding. Therefore, approximately one-half 
of the states, including Florida, provide a process that must be followed by the administrative 
agency in order to suspend all or part of the funding to the participating entity. This 
suspension process usually involves a written notice of non-compliance to the participant and 
a time period in which the participant may correct the non-compliance. 

It has been determined that seventeen states, including Florida, require the 
performance of some type of outcome-based evaluation on the facilities or programs receiving 
state funding through their respective acts. The purpose of such evaluations is usually to 
determine the effectiveness of the program in either diverting offenders from incarceration, 
rehabilitating offenders, or reducing recidivism. In Florida, the Act states that each county 
"shall participate with the Department of Corrections in an evaluation of its program 
effectiveness in a format to be determined by the department.. .. ,,13O In the ACIR county 
administration survey conducted for this study, many counties indicated they are concerned 
about any county financial burden these program evaluations could create. As many 
respondents indicated, it may be advisable to provide statutory assurance that such 
evaluations would be the financial responsibility of the state. 

In order for an eligible entity to participate in a community corrections partnership act, 
many states require that the Board of County Commissioners, or the equivalent thereto, 
approves the local correctional plan prior to its submittal to the administrative agency. Nine 
different states require this approval, including Florida. This requirement is to the benefit 
of counties in Florida because is encourages county government involvement in the planning 
process and it should provide reassurance to county governments that they have a power in 
the planning and provision of intermediate sanctions. If there is an aspect of the plan that 
the county government is unsatisfied with or uncomfortable with, they have a "veto" power 
in the matter. 

Participation Requirements Findings 

Comparison indicates that the Florida Community Corrections Partnership Act is 
similar to other states in the sense that it requires counties to establish a local advisory or 
correctional board (Le. county public safety coordinating councils) and to maintain continued 
compliance with statutory requirements, public safety coordinating council standards, and the 
local plan submitted to the department. In addition, with other states, it shares such features 

130 FlA. STAT. § 948.51 (6) (1993). 
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as requiring local governments to develop and prepare local community corrections plans. 
These plans are then required to be submitted for state approval in order to become eligible 
for state community corrections funding. Therefore, referring to these fundamental structural 
requirements, Florida's Act does not appear to offer any unique disincentives to county 
participation in the program. 

Despite these commonalities, several of the requirements placed upon Florida counties 
appear to be problematic. The Partnership Act contains the most stringent or cumbersome 
planning process requirements of the vast majority of the statutes reviewed in this study. It 
is apparent that many counties would not have the resources necessary to comply with the 
planning requirements named in the Act. Thus, because these planning requirements are so 
strict, they become prohibitive. Coupled with the fact that there is no statutory requirement 
for the Department of Corrections to provide technical assistance for the planning or 
implementation of intermediate sanction facilities and programs nor is there state financial 
assistance in their planning initiatives, the county interest in participation becomes even less. 
A possible solution to this obvious problem would be f reduce and simplify the planning 
requirements, or at least allow some flexibility to counties that do not have the statistical 
resources or expertise readily available for compliance. Statutory authorization for state 
financial assistance to counties that are attempting to prepare a plan or implement a program 
would also assist in alleviating this problem. 

Finally, the Partnership Act is one of the several state legislative initiatives that 
requires counties to undertake an outcome-based performance evaluation in order to assess 
the realization of the legislative goals established in the Act. Continued state funding 
depends on these evaluations. The Act is not specific on who bears the financial burden of 
these evaluations, nor is it specific on what will constitute the evaluation measures. However, 
the Act requires the counties to "participate with the department" in order to conduct these 
evaluations and the Act also charges the responsibility of creating the performance measures 
for their programs that receive state funding. Because the statute is not clear on who bears 
the financial responsibility of the outcome-based evaluations, counties have indicated they are 
concerned about bearing the cost. This evaluation requirement may be acting as a 
disincentive to county involvement. A solution may be found in other state statutes which 
have articulated that the state administrative agency shall perform the evaluations without 
mention of any responsibility on the part of the participant. 

Authorized Uses of Funding 
(See Tables 7 - A & B) 

Florida has established a state trust fund, called the Community Corrections Assistance 
Trust Fund, for the purpose of providing contract funds to counties for correctional programs 
authorized under the Act. There are three other states, New Mexico, North Carolina, and 
Oregon, which have also established state trust funds for the same purpose. Two states, 
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Indiana and Texas, have authorized local special trust funds to be established in order to hold 
state moneys for the purpose of operating local correctional programs. 

In the majority of states, once a local correctional plan and request (or application) 
for funding has been approved by the state administrative agency, state funding will be 
dispersed to the participating entity. States vary in the way the amount of state funding is 
determined and how it will be dispersed. 

Although seven states determine the amount of state monetary assistance by a funding 
formula, the majority of states do not use a formula. The majority of states authorize the 
admipistrative agency to make a grant funding determination based on the availability of 
funds, the reasonableness of the requested amount, and whether the proposed plan meets the 
statutory goals and purposes. Florida's Act provides that grant money will be given to 
counties according to these measures. 

The manner in which the money is disbursed to the local governments varies 
somewhat. For instance, in Florida, once the amount of the grant is determined, one-third 
of the money will be immediately disbursed to a county. Thereafter, the remainder of the 
grant money will be disbursed to the counties on a quarterly basis. Other states either 
disburse their state funding in a similar manner such as semiannual dispersement. Other 
states may make an annual disbursement, such as Kansas, or may statutorily stand silent on 
the manner, such as Kentucky. 

Once the state funding has been approved, the participating entity must implement the 
program. In order to implement a program, many states explicitly allow the participant to 
contract with private entities to provide the services needed. Thirteen states, including 
Florida, authorize the participants to enter into contracts with private entities using the state 
funding as the consideration or contract money. The remaining states simply do not address 
this issue in their respective Acts. 

There are three states, Connecticut, Kansas, and Ohio, which specifically require the 
participating local governments receiving funding through the community corrections 
partnership act to "match" the state funding amount with local government money. This 
means that in these states, if an eligible entity wishes to participate in thf! Act and seeks state 
funding, that entity will have to contribute the same amount of money they receive from the 
state. Florida follows the majority of states on this issue by not including this local 
requirement in its Act. This would not be an item that should be considered for Florida 
because states such as Kansas and Connecticut, have significantly different community 
corrections partnership acts than Florida. 

Another item that is placed in several acts is a "maintenance of local effortll 

requirement. Nine of the states studied contained this requirement in their Acts, including 
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Florida. This requirement means that any participating local government receiving state 
funding, must maintain their local spending on corrections after the receipt of state funding 
through the Act. Therefore, state funding through the Act may not be used to "supplant" or 
replace existing local correctional expenditures. This is a very harsh measure to include in 
an Act if there are many intermediate sanctions already in existence in the state which were 
funded by the participating entity. In contrast, it would not act as a disincentive to 
participation if there were few intermediate sanctions available at the time state funding was 
sought, but this does not appear to be the case in Florida. 

Such a requirement in Florida's Act has a chilling effect on county innovation to 
implement needed intermediate sanctions within the counties. In addition, this requirement 
is particularly harsh for counties that have implemented many or all of their needed 
intermediate sanction facilities and programs or have recently completed an aggressive jail 
construction or expansion project. Florida's Act is not clear on what constitutes the "local 
effort".131 The responses of the county administration surveys conducted for this study 
indicate that counties would strongly advocate either the removal of this statutory 
requirement altogether or an allowance of the use of at least a portion of grant money for 
programming that already exists in the county. 

Other funding restrictions which exist in community corrections statutes are those 
placed on using the money for jail capital costs or jail operations. Nine states explicitly 
prohibit the use of state funding for one or both of these restrictions. Florida prohibits 
Partnership Act grant funding to be used for both jail capital costs and jail operational costs. 
This is a funding restriction likely to be based 011 the fact that jails have traditionally been 
the financial responsibility of the local governments in these states. 

Other funding restrictions which exist in some state statutes are those placed on the 
use of funding for state facilities and the salary of any state probation and parole officers. 
Florida places a funding restriction on both of these costs. This restriction should not pose 
a problem for Florida county involvement. 

Many states permit state funding to be used for either jail programs or pretrial services 
or both. It is determined that Florida, along with eight other states, allow funding to be used 
for jail programs. Jail programs could be services which include drug and alcohol abuse 
treatment and counseling, psychological counseling, or educational or vocational programs. 
Although over one-half of the other states (11) allow the money to be used for pretrial 
services, Florida's Act is not explicit enough to determine whether this is an authorized use. 

131 Florida's statute is not clear on whether "maintenance of local effort" would include the capital outlay 
made by a counties that have expanded or built jails in the previous year. 
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Approximately one-third of the states (6) place an administrative expense cap on the 
state funding provided to the participants. These states place a limit on the amount of state 
money provided to the participant that may be used for the costs of administration of the 
intermedi.ate sanction facility or program that received funding through the Act. These 
administrative expense caps range from ten percent to approximately thirty percent of the 
funding amount. Florida does not place an administrative expense cap on grants. 

The last category of authorized uses of funding is an important one. There are seven 
states that explicitly permit the use of states funds for community corrections plans. Given 
that Florida's Act has such complicated or cumbersome planning requirements, the absence 
of statutory authority to provide state funding to local governments to develop and create 
their local correctional plans may serve as a strong disincentive to Florida county 
participation. Other states have recognized the importance of financiai assistance to local 
governments during the planning process. For instance, Minnesota allows the Department 
of Corrections Commissioner to designate counties as "planning counties" in order to provide 
financial aid to the county in order to defray all or part of the expenses incurred to comply 
with the planning requirements of the Act. North Carolina also provides financial assistance 
to participants as "technical assistance funds". If a North Carolina county receives technical 
assistance funds, however, the county must provide 25% of the grant amount to assist in the 
"start up". The Florida county administrator surveys that were conducted for this study 
indicated that because of the technical and resource deficiencies in many of the counties, 
financial assistance for the planning stage was imperative to participation in the Partnership 
Act. 

Authorized Uses of Funding Findings 

Florida's Act is consistent with other Acts in the manner that state financial assistance 
to counties is determined. Florida, along with the majority of other states, determines the 
amount of assistance based on the availability of funds, the reasonableness of the request, and 
the ability of the plan to meet the statutory goals and objectives. Florida also follows the 
majority of states by not utilizing a funding formula and making grants to participants based 
on the aforementioned criteria. Since its enactment, the Florida Partnership Act has not 
been adequately funded to provide an incentive for county participation. No dedicated 
funding source exists to provide a consistent and adequate flow of money to Florida 
Community Corrections Assistance Trust Fund for the commencement and continuation of 
intermediate sanction programs at the local level. 

Separate from the issue of inadequate funding, the manner in which Florida disburses 
the grant money to counties is not unusual in comparison to other states. However, by 
statutorily authorizing only one-third of the state grant amount upon approval with the 
remainder of the grant to be disbursed quarterly in Florida, may pose a problem for enticing 
county participation. It is possible that such a limited disbursement of the grant funding to 
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a county that has already been approved may act as a disincentive because it may limit a 
counties ability to implement a successful program. This is particularly true for Florida 
counties because the grant funding may only be used for new or expanded programs and 
facilities. Under this scenario, it may be possible that counties would have to fund the 
balance of a program cost themselves immediately after a grant is approved, and rely on the 
following disbursement as a "reimbursement". 

The maintenance of local effort requirement is an unfavorable measure to include in 
Florida's Act. This requirement of local governments maintaining their current correctional 
expenditures and prohibition of using the state funding to supplant current programs and 
spending may prove to be a strong disincentive to effective county involvement in the 
Partnership Act. The results of both surveys conducted for this study reveal that there is a 
wide selection of intermediate sanctions available in each county. There are some counties 
which have been very innovative and have taken the initiative to meet their local correctional 
needs at there own cost. Such counties would be encouraged to continue their innovative 
actions and to also seek funding through the Florida Partnership Act if there was a chance 
to obtain state approval to receive state funding for previously implemented programs. A 
maintenance of local effort requirement would act as a discouragement or penalty for their 
innovation. If such a requirement remains in Florida's Act, these innovative counties would 
have to maintain the programs they previously implemented at their own expense while 
theoretically another county could implement the same programs with state funding through 
the Act. 

Florida's Act is consistent with the majority of other states on some funding restrictions 
that are placed on local governments in community corrections partnership acts. These 
restrictions are likely to be present to ensure local financial accountability to the state. These 
funding restrictions include no use for jail capital costs or jail operational costs and use for 
the construction or renovation of state facilities. These restrictions do not appear to have a 
direct effect on county participation in Florida. 

Florida does not provide state funding for assistance to counties for plan development 
and preparation. As mentioned in the participation requirements section in this report, the 
planning requirements in Florida are unusually cumberso'me for counties to fulfill. These two 
factors coupled together could create a significant disincentive for county participation. In 
order to encourage counties to be innovative and prepare plans to participate in the 
Partnership Act, required state financial assistance for eligible entities which are in the plan 
development stage would seem to have a significant impact on county participation. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
FLORIDA'S COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP ACT: 

IMPROVING ITS VIABILITY, EFFICIENCY, RELEVANCE, AND EFFECTIVENESS 

Florida's Community Corrections Partnership Act holds the most potential of any 
recent initiative passed by the Legislature for solving Florida's correctional problems at the 
state and local level. Currently, all levels of Florida government are fiscally and socially 
impacted by the state correctional crisis. The Partnership Act offers an intergovernmental 
framework to serve as a solution for an intergovernmental problem. 

Although this report has identified problems with the Partnership Act as it is currently 
written, certain statutory refinements would improve the viability, efficiency, relevance, and 
effectiveness of the Act. (see Table 8) The first major problem with the Act is the lack of 
funding by the Legislature to serve as an incentive for eligible entities (currently counties) to 
seek funding and participate in the Partnership Act. Although it is essential that the funding 
needs to be addressed, other statutory amendments are also crucial to the viability of the 
Partnership Act upon adequate funding. 

Most other states have amended and adjusted both their community corrections 
partnership acts and intermediate sanction programming since the initial enactment and 
implefnentation of their acts. By conducting a statutory comparison with the other act~, 
several components of Florida's Partnership Act were quickly identified as problematic to the 
interest and participation of counties and successful implementation of the Act. Responses 
to surveys conducted of county administrators and state attorney offices also contributed to 
the understanding of the current participation concerns and practical problems with the Act, 
and developing statutory alternatives. 

One of these components was the set of county planning requirements for seeking state 
funding. In comparison to the vast majority of other states, Florida's Act requires extensive 
data gathering, calculations of projections, program measurement, and program development. 
Many counties do not have the ability to comply with the statutory planning requirements 
because of a lack of expertise or an inability to collect the data necessary for compliance. 
Alternatively, counties that do have an ability to comply with the statutory requirements have 
the opinion that the preparation of a comprehensive public safety plan is too costly to the 
county in exchange for the benefits received through participation in the Act. 

The "maintenance of local effortll requirement in Florida's Act is another component 
which may be inhibiting participation and implementation. A component such as this, which 
requires funding recipients to maintain their current level of correctional spending and not 
use state funding to supplant previous year spending, is inappropriate and unnecessary. Many 
Florida counties have previously implemented intermediate sanction programs at their own 
expense which meet the goals of the Partnership Act. Additionally, most other state 
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community corrections acts do not contain such a requirement. The use of funding obtained 
through the Partnership Act should be a matter of contract negotiation between the 
contracting entity and the Department of Corrections. 

Another problem with the Act is the lack of public information ann technical 
assistance available to counties in the planning and implementation stages of par'.icipation in 
the Act. The Act only requires that the Department of Corrections provide general technical 
assistance to participants. Under such a provision, the assistance so far has not been at the 
level that counties need in order to prepare a public safety plan, successfully obtain state 
money for a intermediate sanction or program, and implement the program. By strengthening 
and clarifying the departmental responsibility of technical assistance in planning and program 
implementation and information dissemination, the Act could be effective in encouraging 
participation. 

Other concerns about participation in the Partnership Act were revealed by the direct 
communication with county officials. Among many, some of the concerns raised were the cost 
of providing health care to offenders placed in programs funded by the Act, the lack of 
control over the placement of offenders into the community-based facilities funded by the 
Act, and the uncertainty of the financial burden that program outcome evaluations present 
to the counties. Although currently there is no statutory prohibition against the inclusion of 
health care costs in the participant request for state funding, counties are uneasy about who 
is responsible for health care costs. Counties also feel that they will not have any control 
over which offenders are place in community-based programs funded by the Act. This 
concern is despite the fact that, statutorily, only non-violent offenders are eligible for program 
placement under the Act. The county financial responsibility and work effort that may be 
required in the program evaluation process for continued state funding is another reason for 
county apprehensiveness. The current Florida statute is unclear as to what level of 
responsibility will be assumed by counties during this process. The statute must be clear that 
the evaluations will be the fiscal responsibility of the state. 

Lastly, but most importantly, the single greatest factor determined to be an 
impediment to the successful implementation of the Partnership Act is the inadequate or 
virtual non-funding of the Act. Although this report has cited many findings related to 
statutory "problems" with the Community Corrections Partnership Act, the bottom line for 
most counties is that the Partnership Act has not been allocated enough money by the 
Legislature to make participation worthwhile. In comparison to other states, Florida's funding 
of the Partnership Act is not commensurate with local needs for the widespread, effective 
implementation of intermediate sanctions and programs at the local level. In addition, a 
dedicated funding source is crucial to the maintenance of programs originally implemented 
with state funding through the Act. The legislative intent to continue state funding 
indefinitely is clear from the statutory language. Also, the viability and effectiveness of 
programs started through the Act depends on continued state funding. 
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In addition to making statutory changes and increasing state appropriations to the 
Community Corrections Partnership Act, public awareness of the advantages of alternative 
sanctions to incarceration needs to be heightened. The Partnership Act is a way to 
implement and maintain intermediate, community-based sanctions and programs at the local 
level, but with state funding. More state money needs to be redirected to and focused on 
intermediate sanctions and programs that offer rehabilitation, education, and cost savings. 
Contemporary literature, national experts, and correctional professionals nationwide suggest 
that this is the only way prison and jail overcrowding and an ever-increasing crime rate will 
be alleviated. One national trend in criminal corrections seems to be a moving away from 
the "build more prison beds" position which has been described as "myopic", a "quick, short
term fix", and a perpetuator of our correctional problems. Instead, offering alternative 
solutions for appropriately screened offenders that address some of the underlying sources 
of our correctional problems, such as a lack of education and drug or alcohol addiction, will 
serve as long-term, positive impacts on our plagued criwinal justice and corrections systems. 
The criminal justice and corrections systems will function more effectively if community
based, intermediate sanctions and programs are developed and implemented through an 
intergovernmental framework that allows local and state officials to work together. 

At the completion of the report, it was learned by the ACIR staff that the Florida 
Senate Appropriations Committee filed Senate Bill 700 regarding a "sunset review" of many 
of Florida's trust funds for repeal. The Community Corrections Assistance Trust Fund is 
included in this bill. It is unknown whether the trust fund will, in fact, be repealed by this 
bill. Additionally, the impact of an actual repeal of the Assistance Trust Fund is unknown 
at this time. Regardless of whether there is a special trust fund set up for the Community 
Corrections Partnership Act or direct legislative appropriations made to the Department of 
Corrections for the Partnership Act, the ACIR recognizes that a substantial and continual 
funding of the Act is vital for the successful implementation and maintenance of community
based, intermediate sanctions and programs. 
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TABLE 1- A 

LIST OF STATES WITH A COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS "PARTNERSHIP" ACT 

1.) Alabama 

2.) Arizona 

3.) Colorado 

4.) Connecticut 

5.) Florida 

,6.) Indiana 

7.) Iowa 

8.) Kansas 

9. )Kentucky 

10.) Maryland 

11.)Michigan 

12. )Minnesota 

13. )Montana 

Title of the program Year enacted 

"Alabama Community Punishment and Corrections Act" 1991 

"Community Punishment Program" 1988 

"Community Correctional Facilities and Programs" 1974, 1977 

"Community Correction or Community-based 
Service Programs" 1980 

"Community Corrections Partnership Act" 1991 

"Community Corrections" 1979 

"Community-based Correctional Program" 1974' 

"Community Corrections Act" 1978 

"Community Corrections Programs" 1992 

"Community-based Programs or Community Adult 1976 
Rehabilitation Centers Act" 

"Community Corrections Act" 1988 

"Community Corrections" 1973 

"Community Sentencing Act" 1991 

14.)North Carolina "Community Corrections Act" 
(To be effective July, 1995) 

1993 

15.)New Mexico "Adult Community Corrections Actll 

16.)Ohio "Community Corrections Act" 
"Community-Based Correctional Facilities & Programs" 

17.)Oregon "Community Corrections" 

1983 

1979 
1981 

1979 
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18. )Pennsylvania 

19.)Tennessee 

20.)Texas 

21.)Virginia 

Title of Program· 

"County Intermediate Punishment Act" 

"Community Corrections Act" 

"Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs" 
"County Correctional Centers" 

"Community Diversion Incentive Act" 

Year enacted 

1990 

1985 

1981 
1989 

1980 
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TABLE 1 - 8 
Prison Admissions and Population by Fiscal Year 

Percent Population Ratio of 
Change in on June 30 of Admissions to 

Fiscal Year Admissions Admissions Fiscal Year Population 

1983-84 12,516 -12.5% 26,471 0.47 
1984-85 '14,393 15.0% 28,310 0.51 
1985-86 17,154 19.2% 29,712 0.58 
1986-87 23,048 34.40/0 32,764 0.70 
1987-88 30,454 32.1% 33,681 0.90 
1988-89 39,516 29.8% 38,059 1.04 
1989-90 43,387 9.8% 42,733 1.02 
1990-91 36,527 -15.80/0 46,233 0.79 
1991-92 33,363 -8.70/0 47,012 0.71 
1992-93 29,768 -10.8% 50,603 0.59 
1993-94 29,30~ -1.60/0 65,000 0.45 
1994-95 30,222 3.10/0 71,221 0.42 
1995-96 30,464 0.10/0 75,076 0.41 
1996-97 30,718 0.10/0 77,973 0.39 
1997-98 31,496 2.5% 80,837 0.39 

. 
Source: Working Papers of the Criminal Justice Estimating Conference held September 8, 1993. 
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TABlE2-A 
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - STATUTORY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Jail Reduce Reduce Prison 
Population Jail Costs of Population 

Impacts Commitments Incarceration Impac~s 

Texas 1 = Texas Local ComnlUnity Corrections Subsidy Programs Act 
Texas 2 = Texas County Correctional Centers Act 

Reduce Continuum Encourage Local 
Prison of Local Flexibility! 

Commitments S31lctions Involvement Needs 

NE = "Not Explicitly Addressed" in the CCA, however there are provisions in the CCA which seem to encourage these goals and objectives. 
* Michigan's State Community Corrections Board is statutorily authorized to establish the goals and offender criteria for the CC programs. 
** Ohio includes both the Community Corrections Act and the Community-Based Correctional Facilities and Programs Act. 

Imp~ove 
Public 

Ensure Confidence In 
Public Judicial 
Safety System 



.. lilt .. - - .. .. - - .. .. - - .. .. 
'ABLE 2-8 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - STATUTORY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Promote Reduce 
Accountability Rehabilitation Recidivism Promote Better Reduce Help Offenders 
To Community For Offenders Or Act As 

And Victims Needs and Deterrent 
(Restitution) Problems From Crime 

Texas 1 = Texas Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs Act 
Texas 2 = Texas County Correctional Centers Act 

Efficiency In To Supervise For Preparing Alcohol 
Correctional Offenders Inmates & Drug 

Services Longer For Release Dependencies 

NE = "Not Explicitly Addressed" in the CCA, however there are provisions in the CCA which seem to encourage these goals and objectives. 
• Ohio includes the Community Corrections Act and the Community-Based Correctional Facilities and Programs Act. 

Become 
Productive 

Citizens 

.. .. - -
Promote 

Coordination 
Reduce Between 

Probation State & County 
Violations CCPr~rams 

tab2cca.wk3 
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TABLE3-A 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - ELIGIBLE OFFENDER POPULATIONS 

1st Degree 2nd Degree Non-Violent 
Felony 

Non-Violent 
Felony 

Violent 
Felony 

Jrd Degree 
Felony 

2nd Degree 
Felony 

Non-Life 
Felony Misdemeanor Misdemeanor Misdemeanor Misdemeanor 

Texas I = Texas Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs Act 
Texas 2 = Texas County Correctional Centers Act 
+++ Ohio includes both the Community Corrections Act and the Community-Based Correctional Facilities and Programs Act. 
NE = Not Explicitly addressed in the CCA, the item seems to be left open to interpretation. 
* The CCA lists a subset of crimes to either be excluded or included. 
** Includes offenders within 12 mos. of eligibility of parole and only those offenders deemed eligible by the State Selection Panel. 
>1<** Includes offenders of 17 years of age or older. 
+ Includes certain offenders within 16 mos. prior to eligibility of parole. 
++ The Community Corrections Act only. 

-
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TABLE 3 - B 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - ELIGIBLE OFFENDER POPULATIONS 

Local 
Pre
Trial 

Pre
Sentence 

State 
Prison 
Bound 

Jail 
Bound Discretion Population Population 

Texas 1 = Texas Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs Act 
Texas 2. = Texas County Correctional Centers Act 

Post 
Sentence 

Population 

Post 
Incarceration 

Population 

+ Ohio includes both the Community Corrections Act and the Community-Based Correctional Facilities and Programs Act. 
NE = Not Explicitly addressed by the CCA, the item seems to be left open to interpretation. 

-
Adult 

Or 
Juvenile 

* The judiciary has flexibility because the CCA states it is to be interpreted as a guideline "for the benefit ofthe court" to detennine eligibility. 
** Community corrections center directors of state, county, and regional (multi-county) centers approve offender placements in their respective centers. 
*.* Athough the State Advisory Panel identifies eligible offenders, the local panels must approve offender placements in their p:ugrams through their 

tab3acca. wk3 

.. .. - -
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TABlE4-A 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - STATE ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS 

Regulatory 
Authority Technical 

Plan Over Local State General Assistance 
Approval CCPrograms Advisory Bd. Technical For Public Administers 
Required & Facilities Required Assis.tance Plannin2 Relations theCCA 

- Ohio includes both the Community Corrections Act and the Community-Based Corrections Facilities and Programs Act. 
• A state correctional plan, not local plan, is required, however, Maryland requires a plan for the center be submitted . 
... Only a funding application with an ability certification are submitted. . 
+ Texas Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs Act 
++ Texas County Correctional Centers Act 
+++++ A State Advisory Board was established, but is not required in the CCA. 
# Community Justice Assistance Division of the Texas Dept. of Criminal Justice 
## Requires that the local advisory committees inform and educate the public on the need for CC programs. 
### The Community Corrections Act only. 
" The Community-Based Corrections Facilities and Programs Act only. 
NE = "Not Explicitly Addressed" in the CCA; the item seems to be left open to interpretation. 

tab4sccs.wkJ 

(12/30/93 ACIR) 

.. .. - -
Allocates 
FundiD!! 
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TABLE4-B 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - STATE ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS 

Awards Monitors 
Contracts CC 
or Grants PrOf!rams 

*'II Awards grants only 
.... Establishes application guidelines only. 
*** .. Not mandatory 

Reviews 
Funding 

Applications 

Establishes 
Plan 

Guidelines Conducts Requests 
&/or Program Performance . FundingOf 

Stamllirds Evaluations ~islature 

- Ohio includes both the Conununity Corrections Act and the Community-Based Corrections Facilities and Programs Act. 
+ Texas Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs Act 
++ Texas County Correctional Centers Act 
+++With the State Criminal Justice Advisory Board. 
++++Commission on Crime and Delinquency 
+++++ A State Advisory Board was established, but is not required in the CCA. 
# Community Just:ce Assistance Division of the Texas Dept. of Criminal Justice 
## The Community-Based Facilities and Programs Act only. 
NE = "Not Explicitly Addressed" in the CCA; the item seems to be left open to interpretation. 

Where is 
Administrative 

Authority 
Vested? 

tab4cca. wk3 
(12/30193 ACIR) 

.. - - -
Active 

Judiciary 
Role? 
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TABLE 5 
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELIGIBILITY 

Counties Municipalities 

+ Texas Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs Act 

++ Texas County Correctional Centers Act 

Multi
County 
Groups 

Jornt 
City/County 

Groups 

Non
Gnvernmental 
Organizations/ 

Agencies 

- Ohio includes both the Community Corrections Act and the Community-Based Corrections Facilities and Programs Act. 

NE = "Not Explicitly Addressed" in the CCA; the item seems to be open to interpretation. 

* More than one one local board may be established in a single local governmental unit. 

** Private non-profit entities may contract with counties to provide services, however. 
***Qualified Nonprofit agencies may receive CCA funds. 

**** With certain limitations. 
, ***** The Community Corrections Act only. 

Special 
Districts 

Judicial 
Districts 

Tribal Voluntary 
Governments Participation?' 

(. 
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TABLES 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELIGIBILITY 

Counties Municipalities 

nity Corrections Subsidy Programs Act 
ectional Centers Act 

Multi- Joint 
City/County 

Groups 

Non
Governmental 
o rganizationsl 

Agencies 

e Community Corrections Act and the Community-Based Corrections Facilities and Programs Act. 
ddressed" in the CCA; the item seems to be open to interpretation. 
cal board may be established in a single local governmental unit. 
tities may contract with counties to provide services, however. 

t agencies may receive CCA funds. 
ations. 
Corrections Act only. 

Special 
Districts 

Judicial 
Districts 

- - - .. - -
Tribal Voluntary 

Governments Participation? 

" 

.. 
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TABLE 6 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS 

Are Plan 

LocalCC Local Bd. Local Requirements State Continued Formal Outcome- Approval of 

AdviliorylPlanning Required Correctional Plan Strict or Approval Compliance Suspension Based BOCC Chargeback 

Board To Partici(!ate? Required Lenient? R~uired R~uired Process Evaluation Required - Mechanism 

++ Juveniles only. 
Texas I = Texas Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs Act +t+ The Community-Based Corrections Facilities and Programs Act only. 

Texas 2 = Texas County Correctional Centers Act ++++ The Community Corrections Act only. 

- Ohio includes both the Community Corrections Act and the Community-Based Corrections Facility and Programs Act. 

• Application only, however, Maryland requires that a plan for the individual centers be submitted for "approval." 

•• Kansas originally had a chargeback mechanism, however it was later removed . 

••• Must Approve Grants Based on Applications 

M=Medium 

NE = "Not Explicitly Addressed" in the CCA; the item seems to be open to interpretation. 

Court of Commissioners 

tab6cca. wk3 
(ACIR 12/21193) 

-
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TABLE 7-A 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - AUTHORIZED USES OF FUNDING 

Local 
Matching of 

Funding 
Required 

County 
May Contract 
With Private 

Entities 

Restrictions on Jail 

Funding 
Formula 

FY 1992-93 
Statewide 

Budget 
State 

Facilities 
Capital 

Costs 

Source: Approximate Figures obtained from state administrative agency documents and Shilton, M.K., Community Corrections Acts for State-Local Partnerships (1993). 
+ Texas Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs Act 
++ Texas County Correctional Centers Act 
NE = Not Explicitly Addressed in the CCA. 
* For community corrections programs only, however and additional $20 million is spent annually on ISP and regular probation. 
** For a recent, previous fiscal year. tab7acca.wk3 
*** For the next fiscal year. 
**** Recommended for the next fiscal year. +++ ..... L_ n ___ _ 

Jail 
Operations 

-
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TABLE 7 - B 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTS - AUTHORIZED USES OF FUNDING 

Special Trust Fund 

! 
State Local 

+ Texas Local Community Corrections Subsidy Programs Act 
++ Texas County Correctional Centers Act 
NE = Not Explicitly Addressed in the CCA. 
NA = Not Applicable 
* To be set by the Commission or Department. 

Jail 
Programs 

Pre-Trial 
Serveces 

** Only the Conununity Corrections Act, which places an administrative expense cap on the state agency only. 
*** Only the Community Corrections Act. 
****For 

Administrative 
Expense 

Cap 

Use Funds 
For 

CCPlans 

Maintenance 
Of Local 

Effort Req'd 
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Table 8 
Proposed ACIR Recommendations and Policy Objectives 
Related to the Community Corrections Partner5hip Act 

The overall purpose for the proposed ACIR statutory amendments is to improve the viability, 
relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency in the planning and implementation of community-based criminal 
sanctions and programs funded, in part or in full, by state appropriated funds. Using the following 
interpretations, policy objectives for each ACIR staff recommendation are identified in the table below. 

Viability: Fiscal capacity to implement. 
Relevance: Close correspondence between programs or sanctions and the identified criminal justice 
and corrections needs in a community. 
Efficiency: Coordinated use of important planning and program resources in the criminal justice 
and corrections systems that minimize unnecessary duplication and fragmentation. 
Effectiveness: Short and long-term reductions in crime and improvements in public safety. 

:"-

ACIR Staff Recommendations Primary Policy 
Objectives 

1) Establish a dedicated funding source for continued funding of the Improve Viability 
Community Corrections Assistance Trust Fund or the Community 
Corrections Partnership Act. 

2) Amend the duties and responsibilities of the Corrections Commission to Improve Effectiveness 
include in its mission statement the promotion of state and local partnerships Improve Relevance 
in correctional policy and programs; and include in its membership adequate Improve Efficiency 
local government representation. 

3) Judicial Circuits should be additionally authorized to submit plans and Improve Effectiveness 
seek direct funding through the Community Corrections Partnership Act Improve Efficiency 
under conditions that are acceptable to counties within that judicial circuit. 
With this authority, the circuit public safety coordinating council 
memberships shall include representatives of the criminal justice and 
corrections delivery systems, such as: 
(a) the Chief Circuit Judge and Chief County Judges (the Chief Circuit 

Judge being the chairman of the committee), 
(b) the State Attorney, 
(c) the Public Defender, 
(d) the state probation circuit administrator, 
(e) a physician working in the area of alcohol and substance abuse, 
(t) a mental health professional concentrating practice in the area of 

alcohol and substance abuse, 
(g) a sheriff or jail administrator for a county in the judicial circuit, 
(h) a police chief from the largest police department in the circuit, 
(i) a county commissioner from each county in the circuit, 
G) a city governing ')fficial of the largest municipality (most populous) 

in each county iL the circu:., dnd 
(k) a school board official from that circuit. 

ACIR, 2/22/94 
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4) The "Maintenance of Local Effort" requirement should be removed from Improve Viability 
the Partnership Act. 

5) The statutory county public safety plan requirements should be tailored to Improve Viability 
meet the resources available to a county for purposes of preparing the 
required plan. Specifically, the plan requirements or statute subsections that 
should be deleted from the Act under §. 948.51(2), F.S., are: 

(1) Subsection (e) which requires the inclusion of the monthly 
assessment of the population status by the county public 
safety coordinating council of all probation programs owned, 
operated, or contracted for by the county, including county 
residential probation programs; 

(2) Subsection (h) which requires a projection of needs for both 
the construction of county detention facilities and the 
development of offender diversionary programs; 

(3) Subsection (i) which requires annual performance measures 
th,i\': establish whether a participating county complies with 
its approved comprehensive county correction plan; 

(4) Subsection G) which requires a plan for ongoing 
involvement and education of the community as to the 
purposes and accomplishments of the community corrections 
programs, including, but not limited to, their impact on 
recommitment; 

(5) Subsection (k) which requires verification by the county 
public safety coordinating council that the current 
percentage of spending levels for county correctional efforts 
have not been and will not be reduced by community 
corrections funds which may be received from the state. 

6) Clear statutory assurance that anticipated health care costs may be Improve Viability 
budgeted into the plan and funding request submitted to the Department of 
Corrections for approval by the participating entity. 

7) The Act should provide each county, within a public safety coordinating Improve Viability 
council, the right to accept, reject, or reject after acceptance the placement Improve Relevance 
of any offender if that county does not view an offender as acceptable for a Improve Effectiveness 
community-based sanction based only on the fact that the offender acts as a 
significant threat to public safety in such a facility or program. 

8) The Department of Corrections should, in cooperation with counties, Improve Effectiveness 
school boards, and municipalities, establish an educational and technical 
assistance program. The Legislature should appropriate sufficient funds to 
the Department of Corrections to comply with this requirement. 

ACIR, 2/22/94 



I 
I 
~I 

:1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

9) If an eligible entity anticipates the inclusion of juvenile programs and 
services in their comprehensive public safety plan and funding request, school 
board representatives should be named as a required member of the county 
public safety coordinating council under F.S. § 951.26, which is incorporated 
by reference in the Act.-
and 

I Statutory assurance must be explicit to ensure that a coordinating effort will 
be undertaken between the county public safety coordinating council and the 
district juvenile justice planning group and county juvenile justice council 
established under F.S. § 39.025 (1993). 

10) Provide a list in the statute which clearly states examples of intermediate, 
community-based sanctions which are fundable facilities and services under 
the Partnership Act. 

The language should state: 
"Programs, services, and facilities which are fundable under this Act include, 
but are not limited to: 

Work camps, 
Intensive supenision probation, 
Military-style bootcamps, 
Work release facilities, 
Day reporting centers, 
Restitution centers, 
In-patient and out-patient drug and alcohol abuse treatment and 
counseling, 
Vocational and educational programs, 
Halfway houses, and 
Pretrial Release Services." 

11) Under administrative rules, the evaluation committee should include 
persons not employed by the department in order to be a more 
"independent" body for the purpose of making recommendations to the 
Secretary of the Department of Corrections for grant funding. 

12) The outcome-based evaluations performed on programs receiving funding 
through the Partnership Act should be the fiscal responsibility of the state. 

13) There should be clear statutory assurance that all pre-trial programs are 
fundable programs under the Act. (See recommendation #11) 

14) Municipalities should be allowed to participate in the planning process. 

ACIR, 2/22/94 

Improve Relevance 
Improve Efficiency 

Improve Relevance 

Improve Effectiveness 
Improve Efficiency 

Improve Viability 

Improve Relevance 

Improve Relevance 
Improve Efficiency 
Improve Effectiveness 
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TABLE A: COMMUNITY SERVICE 

Alachua 

Approxlmate 
Year 

Non
Violent 

Impiemented Misdemeanant! 

1975 Yes 

Violent 
l!flsdemeanants 

Yes 

Non
Vioient 
Felons 

Violent 
Felo!!! 

County 
OperaUdi 
Privately 
Opel'llted 

Y~ y~ C 

Program is 

-=C=,o~u:'.:n",ty~B""ud",go:e=t:-:-::-::-:-- Desired by 
FY 92-93 FY 93-9~ County 

158,000 144,000 

Balcer 
Bay 

________ ~I99~3 ________ ~Yes~ __________________ ~Y~~~ ______________ ~c~ ____ ~urunm~~i~lw~le~~uruwa~~i~lw~le~---------
unknown Yes Yes Y ~ Y ~ unavailable- uruwailable* 

Bradford 
Brevard Unknown Yes Yes unavailable unavailwle 

Broward Unknown Yes C 25,000 25,000 

Calhoun 
Charlotte 1983 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailwle 

Citrus 
Clay 
Collier 1982 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Columbia 19801 Yes Yes Y~ Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Dade 
DeSoto 

Yes Dixie Unknown Y~ Yes Yes CIP 
Duva.~I __________ ~1~98~0~ _______ Y~es~ __________________ ~Y~~~ _____________ ~C~ ______ ~3~~~000~ __ ~~38~,5~OO~ ______ __ 

Escambia 1983 Yes P unavailwle* unavailable· 

Flagler 1979 Yes Yes P 

Franklin 
Gadsden 1980 Yes Y~ Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Gilchrist 
Glades 1983 Yes unavailable unavailable 

Gulf Unknown Y~ Yes Y~ Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 

Hamilton 
Hardee 1979 Yes Yes Yes Yes ClP/State unavailable unavailwle 

Hendty 1993 Y~ C 

Hernando Early 80's Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

Highlands 1988 Y~ C unavailable unavailable 

Hillsborough. 1978 Y~ Yes Yes Yes StateIP unavailable unavailable 

Holmes 
mdianRNer~. ________ ~19~8~5 __________ Y~es=-____________________ ~Y~~~ ______________ ~C~ _____ un~av~a~i~la~b~le~~un~a~v~m~·I=ab~le~ ________ __ 

Jackson 

Jefferson 
Lafayette 
Lalc=e~ __________ ~19~8~2~ ________ Y~es~ __________ Y~es~ ______ ~Y~es=-______________ ~C~ _____ un==a~v=ai~la~b~lc~~un~av~a=il=ab~l~e ________ ___ 

Lee 1980 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailwle 

Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 
Madison 
Manatee 
Marion 

Monroe 
Nassau 

Okaloosa 
Okeechobee 

Unknown Yes 

1974 Yes 
1980 Y~ 

Unknown Yes 

Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 
Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Yes P none none 

unavailable unavailable 

~~~~e ________ ~1~9~n~ _______ Y~~~ ________ y~~~ ______ ~Y=es~ __ ~Y=~~ ____ ~C~ ______ ~4~93~,6=3=6 __ ~5~1~~~24=3 __ _ 
Osceola Unknown Y ~ Yes CIP unavailablt: unavailable 
=P~alm~B~~-~~----~U~nkn~o-wn~-------7y~es~--------~Y~es~------~Y~~------~Y~es--------~CIP~-----un·~ava~il~ab~l~e--un~av~a~il~ab~l~e----------

Pasco 1982 Y ~ C unavailable unavailable 
Pinellas 1979 Yes Y~ Y~ CfP unavailable unavailable 

Polk 1982 Y~ Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Putrwn Unknown Y es Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Sl Johns Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes State unavailable unavailable 
Sl Lucie 
Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 1978 Yes Yes p 738,000* n5,800* 
Seminole 

::ss'::uumw;:; • .:..:ter~-'-~ee--------::u-:nknI79c;.80'O:;"'wnS'----------:yY:=:escso;;;..----------:yY:=:eseso;;;.. ______ .~Y:..;cso=... _____ "Y~· cs=-_____ ..cCIP:.:P=-_____ un==a:.:.;vailable :;:un:::a~v:::ai:::la:::b~te~ ________ _ 
~u. unavailable unavailable 

Taylor 
Union 
Volusia 
Wakulla 
Walton 

Pre-I 984 Yes Yes Yes Yes CfP unavailable unavailable 

Was~on .~~--__ ----------------------------------__ ___ 
Source: Infonmtion compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR, November, 1993. 
Notes: *Budget infonnation provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



I TABLE B: MILlTARY -STYLE BOOT CAMPS 
County 

Approximate Non- Non- Operated! Program Is 

I 
Year Violent Violent VIQlent Violent Privately Countl: Budget Desired by 

Cou'!h: Iml!le!!!ented MIMlemeanants MIMlemeanallts Felon. Felons pPerated FY 91-9.:1 FY93-94 County 

Alachua Yes 
Baker Yes 

I B!II 
Bradford 
Brevard Yes 
Broward 1993 Yes C 200,000 400,000 

I CalhOWl 
Charlotte 
Citrus 
Cl!!y 

I Collier 
Columbia 
Dade 
DeSoto 

I 
Dixie 
Duval 
Escambia 1991 Yes Wlavailable* W\aVaiiable* 
Flagler 

I 
Franklin 
Gadaden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 

I 
Gulf Yes 
Hamilton 
Hardee 
Henthy 

I 
Hernando 
Highlands 
Hillsborough 1994 Yes Yes C/State Wlavailable unavailable 
Holmes 
Indian River 

I Jackson 
Jefferson 
Lafa:z:ette 
Lake 

I Lee 1994 Yes Yes Yes Yes C Wlavailable 50,000 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 

I Madison 
Manatee 1993 YeslJuvenile YeslJuvenile YeslJuvenile YeslJuvenile C Wlavailable 541,540 
Marion 
Martin 

I 
Monroe Unknown Yes Yes P none none 
Nassau 
Okaloosa unavailable WlavniIable 
Okeechobee 

I 
Orange 
Osceola 
Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C Wlavailable WlBvaiiable 
Pasco 

I 
Pinellas 1993 YeslJuvenile YeslJuvenile C Wlavailable unavailable 
Polk Yes 
Putnam Yes 
SI. Johns 
SI. Lucie 

I Santa Rosa 
Sarasota Yes 
Seminole 
Sumter Unknown Yes Yes State unavailable unavailable Yes 

I Suwannee Yes 
Taylor 
Union 
Volusia Unknown YeslJuvenile Y eslJu~enile YeslJuveniIe YeslJuvenile ? Wlavailable unavailable 

I Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 
Source: Infonnation compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL AClR, November, 1993. 

I Notes: ·Budget infonnation provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 
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I TABLE C: DAY REPORTING CENTERS 
County 

Approximate Non- Non- Operated! Program Is 

I 
Year Violent Violent Violent Violent Privately Coun~ Budget Desired by 

County Iml!iem.n~ MiJdemeanants MiJdemeanants Felons Felons Operated FY92-93 ~ County 

Alachua 

I 
Baker 

B~ 
Bradford 
Brevard 

Broward 

I CalhOWl 
Charlotte 
CillUS 

CI~ 

I Collier 
Columbia 
Dade 1991 Yes Yes Yes Yes C 808,000 1,161,700 

DeSoto 

I 
Dixie 

D.JVa! 
Escambia 
Flagler 

I 
Frnnklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 

Glades 

I 
Gulf 
Hamilton 
Hardee 
Hendry 

I 
Hernando 

~ighlands 

Hillsborough 
Holmes 
Indian River 

I Jackson 

Jefferson 

Lafa:z:ette 
Lake 

I Lee 

Leon 
Levy 
Liberty UnknvWll Yes Yes state only unavailable unavailable 

I Madison 

Manatee 
Marion 
Martin 

I 
Monroe 
Nassau 
Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 

I 
Orange 1991 Yes Yes C 843,133 870,453 
Osceola 

Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Pasco 

I 
Pinellas 
Polk 
Putnam 
Sl Johns 

I 
SlLl!cie 
Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 
Seminole 

Swnter 

I Suwannee 
Taylor 
Union 

VolllS'a 

I Wakulla 

Walton 
Washington 

Source: Infonnation compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR, November, 1993. 

I Notes: -Budget informatio:l provided was not itemized. Figure docs not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



I TABLE D: EMERGENCY Utl;LTERS 
County 

Approximate Non- Non- Operated! Program Is 

I 
Year Violent Violent Violent Violent Privately County Budget Desired by 

~ Iml!lemented Misdemeanants Misdemeanants Erl2!!! Felons Operated ~ FY93-94 County 

Alachua Unknown C unavailable unavailable 

Balcer 

I B!!X 
Bradford 
Brevard 
Broward 

I CalhOWl 
Charlotte 
Citrus 
Clay 

I Collier 1989 P unavailable unavailable 

Colwnbia 
Dade 
DeSoto 

I 
Dixie 
Duval 
Escambia 
Flagler 

I 
Franl:lin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 

I 
Gulf Yes 

Hamilton 
Hardee 
Hendry 

I 
Hernando Yes 

Highlands 
Hillsborough 1970's elF/State Wl8vaiiable unavailable 

Holmes 
Indian River 1990 Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable , 

I Jackson 
Jefferson 
~ette 

Lalce 

I Lee 1970's Yes Yes P unavailable IillBvailable 

Leon 
Levy 
Liberty Yes 

I Madison 
Manatee 
Marion Yes 

Martin 

I 
Monroe 
Nassau 
Okcloosa unavailable tinivailablc 
Okeechol;>ee 

I 
Orange 
Osceola 
Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable Wlavailable 
Pasco Unknown ? ? ? State unavailable unavailable 

I 
Pinellas P unavailable unavailable 
Polk 
Putnam 
Sl Johns Unknown ? P unavailable unavailable 

I 
Sl Lucie 
Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 1979 P unavailable unavailable 
Seminole 
Swntcr Unknown ? P unavailable Ul",vailable I, Suwannee 
Taylor 
Union 
Volusia Pre-1984 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

I Walculla 
Walton 
Washington 
Source: Information compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR, November. 1993. 

I Notes: -Budget information provided was not itemized, Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



I TABLE E: HALF-WAY HOUSES 
COllnty 

Approximate Non- Non- Operated! Program I. 

I 
Year Violent Violent Violent Violent Privately County Budget Desired by 

County Iml!lemented Misdemeanants Misdemeansnts Felon. ~ Ol!erated FY92-93 FY 93-94 County 

Alachua 
Baker 

I B!!l 
Bradford 
Brevard 
Broward 

I Calhoun 
Charlotte 

Citrus 

CI!!l 

I Collier 
Columbia 
Dade 
DeSoto 

I 
Dixie 
Duval 
Escambia 
Flagler Yes 

I 
Franklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 

I 
Gulf Yes 

Hamilton 
Hardee 
Hendry 

I 
Hernando 
Highlands 

Hillsborough 1980's Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

Holmes 
Indian River 1984 Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

I Jackson 
Jefferson 

Laf!!lette 
Lake 

I Lee 
Leon 

~ 
Liberty 

I 
Madison 

Manatee 
Marion 1987 Yes Yes P Unavailable unavailable P 

Martin 

I 
Monroe 
Nassau 

Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 

I 
Orange 
Osceola 
PaImBeach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Pasco Unknown ? ? ? ? State unavailable unavailable 

I 
Pinellas 

Polk 
Putnam 
St JoMs 

StLucie 

I Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 1992 Yes PIS tate un.wailable unavailable 
Seminole 

Sumter Yes 

I Suwannee Yes 
Taylor 
Union 
Volusia 

I Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

Source: Information compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR, November. 1993. 

I Notes: *Budget information provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE .': HOUSE ARRESTIDETENTION 

Alachua 
Baker 

BII}' 
Bradford 

Brevard 
Broward 

Calhoun 

Charlotte 

Citrus 

Clay 

Collier 

Colwnbia 

Dade 

DeSoto 

Dixie 
Duval 

Escambia 

Flagler 

Franklin 

Gadsden 
Gilchrist 

Glades 
Gulf 
Hamilton 

Hardee 

Hendry 
Hernando 

Highlands 

Hillsborough 

Holmes 

Indian River 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Lafll}'ette 

Lake 

Lee 

Approximate 
Year 

Implemented 

Unknown 

1993 

1990 

1988 

1987 

1980's 

1985 

Unknown 

1988 

1992 
1979 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

1989 

1983 

1989 

1987 

1983 

Non
"'olent 

Misdemeanant! 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes/Juvenile 

Violent 
Misdemeanant! 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes/Juvenile 

Nan
Violent 
Felon. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes/Juvenile 

Violent 
Felon. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes/Juvenile 

County 
Operated! 
Privately 
Operated 

C 

CIP 
P 

C 

P 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

P 

C 

State 

C 

P 

ClState 

P 

C/State 

C 

Program I. 
-,C:::;o:.:u",n:.:.tyL.B=ud",R",e:.:.t--.,.--,-_ Desired by 

FY 92-93 FY 93-94 County 

unavailable unsvailable 

unavailable unavailable 

37,500 37,500 

Yes 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

100,000 447.000 

169,000 175.000 
unavailable· unavailable. 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable vnavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable lUlavaiiable 
Lron __________________________________________________________________________________________________________ __ 

Levy 
Liberty 1983 Yes Yes State 

Madison 
Manatee 1990 YeslPretrial only YeslPretrial only YeslPretrial only YeslPretrial onlv C unavailable unavailable 

Marion 1983 Yes Yes State unavailable unavailable 

Martin 
Monroe Unknown Yes Yes P none none 

Nassau 
Olcaloosa unavailable unavailable 

Okeechobee 

Orange 1990 Yes Yes C sec day reporting 

Osceola 

Unknown Palm Beach Yes C Yes Yes Yes unavailable unavailable 

Pasco Unknown Yes Yes C unavailable unavail&ble 

Pinellas 1985 Yes Yes Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 

PO~~ ______ ~1~9~83~------_,_~----------~----------~Y~es~------~Y~es~------~c~--------__________________ _ 
Putnam Unknown Yes Yes P 

St Johns Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C/State 

St Lucie 

Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 

Seminole 

Swnter 

SUWliIUlee 
Taylor 

Union 
Volusia 

Wakulla 

Walton 

Washington 

1990 Yes Yes 

1981 Yes 

Pre-1984 Yes Yes Yes 

Source: Information compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR, November, 1993. 

Yes 

Yes 

Notes: .Budge~ information provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 

P 

C/State 

CIP 

unavailable unavailable 

738.000· TI5,800o 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 



-- - ------ - ------- ------------ -----------~----

I TABLE G: IN-PATIENT COUNSELING (DRUG/ALCOHOLABUSE - AFTER TREATMENT) 
County 

Approximate Non- Non- Operaledl Program Is 

I Year Vlalent Violent Violent Violent PriVlltely County Budget Imlredby 
County Imlllementc4, l\Ilsdemeanants Misdemeanants Felons Erl!!!!! 0P!'rated FY 92-93 FY93-94 County 

Alachua 

I 
Baker 

B~ Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes P 55,461· 27,784· 

Bradford 
Brevard 
Brownrd 1989 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

I Calhoun 
Charlottc 

Citrus 

C!~ 

I Collier 

Columbia 1980's Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailablc unavailablc 

Dadc 
DeSoto 

I Dixie 
Duval 1991 Yes Yes Yes ? 380,085 397,231 

Escambia 1992 Yes Yes CIP unavailable· unavailablc· 

Flagler 1991 Yes Yes Yes Yes C 

I 
Franklin 
Gadsden 

Gilchrist 
Glades 

I 
Gulf Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

Hamilton 
Hardce 1973 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

Hendry 

I 
Hernando 
Highlands 1985 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable u!lavailable 

Hillsborough 1970's Yes Yes Yes Yes ClP/State unavailable unavailable 

Holmes 
Indian River 

I Jackson 

Jefferson 

Lafa:z:ettc 
Lakc Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

I Lee 1970's Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailablc unavailable 

Leon 

LCV'J 
Liberty Early-mid 80's Yes Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 

I Wtadison 
Manatee 1987 Y cslJuvenile YcslJuvenile Y cslJuvenilc P unavailable unavailable 
Marion 
Martin 

I 
Monroe 
Nassau 
Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 

I 
Orangc 

Osceola Unknown Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Pasco 1982 Yes Yes Yes Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 

I 
Pincllas 1981 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Polk 1985 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailablc 
Putnam Unknown P/State unavailable unavailable 
Sl Johns Unknown P unavailablc unavailable 

I 
Sl Lucie 
Santa Rosa 

Sarasota 1978 Yes Yes Yes Yes P 1,248,000· 1,426,000· 
Seminole 

I 
Sumter Yes 
Suwannce Yes 
Taylor 

Union 
Volusia Pre-1984 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

I Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

Source: Information compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR, November, 1993. 

I Notes: ·Budget infonnation provided was not itemized. Figure docs not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE H: IN-PATIENT DRUG/ALCOHOL ABUSE TREATMENT (DETOXIFICATION) 

Alachua 
Baker 
Bay 

Bradford 
Brevard 
Broward 
Calhoun 
Charlotte 
Citrus 
Clay 
Collier 
Colwnbia 
Dade 

DeSoto 

Dixie 
Duval 
Escambia 
Flagler 

Franklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 

Glades 
Gulf 
Hamilton 
Hardee 
Hendry 
Hernando 
Highlands 
Hillsborough 
Holmes 

Indian River 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Lafayette 
Lake 
Lee 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 

Madison 
Manatee 
Marion 

Martin 
Mcmroc 
Nassau 
Okaloosa 
Okeechobee 
Orange 

Osceola 
Palm Beach 
Pasco 
Pinellas 
Polk 

Putnam 
Sl Johns 
StLucie 

Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 
Seminole 
Swnter 
Suwannee 
Taylor 
Union 
Volusia 
Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

Approximate 
Year 

Implemented 

Approx. 1973 
1993 

Unknown 

1989 

1980's 

1975 

1991 

1973 

1985 
1970's 

1979 

Unknown 
1970's 

early/mid 80's 

1987 
1980 

Unknown 
Unknown 

1982 
Pre 1975 

1985 
Unknown 
Unknown 

1976 

Pre-1984 

Non
Violent Violent 

Misdemeananb Misdemeanunb 

Yes Yes 
Yes 
Yes Yes 

Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

Y cslJuvenile Y cslJuvenilc 
Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Non
VIolent 
Felon. 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

YeslJuvenile 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Source: Information compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR, November, 1993. 

Violent 
Felon. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

? 

Yes 

Yes 

Notes: ·Budget information provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 

Program is 
County 

Opentedl 
Privately 
Operated 

County Budget ___ Desired by 
FY 9:%-93 FY 93-94 County 

CIHRSgrant 318,000 319,000 
C unavailable lII1lIVailable 
P 55,461* 

C 550,000 450,000 

C unavailable unavailable 

C 70,000 70,000 

C 

P unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 

Yes 
c unavailable unavahable 

ClP/State unavailable unavailable Yes 

P unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 
P unavailable unavailable 

CIP unavailable unavailable 

P lII1lIVaiiable unavailable 
CIP unavailr.ble unavailable 

unavailable 'unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 
P unavailable unavailable 

CIP unavailable unavailable 

CIP unavailable unavailable 
P unavailable unavailable 

state fundIP unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable Yes 

P 

Yes 
Yes 

P unavailable unavailable 



I TABLE I: INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROBATION 
County 

Approximate Non- Non- Operated! Prognamb 

I 
Year Violent Violent Violent Violent Privately Count>: Budget Desired by 

County ImplemenW Misdemean2nts Misdemeanants ~'elon. Felons Op;!rated ~ FY93-94 County 

Alachua Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Baker 1993 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

I Bay 
Bradford 
Brevard Yes 

Broward 

I CalhOwt 
Charlotte 1975 Yes Yes C unavailable WlBVaiiable 

CitnlS 

~ 

I Collier 1992 Yes Yes wtavailable wtavailablc 
Columbia Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C wtavailable unavailable 
Dade 
DeSoto 

I Dixie 
Duval 

Escambia 1992 Yes Yes C wtavailable· wtavailablc9 

Flagler 

I 
Franklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 

I 
Gulf Unknown Yes Yes C wtavailable WlBVaiiable 
Hamilton 
Hardee Unknown Yes Yes State wtavailable unavailable 
Hendry 

I 
Hernando 
Highlands 
Hillsborough 1980's Yes Yes State unavailable unavailable 
Holmes 
Indian River 

I Jackson 
JcffCISOll 
Laf~ettc 

Lake Unknown Yes State unavailable unavailable 

I Lee 1983 Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 

I 11!adison 
Manatee 1974 Yes Yes C 25,000 25,000 
Muion 1936 Yes State unavailable unavailable 
Martin 

I Monroe 
Nassau 
Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 

I 
Orange 

Osceola 
PalmBcach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
PlISCO Unknown ? ? ? ? State unavailable unavailable 

I 
Pinellas 1992 Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Polk 
P1.ltnarn Unknown Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Sl Johns Unknown Yes Yes State unavailable unavailable 

I 
Sl Lucie 
Santa Rosa 
SlIlrasota 
Seminole 

I 
Sumter 1981 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Suwannee 
Taylor 
Union 
Volusia 

I Wllkulla 
Walton 
Washington 
Source: Infonnation compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL AClR, November, 1993. 

I Notes: ·Budget information prm.ided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE J: OUT-PATIENT COUNSEUNG (DRUG/ALCOHOLABUSE - AFTER TREATMENT) 

Alachua 
Baker 
Bay 

Bradford 
Brevard 
Broward 
Calhoun 

Charlotte 

Citrus 
Clay 
Collier 
Columbia 
Dade 
DeSoto 

Dixie 
Duval 
Escambia 
Flagler 

FrankJb 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 

Glades 
Gulf 

Hamilton 
Hardee 
HendIy 

Hernando 
Highlands 

Hillsborough . 
Holmes 
Indian River 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Lafayette 
Lake 
Lee 

Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 
Madison 
Manatee 
Marion 

Martin 

Monroe 
Nassau 

Okaloosa 
Okeechobee 
Orange 

Approximate 
Year 

Implemented 

1992 
Unknown 

1989 

1988 

1976 

1972 

1980's 

1991 
1990 

Unknown 

1973 

1991 

1985 
1970's 

1979 

Unknown 
1970's 

Unknown 

1993 
1980 

Unknown 

Non
Violent 

Misdemeanant. 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Violent 
Misdemeanant. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Non
Violent 
Felons 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Violent 
Feions 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

County 
Operated! 
Privateiy 
O""rated 

c!' 
P 

CIP 

C 

CIP 

P 

C 

P 

CIP 

County Budget 

unavailable unavailable 
55.461* 27.784* 

unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 

237.825 233.661 
unavailable· unavailable* 

P unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 
C 

unavailable unavailable 
CIP/State unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 
P unavailable unavailable 

CIP 

CIP unavailable unavailable 
CIP unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

Osceola Unknown Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Pasco 1982 Yes Yes Yes Yes State unavailable unavailable 
Pinellas 1980 Yes Yes Yes Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 
Polk 1985 Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Putnam Unknown Yes Yes state fundIP unavailable unavailable 
;:S;:t..:,JO;::Ms= ___ -'U:::nkn=:.:O.:.;wn=-_____ -'-? ______ --'? _____ -'-____ -'-___ ---'P=--__ .::un:.::a::..:v.::ai:.::la::b:::le=--...::u~available 
Sl Lucie 

Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 1976 Yes Yes Yes Yes P 1.248.000· 1.426.000· 
Seminol~ 

Sumter 1988 Yes Yes Yes Yes C? unavailable unavailable 
Suwannee 

Taylor 

Union 
Volusia Pre-1984 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

Source: Information compiled from two SUlVeys conducted by the FL ACIR. November. 1993. 
Notes: -Budget information provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 

Program is 
Deaired by 

County 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
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I 
I 
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I 
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TABLE K: Our-PATIENT DRUG/ALCOHOL ABUSE TREATMENT (DETOXIFICATION) 

Alachua 
Baker 
Bay 
Bradford 
Brevard 
Broward 
Calhoun 
Charlotte 
Citrus 
Clay 
Collier 
Columbia 
D~e 

DeSoto 
Dixie 
Duval 
Escarnbia 

Approximate 
Year 

Non
Violent Violent 

Implemented Misdemeanant. Misdemeanant. 

1992 Yes 
Unknown Yes Yes 

1990 

1976 Yes Yes 

1980's Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes 

Non
Violent 
Felon.! 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Violent 
Felons 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

County 
Operatedi 
Privately 
Operated 

CIP 
P 

C 

CIP 

C 

P 

Program Is 
-::C=,o"",u:,:,n!!.ty~B""",ud,,,go:e::-t :-::-::-:--:-- Desired by 

FY 92-93 FY 93-94 County 

unavailable unavailable 
55.461* 27.784* 

900,000 950,000 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

Yes Flagler 
Franklill 
Gv~~m~-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Gilchrist _____________________________________ . __________ _ 
GI~~~~ ________________ ~~ ________ ~ ________ ~ ______ ~ ________________ ~ ______ ~ ______ ~ __ _ 

C,. .. lf Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Hamilton 
Hardee 1973 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Heneby Unknown C 

Hernando 
Ffi~M&~------~19~8~5--------~Y~es-------------Y~es----------~Y~es------~Y~es--------~C~-----un-a-v-a~iI~ab~le---un--a-va~i~la~b~le-----------

Ffillsborough 1970's Yes Yes Yes Yes CIP/State unavailable unavailable 
Holmes 
Indian River 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Lafayette 
Lake 
Lee 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 
Madison 
Manatee 
Marion 
Martin 
Monroe 
Nassau 
Okaloosa 
Okeechobee 
Orange 

Osceola 
Palm Bcach 
Pasco 
Pinellas 
Polk 
Putmlln 
St Johns 
St Lucie 
Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 

Seminole 
Sumter 
Suwannee 
Taylor 
Union 
Volusia 
Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

1990 Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes Yes 
1970's Yes Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes Yes 

1993 Yes Yes Yes 
1980 Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes 
Unknown Yes Yes Yes 

1982 Yes 
1980 Yes Yes Yes 
1985 Yes Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes 
Unknown 

1988 Yes Yes Yes 

Pre-1984 Yes Yes Yes 

Source: Information compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR. November. 1993. 

p unavailable unavailable 

Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Yes P unavailable unavailable 

Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 

CIP unavailable unavailable 
CIP unavailable unavailable 

Yes P . unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 
Yes P unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 
Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailab!e 
slate fundIP unavailable unavailable 

? P unavailable unavailable 

Yes Unknown lUlavailable unavailable 

Yes P unavailable lUlavaiiable 

Notes: *Budget information provided was not itemized. Figure docs not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE L: SUPERVISED PRE-TRIAL INTERVENTION AGREEMENTS 

Alachua 
Baker 
Bay 
Bradford 
Brevard 
Broward 
Calhoun 
Charlotte 
Citrus 
Clay 
Collier 
Colwnbia 
Dadc 
DeSoto 
Dixie 
Duval 
Escambia 
Flagler 
Franklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 
Gulf 
Hamilton 
Hardee 
Hendry 
Hernando 
Highlands 
Hillsborough 
Holmes 
Indian River 
Jackson 

Jefferson 
Lafavette 
Lake 
Lee 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 
Madison 
Manatee 
Marion 
Martin 
Monroe 
Nassau 
Okaloosa 
Okeechobee 
Orange 

Osceola 
PalmBcach 
Pasco 
Pinellas 
Polk 
Putnam 
Sl Jolms 
Sl Lucie 
Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 
Seminolc 
Swnter 
Suwanncc 
Taylor 
Union 
Volusia 
Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

Appro1lm.~ 

:felir 
implemented 

1994 
1993 

1989 

1998 

1980's 
1984 

Unknown 

Unknown 
1979 

1993 

1975 
1990 
1992 

1973 

1985 

1987 
1987 

Unknown 

1976 
1987/1993 

Unknown 

1975 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknown 

1980 

1978 
Unknown 
Unknown 

1989 

Unknown 
Unknown 

Pre-!984 

Non
VIolent 

Misdemeanant. 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Violent 
Misdemeanant. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Non
Violent 
E£!2!!! 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Source: Infonnation compiled from two swyeys conducted by thc FL ACIR, November, 1993. 

Violent 
ES2.!l! 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Notes: ·Budget information pr·::>Vided was not itemized. Figure docs not reflect costs for individual sanction. 

County 
Operated! 
Privately 
Ol!!!rated 

C 

C 

C 

CIP 
C 

C 

C 

P 

C 

State Atly. 
C 

P 

P/Stale 

C 

C 
P 

DOC 

C/State 
C/State 

P 

C 
P 
C 

State 
P 
C 
p 

ClStatc 

CIP 

Statc 
P 

CIP 

County Budget 

? 85,000 
unavailablc unavailablc 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailablc 

unavailable· unavailablc. 

unavailable unavailablc 

unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable 69,906 
Unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

456,047 645,932 
unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailablc 
unavailablc unavailablc 

738,000. 775,800· 

unavailable unavailablc 

unavailable unavailable 

Program Is 
Desired by 

County 

Yes 



I TABLE1\{: PRE-TRIAL RELEASE 
County 

Approslmate Non- Non- OJ)4'raUdl Program Is 

I Veu Violent Violent Violent Violent Privately Count;!: Budget Desired by 
C6unty Iml!lemented Misdemean~nts Mbdemean.nts Felon. Felons Operated .EY..2!::2J. ~~ County 

Alachua l!m Yes Yes Yes Yes C 454,000 423,000 

I 
Baker 1992 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

B~ 
Bradford 
Brevard 1985 Yes Yes C uru:vailab1e unavailable 

I 
Broward 1978 Yes C 700,000 700,000 

CalhOWl 
Charlotte 
Citrus 

I 
CI~ 
Collier 1990 Yes YC3 unavailable unavailable 

Columbia 1976 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavail~ble unavailable 

Dade 1984 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
DeSoto 

I Dixie 

Duval 
Escambia 1986 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable· unavailable· 
Flagler 

I Franklin 

Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 

I 
Gulf Unknown Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
HIIlt'Jlton 
Hardee 
Hendry Unknown Yes Yes 

I 
Hernando 1990 Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Highlands 1993 Yes Yes P 30,000 60,000 
Hillsborough 1974 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Holmes 

I 
Indian River 

Jackson 
1efferson 

Laf~ettc 

Lake 1992 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

I Lee 1987 Yes Yes Yes C 300,000 320,000 
Leon 1988 Yes Yes Yes Yes C 
Levy 
Liberty 

I Madison 

Manatee 1985 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable 436,780 
Marion 1992 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Martin 

I Monroe 1988 Yes Yes Yes Yes C 336,526" 366,985-
Nassau 
Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 

I Orange 1975 Yes Yes C see pretrial intervention 
Osceola 1986 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Pasco Unknown ? ? ? ? C unavailable unavailable 

I· 
Pinellas 1980 Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Pollc 1980 Yes Yes YC3 C unavailable unavailable 
Putnam Unknown Yes P unavailable unavailable 
St10hns Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

I 
Sl Lucie 

Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 
Seminole 

I 
Sumter 
Suwannee 
Taylor 

Union 
Volusia 1989 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

I Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

I 
Source:: Information compilexi from two surveys conducted by the FL AClR, November. 1993. 

Notes: -Budget information provided was not itemi7..ed. Figure docs not reflect costs fer individual sanction. 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE N: PSYCHOLOGICAJ .. OR FAMILY COUNSEUNG 

ApproxiJl):ote 
Yr.ar 

Iml,liemented 

Non
Violent 

Mlsdemeanant.s 
Violent 

Misdemeanant. 

Non
Violent 
Felons 

Violent 

!!!2!!! 

County 
Operated! 
PrlVlItely 
Operated 

Program Is 

-::~C",ou:::n:::t~Y-?B",u",d~ge::,t~:-::-:-- Desired by 
FV 92-93 ~ County 

Alachua Y cs Y es Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Baker 1993 Yes Yes P ,unavailable unavailable 
~~~ ___ ~U~rum~o~wn~ ___ ~Y~es~ ______ ~Y~es~ _____ Y~es~ __ ~Y~es~ __ ~P ___ ~-=27~1~,ro~7 __ 1~7~5,~500~ ___ ___ 

Bnuiford 
Brevard 1990 Yes p unavailable unavailable 

Broward 
Calhoun 

Yes 
, _____ ----,1.-------------------:-----::--:--:-----",...,...,.-----

Yes CIP unavailable unavailablc Charlotte 1975 
Citrus 

flax.. 
Coliier------:-19-:-72:-:-------:---------:-------::?:------::------:P---un-avaJ-::·I:-ab:-:1:-c--una-v-~;;.i';:l:.:a-:-b~-:-I:.::e~~~~~~~~~~--= 

Columbia 1980's Yes Yes Y~ Yes C unavailable unavailablc 

Dade 
DeSoto 
Dixie Urumown Yes Yes Yes Yes P 
Duval 1971 Yes Yes Yes Yes p 1n,334 177,334 
Escarnbia 1992 Yes Yes p unavailablc· unavailablc. 

Flagler 
Franklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 
Gulf Urumown Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailablc unavailablc 
Hamilton 
Hardee 1978 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailablc unavailable 
Hendry Urumown C 

Hernando Yes 
1989 Highlands Y cs Yes Y cs Yes P unavailable unavailable 

HiltsboroughlZ::...._--=I.o.97.:.;0'::.,;s'--____ ..:;Y..:es::.... _____ -'Y:..;es:.::.. ____ ..:;Y..:es::.... ___ Y::..;es:;.:.... __ ..:;C",fP::.,;/.;:S.:;Ia",tc,---=un:.:a:;.;v.;:a:.:.ila::.:b:.:.lc::...._un=a",va::.:i:.:la:::.bl:.:c _____ _ 
Holmes 
Indian River 1979 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailablc unavailable 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Lafayettc 
Lakc Urumown Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailablc 
Lec 1970's Yes Yes Yes Yes p unavailable unavailable 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty Unknown ? Yes Yes Yes CfP unavailable Wlavailablc 
Madison 
Manatee 1987 YeslJuvenile YeslJuvenile YeslJuvcnile p unavailable WlaVaiiable 
Marion 1985 Yes Yes Yes Yes CfP Wlavailable WlaYaiiable 
Martin 
Monro.: 
Nassau 
Okaloosa Wlavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 
Orange 

Osceola Urumown Yes Yes p unavailable unavailable 
PalmBcach Urumown Yes Yes Yes Yes CIP unavailablc unavailable 
Pasco Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes Slate unevailablc unavailable 
Pincllas 1980 Yes Yes Yes Yes CIP unavailable unavailablc 
Polk 1985 Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailablc 
Putnam 
Sl Johns Urumown ? P WlavaiiabIe unavailable 
Sl Lucie 
Santa Rosa 
Sarasola 1970 Yes Yes P 350,000 350,000 
Seminolc 
Sumter Urumov.n Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable Yes 
Suwannce 
Taylor 
Union 
Volusia 1988 Yes Yes Yes Yes CIP unavailable Wlavailable 
Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

Source: Information compiled from two swvcys conducted by thc FL ACIR, November, 1993. 
Notes: -Budget information provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



I TABLE 0: SEMlNA-RS/SPEECHES ON A WIDE ARRAY OF SUBJEC'fS 
County 

Approllilute Non- Non- Operated! Program Is 

I 
Year Vlolel1t Violent Violent Violent Privately Count>.: Budget Desired by 

County Im~I.mented ~flsdemeananb Misdemeanant.s Felons Felons Operated Fyn-9J ~ County 

Alachua 

I 
!:l.aker 
B!I! 
Brndford 
Brevard 

Broward 

I' Calhoun 

Charlotte 

Citrus 

I, CI!I! 
Collier 1990 Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Colwnbia 
Dade 
DeSoto 

I Dixie 
Duval 1990 Yes Yes Yes Yes CIP 145,076 147,898 
Escmnbia 
Flagler 

I 
Franklin 
Gadsden 1S91 Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Gilchrist 
Glad~ 

I 
Gulf 
Hamilton 

Hardee 
Hendry Yes 

I 
Hernando Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unuvailable 
Highlands 
Hillsborough 1970's Yes Yes Yes Yes CIP/State unavailable unavailable 
Holmes 

I 
Indian River 1985 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Jackson 
Jefferson 

Lafa;ietle 
Lake 

I Lee 

Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 

I Madison 
Manatee 1991 Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Marion 1990 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Martin 

I Monroe 
Nassau 
Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 

I 
Orange 

Osceola 
Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unav~ilable 

PtssCO 1988 Yes State unavailable u.1available 

I 
Pinellas Ongoin~ 
Polk 
Putnam Unknown p 

Sl Johns Unknown Yes Yes Yes C/State unavailable unavailable 

I 
St. Lucie 

Santa Rosa 
Sarasota Ongoing Yes Yes Yes Yes cm unavailable unavailable 
Seminole 

I 
Swnter Yes 
Suwannee 

Taylor 
Union 
Voll!Sia Prc·1984 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

I Wakulla 

Walton 
Washington 

Source: Infonnation compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR, November, 1993. 

I Notes: -Budget information provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



--~------------~ 

I TABLE P: SEXUALLY TRANSMrITED DISEASE TESTING AND/OR COUNSELING 
County 

Approxinuote Non- Non- Operated! Program I. 

I Year Violent Vlolent Violent Vlolen! Privately County Budget Desired by 
~ Iml!lemented Misdemeanant.. Misdemeanant.. Felon. ~ O""rated ll.2l:2! ~ County 

Alachua Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C Wl8VlIilable unavailable 

,I Baker 1992 Yel Yes Yes Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 

B!!l 
Bradford 
Brevard 

I 
Broward 
Calhoun 
Charlotte 
Citrus 

I 
Clay 
Collier Unknown ? ClHealth Dept unavailable unavailable 
Columbia 
Dade 

a 
DeSoto 
Dixie 
Duval 1910 Yes Yes Yes Yes P 14,640 14,640 
Escambia 
:Flagler 

I Franklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 

I 
Gulf 
Hamilton 
Hardee Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes ClState unavailable unavailable 
Henchy 

I 
Hernando 
Highlands 1985 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Hillsboro!!&" 1990 Yes Yes Yes Yes CIF unavailable unavailable 
Holmes 

I 
Indian River 1980 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Laf!!lette 
Lake Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yc:; P unavailable unavailable 

I Lee 1988 Ye. Yel: Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty Yes C IJIlavailable unavailable 

I Madison 
Manalee , 
Marion 1991 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Martin 

I Monroe Unknown Yes Yes Yel Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Nassau 
Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 

,I Orange 
Osceola Unknown Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unav-dilable 
Pnsco Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

I 
Pinellas 1985 Yes Yes CIP unavailabJe unavailabl~ 

Polk 1990 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Putnam Unknown Yes Yes State unavailable unavailable 
st. Johns Unknown ? ? P unavailable unavailable 

I 
St.Lucill 
Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 1990 Yes Yes Yes Yes P 1,24ll,ooo· 1,426,000· 
Seminole 

I 
Sumter Yes 
Suwannee 
Taylor 
Union 

I 
Volusia 1991 Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Walculia 
Walton 
Washington 

I 
Source; Information compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL AClR, November, 1993. 
Notes; ·Budget information provided Was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
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I 
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I 

TABLE Q: URINE nRUG SCREEN 

Alachua 
Baker 

Bay 

Bradford 
Brevard 
Broward 

CalhOWl 

Charlotte 

Citrus 

Clay 

Collier 

Colwnbia 

Dade 

DeSoto 

Dixie 

Duval 
Esc.ambia 

Flagler 

Franklin 

Gadsden 
Gilchrist 

Glades 
Gulf 
Hamilton 
Hardee 

HendIy 
Hernando 

Highlands 

Hillsborough 
Holmes 

Indian River 

Jackson 

Jefferson 
Lafayette 

Lake 
Lee 

Leon 
Levy 

Liberty 

Madison 

Manatee 
Marion 
Martin 

Approximate 
Year 

Implemented 

Unknown 

1993 

1985 

1985 

19851 

Unknown 

Unknown 

1990 

1979 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

1970's 

1991 

Unknown 
1970's 

Unknown 

1990 
1985 

Non
Violent 

Misdemeunants 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Violent 
Misdemeangnts 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Non
Violent 
Felons 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Violent 
Felons 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

County 
Operated! 
Privately 
Operated 

C 
CJP 

c 

P 

c 

CfP 
p 

CfP 

CfP 

C 

Program Is 

--=:::C",ou",n'!!ty~B",u:::d,=ge::=t:-:-::-::-:-- Desired by 
FY 92-93 FY 93-94 County 

unavailable Wl3Vailable 

Wl3Vailablc unavailable 

Wlavailable unavailable 

linavailable Wl3Vailablc 

unavailable unavailable 

38,500 40,500 
Wlavailable* unavailable* 

unavailable unavailable 

Wlavailable Wlavailable 

CfPlState unavailable Wlavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 
P unavailable un~vailable 

unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 

CfP unavailable unavailable 

Monroe 
Nassau 

1988~ ________ ~Y~es~ ________ ~Y~es~ ______ ~~~'es~ ____ ~Y~es~ ______ C~ ____ ~3~3~6,~52~6~* __ ~3~66~,~9~85~~_' ________ ___ 

Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 

Okeechobee 

Orange 1989 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Osceola Unknown Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes CfP unavailable unavailable 

Pasco Unkncwn 1 1 ? ? c/State unavailable unavailable 

Pinellas 1991 Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

Polk 1985 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Putnarn----------~U~nkn~o~wn----------~Y~es=-----------Y~es~--------~~----~~------~P~--~un~av~a=i1~ab~l~e--~un=a~v~ai=la=b=le~----------

St Johns Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes ClP unavailable unavailable 
St Lucie 

Santa Rosa 
S~~ta=-________ ~I990~~ ________ ~Y~es~ _________ Y~es~ ________ ~Y~~~ ____ ~Y~es~ ____ ~P~ __ ~1~,2~4=8,~~~* __ ~1~,4~2=6~,~~· __________ _ 
Seminole 

Swnter 1988 Yes Yes Yes Yes CfP unavailable unavailable 
Suwannee 

Taylor 

Union 
Volusia Pre· 1989 Yes Yes Yes Yes CfP unavailable unavailable 
Wakulla 

Walton 
Washington 

Source: Infonnation compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL AClR. November, 1993. 

Notes: '"Budget infonnation provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



I TABLE R: VICTIM-OFFENDER MEDIATION 
County 

Approllmate Non- Non- Operated! Progl'lllmis 

I Year Violent Violent VIoC4:nt Violent Privately County Budget Desired by 
Coun!;y Iml!l~mented MlsdemHnants Misdemeanants Felons Felon. O!>erated ~ FY93-94 County 

Alachua 

I 
Baker 

B~ 
Bradford 
Brevard 1985 Yea Yes C unavnilable unavailable 

Broward 

I Calhoun 
Charlotte 
Citrus 

CI~ 

I· Collier 1988 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Colwnbia 
Dade 
DeSoto 

I Dixie 

Escambia 

Flagler 

,I Franklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 

I; Gulf 
Hamilton 
Hardee Unknown Yes Yes State Atty. unavailable unavailable 

Hendry 

I 
Hernando Yes 
Highlands 

Hillsborough 
Holmes 

I 
Indian River 
Jackson 

Jefferson 

Lafa:z:ette 

I 
Lake 
Lee 1986 Yes unavailable unavailable 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 

I Madison 
Manatee 
Marion 

Martin 

I Monroe 
Nassau 
Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 

I 
Orange 

Osceola 
PalmBeacb Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
Pasco 1986 Yes C unavailable unavailable 

I 
Pinelias 1980 Yes Yes Yes CfP unavailable unavailable 
Polk 1978 Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailabl~ 

Putnam Unknown Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 
SL Johns Unknown YeslJuvenile YeslJuv;:nile YeslJuvenile unavailable unavailable 

I 
SL Lucie 
Santa Rosa 

Sarasota 1992 Yes Yes Yes Yes C 100.000 100,000 
Seminole 

I 
Swntcr 
Suwannee 

Taylor 
Union 
Volusia Pre-1984 Yes p unavailable unavailable 

I Wakulla 

Walton 
Washington 

Source: Information compiled from two SlUVeys conducted by the FL ACIR. November, 1993. 

I Notes; *Budget information provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 
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TABLE S: VICTIM RESTITUTION 

Alachua 
Baker 
Bay 
Bradford 

Broward 
Calhoun 
Charlotte 
Citrus 
Clay 
Collier 
Columbia 
Dade 

DeSoto 

Dixie 
Duval 
Escambia 
Flagler 
Franklin 

Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 
Gulf 
Hamilton 

Hardee 
Hendry 
Hernando 
Highlands 
Hillsborough 
Holmes 
Indian River 
Jackson 

Jefferson 
Lafayette 
Lake 
Lee 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 

Madison 
Manatee 
Marion 

Martin 
Monroe 
Nassau 

Okaloosa 
Okeechobee 
Orange 

Osceola 

Approximate 
Year 

Implemented 

Unknown 
Unknown 

1975 

1988 
1973 

Unlatown 

1978 
1990 
1979 

1980 

Unknown 

Unknown 

1980 

1941n8 

1985 

1982 
1970's 

Unknown 

1985 

Unknown 

1975 

Non
Violent 

Misdemeanant.. 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Violent 
Misdemeanant.. 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Non
Violent 

~ 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Violent 
Felons 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

County 
Operated! 
Privately 
Operated 

c 
C 

C 

C 

C 
CIP 

CIP 

C 
C 
p 

C 

County Budget 

~~ 

unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 
unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 
unavailable· unavailable. 

unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 

ClP/State unavailable unavailable 

P w,available unavailable 

ClPlState unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 
CIP unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 

C/State unavailable 409,855 
ClState unavailable unavailable 

p none none 

unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 

Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C/P unavailable unavailable 

Program I. 
Desired by 

County 

P_ru_~ _____________ 1~9~84 ___________ y~~ __________ ~Y~es~ ______ ~Y~es~ ____ ~Y~es=-______ S~ta~t~e ____ ~unav~~8~il~ab~le~_un~a~va=i~la~b~le __________ _ 

Pinellas Prc-19n Yes Yes Yes Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 
Polk 1980 YC5 Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Putmun Unknown Yes YC5 P unavailable unavailable 
Sl Johns Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Sl Lucie 

Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 

Seminole 
Sumter 
Suwllnllee 
Taylor 

Union 
Volusia 

Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

1978 Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes Yes 
Unknown Yes Yes 

Prc-1984 Yes Yes Yes 

Source: Infonnation compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL AC1R. November, 1993. 

Yes 

Yes 

Notes: ·Budget infonnatkm provid=d was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 

P 738,000· 775,800" 

C/State unavailable unavailable 
P 

p unavailable unavailable 

Yes 
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TABLET: VOCATIONAUEDUCATIONALPROGRAMS 

Alachua 
Baker 
Bay 
Bradford 
Brevard 

Broward 
Calhoun 
Charlotte 
Citru5 
Clay 
Collier 
Columbia 
Dade 
DeSoto 
Dixie 
Duval 

Escambia 
Flagler 

Franklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 

Glades 
Gulf 

Hamilton 
Hardee 

Hendry 
Hernando 
Highlands 
Hillsborough 
Holmes 
Indian River 
Jackson 

Jefferson 
Lafayette 
Lake 

Lee 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 

Madison 
Manatee 
Marion 

Martin 
Monroe 
Nassau 
OkaIoosa 
Okeechobee 
Orange 

Osceola 
Pa1mB~ 

Pasco 
Pinellas 
Polk 

Sl Johns 

SlLucie 
Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 

Seminole 
Sumter 
Suwannee 
Tavlor 
Union 
Volusia 
Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

Approximate Non-
Yair Violent Violent 

Implemented Misdemeanant! Misdemeanant! 

1992 Yes Yes 
1993 Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes 

1990's Yes Yes 
1975 Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes 
1972 Yes Yes 

1993 Yes Yes 

Unknov.n Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes 
Unknown ? 

1983 Yes Yes 
1971 Yes Yes 

1987 Yes 

1992 
1970's Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes 

1992 Yes Yes 
1980 Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes 

1975 Yes 
1990 Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes 
Unknown Yes Yes 

1981 Yes Yes 
1980 Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes 
Unknown ? 

1976 Yes Yes 

1980's Yes Yes 

Pre-1984 Yes Yes 

Non
Violent 

EWm! 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Violent 
Felons 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
.Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Source: Infonnation compiled from two swveys conducted by the FL ACIP~ November, 1993. 

County 
Operated! 
Privately 

~ 

Program Is 

-:::::C:;.:o,:,u",n~ty<:-=B;::u.::d~ge::.:t,=--::-:-- Desired by 
FY 92-93 ~ County 

C/School Bd unavailable unavailable 
CfP unavailable unavailable 
P 0 2S,OOO 

C unavailable unavailable 
C unavailable unavailable 

P 
P unavailable unavailable 

unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 

CfP/St£\l~ unavailable unavailable 
C 

Statc/C unavailable unavailable 
CfP unavailable unavailable 

C unavailabie unavailable 

State unavailable unavailable 
P unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 
CfP unavailable unavailable 

p unavailable unavailable 

unavailable ~ailable 

C unavailable unavailable 
P unavailable unavailable 
P unavailable unavailable 
C unavailable unavailable 
C unavailable unavailable 
P unavailaLle unavailable 

State unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 

C 100,000 100,000 

c unavailable unavailable 

P unavailable unavailable 

Note:;: ·Budget infonnation provided WI!!; not itemjzed. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 
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TABLEU: WEEK-END JAIL 

Approximate 
Year 

Implemented 

Non
Violent 

Misdemeanant. 
V!olent 

Mlsdemeanmnts 

Non
Violent 
Felons 

Violent 
Felon. 

County 
Operated! 
Privately 
Operated 

Program I. 
-=",C:=-o:=:un::.t~Y"",B",u",d=;g=e:=:t =-:-:-- Desired by 
~ FY 93-94 County 

Alachua 
Baker 

Bay 

BI'CYIIrd 
Broward 

Charlotte 

Citrus 

Clay 

Collier 

Colwnbia 

Dade 

DeSoto 

Dixie 

Duval 

Escambia 

Flagler 

Franklin 

Gadsden 
Gilchrist 

Glades 
Gulf 
Hamilton 

Hardee 

Hendry 

Hernando 

Highlands 
Hillsborough 
Holmes 

Indian Rive-
Jackson 

Jefferson 
Lafayette 

Unknown Yes 

1993 y"" 
Unknown Yes 

1983 Yes 

1989 Yes 

1970's Yes 

1980 Yes 

Unknown Yes 

1976 Yes 

1979 Yes 

Unknown Yes 

Unknown Yes 

Unknown Yes 

1990 Yes 

1980's Yes 

1984 Yes 

Lake 1994 currently under consideration 

Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Yes C lUlaVailabl" unavailable 

Yes Yes Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 

Yes Yes C unavailable lUlaVailablc 

Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

C 

Yes Yes C 50.000 52.000 
Yes 

Yes Yes Yes C 

Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Yes C 

Yes CIP unavailable unavailable 

Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Yes 
L~ ____________ ~1~98~3~ __________ Y;~es~ __________ ~Y~es~ ________ ~Y~es~ ________________ C~ ____ ~un~a~v~a~ila~b~le~_un~a;~va=i~la~bl~e __________ _ 

Leon 1988 Yes Yes Yes C 

Levy 
Liberty 

Madison 

Manatee 1975 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Marion 1980 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable wlavailable 

Martin 

Monroe Unknown Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Nassau 
Okaloosa unavailable' unavailable 
Okeechobee 
Orange 

Osceola Unknown Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Palm Bea'.h Unknown Yes Y es Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Pasco 1988 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

=P __ in::-e"'lIas------------:1"::9=-85:-----------:Y:'es~----------_:Y':'es;;;...---------"Y'::es"---------________ C=-____ -=un:.:.::;vailable unavailable 
Polk 1980 Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Putnam 
Sl Jolms 

Sl Lucie 

Santa Rosa 

Sarasota 
Seminole 

Swnter 

SLiwann~ 

Taylor 
Union 

Volusia 
Wakulla 

Walton 
Washir.gton 

Unknown Yes Yes Yes 

1982 Yes Yes 

Unknown Yes Yes Yes 

Source: Infonnation compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR. November. 1993. 

Yes 

Notes: ·Budgct infonn.tion provided was not itemized. Figure does not reflect costs for individual sanction. 

unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 

C unavailable unavailable 



-, 

I TABLE V: WORK RELEASE FACILlTIES 
County 

Approximate Non- Non- Operated! Program Is 

I Year Violent Violent Violent Violent Privately Countr Budget Desired by 
County Iml!lemented Misdemeanant. Mlsder.,e&nants Felon. Felons O""rated FY 91-93 FY93-94 County 

Alachua 1974 Yes Yes Yes Yes C 291.600 346.000 

I 
Baker 1993 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Ba:r: Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable: 

Bradford 
Brevard Yes 

Broward Unknown Yes C 750.000 750.000 

I, Calhoun 

Charlotte 1985 Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Citrus 

I 
Cla:r: 
Collier 
Colwnbia 1980's Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

Dade 1966 Y-es Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

DeSoto 

I Dixie 
Duval 1971 Yes Yes Yes C 1.325.152 1.325.500 
Escambia 1984 Yes Yes C unavailable· unavailable· 

Flagler 

I 
Franklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 

I 
Gulf Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Hamilton 

Hardee 
Hendry 

I 
Hemando 1989 Yes Yes P unavailable unavailable 

Highlands 
Hillsborough 1972 Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Holmes 

I 
Indian River 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Lafa:r:ette 

I 
Lake 26.000 36.650 
Lee 1983 YeslJuvcnile YcslJuvenile YcslJl.lVenile Y cslJuvenile C unavailable unavailable 
Leon 1988 Yes Yes Yes C 
Levy 
Liberty 

I Madison 
Manatee 1974 Yes Yes Yes C 995.325 
Marion 1980 Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Martin 

I Monroe 
Nassau 

Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 

I 
Orange 1974 Yes Yes C 1.350.000 1.472,048 
Osceola 1990 Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Pasco Unknown Yes State unavailable unavailable 

I 
Pinellas 1984 Yes Yes Yes Yes Cfp unavailable unavailable 
Polk Yes 
Putnam Yes 
Sl Johns Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 

I 
Sl Lucie 

Santa Rosa 
Sarasota Proposed Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable Yes 
Seminole 

Swntcr Yes 

I Suwannee Yes 
Taylor 

Union 

I 
Volusia 
Wakulla 
Walton 
Washington 

Source: Information compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACIR, November. 1993. 

I Notes: ·Budget information provided was not itemized. Figure docs not reflect costs for individual sanction. 



--- ---- -- --------------

I TABLE W: WORK CAMPS 
County 

Approximate Non- Non- Operate<!! Program I. 

'I Year Violent Violent Violent Violent Privately Countl: Budget Desired by 
County Irnl!lemented Misdemeanant! Mlsdemeanmnu }'elon. Felon. OJ!<'raled ~ ~ County 

Alachua 

I 
Baker 

B!!}: Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes unavailable unavailable 
Bradfc,rd 
Brevard Yes 
Broward 

I Calhoun 
Charlotte 
Cill'US 

Cl!!}: 

I Collier 

Columbia 
Dade 

DeSoto 

I Dixie 

Duval 
Escambia 
Flagler Yes 

Ii Franklin 
Gadsden 
Gilchrist 
Glades 

t Gulf Yes 
Hamilton 
Hardee 

Hendiy 

I 
Hernando 

Hi!\!!lands 
Hillsborough 
Holmes 

I 
Indian River 

, Jackson 

Jefferson 

~ette 
Lake 

I Lee 
Leon 
Levy 
Liberty 

I Madison 
Manatee Unknown Yes Yes Yes C unavailable 159,391 
Marion 1993 Yes Yes Tri-<:ounty unavailable unavailable 
Martin 

I Monroe 

Nassau 
Okaloosa unavailable unavailable 
Okeechobee 

I 
Orange 
Osceola 

Palm Beach Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes C unavailable unavailable 
Paseo. 

I 

I 
Pinellas 

Polk 
Putnam 
SL Johns 

I 
SL Lucie 
Santa Rosa 
Sarasota 

Semin"le 

:1 Sumt'.:!' Unknown Yes Yes Yes Yes c/State unavailable unavailable 
Suwannee Yes 
Taylor 

Union 

Volusia 

I W.tkuila 

WaltOil 
Washington 

Source: Information compiled from two surveys conducted by the FL ACm. November, 1993. I, Notcs: ·Budget information provided was not itemized. Figure docs not reflect costs for individual sanction. 
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County 
Alachua 

- - _ .. ---.... -. - ...... 

~ounty Probation 

TABLE X 
ADDITIONAL INTERMEDIATE OR COMMUNITY BASED SANCTIONS 

OFFERED OR DESIRED BY COUNTY* 

nOther" Intermediate or 
Community Based Sanctions Additional Intermediate or Community 

Currently Provided in County_ Based Sanctions Desired by County 

-- -

Baker ~ecure drug treatment facility, secure mental health treatment facility 
Duval ~uvenile High School (In-Jail) 

Escambia . Domestic Violence Diversion Program; Expansion of Worthless Check Program 

Gadsden qounty Jail Space; Community Based Probation & Rest Center 
Hendry Domestic Violence Inter .. ention; Citizen Dispute Resolution; Anger Mgt. Seminar 
Hernando Work Alternative Sentencing; Shoplifters Anonymous; Indigent Program for Infractions 
Highlands :Vital Issues Project 
Hillsborough Probation Restitution Center (State operated) 
Indian River WeekdaylWeekend Work Program; Detention Center Inmate Work Program 
Lee ResidentiallCustodial Drug Offender Facility - Rehab. 
Liberty County Jail Space; Community Based Probation & Rest Center 
Madison County Road Gang; County Work Farm 
Marion Work Gang; Dill Victim Impact Panel 
Orange County Probation 
Osceola Weekend Work Program 
Polk Treatment Centers for Mentally III and for those with Dual Diagnosis (both In-Patient) 
Putnam Jail Tour (State Corrections) 
St. Johns Driver Improvement School uvenile Detention Center 
Sarasota Chronic Therapeutic Community/First Step; Intensive Residential TreatmentIFirst Step 
Sumter Sex Offender Counseling 
Volusia P AY.E.; Drug Offender Probation 

Source: Infonnation compiled from a survey of Florida counties conducted by the Florida Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Relations, 
November, 1993. 

*This table includes only those intermediate or community-based sanctions 
not included in the survey. Counties not included either did not indicate a need 
for additional sanctions or offer additional sanctions, or those sanctions 
needed or offered were among those listed on the survey. 

-



-----~--~~-----~---
TABLEY 

SUMMARY TABLE OF COMMUNITY-BASED, INTERMEDIATE CRIMINAL SANCTIONS AND 

PROGRAMS AVAILABLE IN FLORIDA COUNTIES 

County Privately State Shared 

Type of Program O(!erated O(!erated O(!2rated Operation* 

Community Service 19 7 1 7CIP; IP/S; lClPlS 

Military-Style Boot Camps 5 1 1 1 CIS 

Day Reporting Centers 3 {) 1 0 

Emergency Shelters 2 8 1 lClPlS 

Halfway Houses 0 4 IP/S 

House ArrestlDetention 15 8 3 3CIP;4C/S 

In-Patient Cotmseling (afier drug/alcohol abuse treatment) 4 13 0 3CIP; IP/S; lClPlS 

In-Patient Drug/Alcohol Abuse Treatment (detox.) 6 13 0 4CIP; IP/S; lCIPIS; ICIHRS grant 

Intensive Supervision Probation 10 2 6 0 

Out-Patient Counseling (after drug/alcohol abuse treatment) 4 15 1 ~CIP; IP/S; ICIPIS 

Out-Patient Drug/Alcohol Abuse Treatment (detox.) 4 13 0 . CIP; IP/S; I CIPIS 

Supervised Pre-Trial Intervention Agreements 13 8 2 3CIP; 3C/S; IP/S; 1 State Atty; 1 DOC 
Pre-Trial Release 23 3 0 0 
Psychological or Family Counseling 4 18 6CIP; ICIPIS 

Seminars/Speeches on a Wide Array of Subjects 6 3 2CIP; lC/S; lClPlS 

Sexually Transmitted Disease Testing and/or Counseling 8 8 3CIP; IC/S; IClHealthDept. 

Urine Drug Screen 8 9 0 9CIP; IC/S; ICIPIS 

Victim-Offender Mediation 5 3 0 I CIP; 1 State Atty. 
Victim Restitution . 15 7 5CIP; 3C/S; 2CIPIS 

VocationaVEducational Programs 13 9 2 3CIP; lC/S; ICIPIS; I C/School Bd. 
Week-End Jail 26 0 0 2CIP; 

Work Release Facilities 20 1 I ICIP 
Work Camps 2 0 0 1 Tri-county; IC/S 

Source: Information compiled from two surveys congucted by the FL ACIR, November, 1993. 

Notes: *C=County; P=Private; S=State; DOC=Department of Corrections 

Unknown Total 

3 39 

2 10 

0 4 

0 12 

0 6 

0 33 

1 23 

0 26 

19 

1 31 

0 25 

33 

2 28 

0 30 

0 14 

0 22 

3 31 

2 21 

0 33 

0 30 

1 29 

0 23 

5 

2/14/94 
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Table Z 

JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMS STATEWIDE 

LEVEL II PROGRAMS LEVEL IV PROGRAMS LEVEL VI PROGRAMS LEVEL VIII PROGRAMS I 

YOUTH Marine Outdoor Group AMI Host HalfWay Treatment Outdoor Boot Training Work Intensive 

County SHELTERS InstiMe TRY Camp Home Home House Center Camp Camp Center Camp HalfWay House 

lAlachua 
. ~ 

1 1 1 

2Baker 
l8ay 1 1 3 

• Bradford 1 

sBrevard 1 1 1 

e8roward 1 1 1 1 2 

7Calhoun 
sCharlotte 1 

RCitrus 
loClay 1 

11 Collier 
12Columbia 
13Dade 2 2 1 1 3 . 1 

1. DeSoto 1 

15 Dixie 
16Duval 4 1 3 1 1 1 

17Escambia 1 1 1 1 1 1 

IS Flagler 
loFranklin 
20Gadsden I 

21 Gilchrist 
22Glades 1 

23Gulf \ 

--- -- - ---------

Infurm:uion deriYed from the COfTJlJsskln on Jwenie Justice AMuaJ Report 1~3 
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Table Z 

JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMS STATEWIDE 

LEVEL 1\ PROGRAMS LEVEL IV PROGRAMS LEVEL VI PROGRAMS LEVEL VIII PROGRAMS 
YOUTH Marine I Outdoor Group AMI Host Halfway Treatment Outdoor Boot Training Work Intensive 

County SHELTERS InsliMe TRY Camp Home Home House Center Camp Camp Center Camp Halfway House 

24 Hamilton 
25 Hardee 
2SHendry 
27 Hernando 1 1 

28 Highlands 
29 Hillsborough 1 1 1 1 1 1 

3oHoimes 1 

311ndian River 
32Jackson 2 

33Jefferson 
34 Lafayette 
35 Lake . 
38 Lee 1 1 1 

37 Leon 2 1 3 

3BLevy 
39 Liberty 
4oMadison 
41 Manatee 1 1 1 2 

42Marion 1 1 1 

43Martin 1 1 

"Monroe 2 

4sNassau 2 1 
" 

I 

480kaloosa 
----------- I 

InfDt1TliIion derived from !he Corm-is.lon on Jwenie Justk. Alnlal Report 1993 



--~-~----~-~~------

County 
470keechobee 
480range 
~gOsceola 

soPalm Beach 
5,Pasco 
52 Pinellas 
53Polk 
~Putnam 

55Santa Rosa 

YOUTH 

SHELTERS 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

5G Sarasota 1 I 
57Seminole 1 

588t. Johns 
59St. Lucie 
eoSumter 
8,Suwannee 

Table Z 

JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMS STATEWIDE 

LEVEL II PROGRAMS 
Marine 

Ins~e TRY 

2 

1 1 

2 

1 

LEVEL IV PROGRAMS 
Outdoor I Group I AMI Ho~t 
Camp Home. Home 

2 

1 

1 

2 

3 

1 

1 

2 

LEVEL VI PROGRAMS 
HallWay I Treabnent I Outdoor 

House Center Camp 

1 

4 1 

2 

- 1 

2 

2 

Boot 

Camp 

1 

LEVEL VIII PROGRAMS 

Training I Work I Intensive 

Center Camp HallWay House 

2 

1 

1 1 

1 1 

62Taylor 
83Union I-s. Volusia ----4 --i--t---t--+---1---L---l 

1 1 2 

&sWakulia 
aeWalton 
87 Washington 
Totals 29 18 3 9 22 4 21 T 9 5 2 11 1 3 

InfOO'f\3:lion cnrived from the Comnisdonoo Juver.H JU~II! Amual Repon.1993 




