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control over the physml condition of the documents suhmltted

- the mdmdual frame’quallty mll vary. The res-’zmtmn chart on

Hns frame may be used ’tn evaluate the - ducument quaiety
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INTRODUCTION

The major purpose of the Florida Parole and Probation-
Commission is the resocialization of offenders. In
order to help achieve this goal clients must report
periodically for consultation to Parole and Probation

Officons. While it is known that this consultation

provides. assistance and guidance in the resocialization

process, it is also recognized that other forms of

treatment, found in the local communities, are often

necessary. The Commission finds these Community Ser-

. Vices helﬁful in the resocialization process, although

they are considered supplomental forms of treatment.

During the month of November, 1974, the Florida Parocle

~and Probation Commlqclon conducted a statewide survey

to determine the number of parolees dnd probatlonexs
in rehabilitative programs or treatment modalities
concurrent with their reporting required by the Commis-

sion.. The treatment mcdalities were categorized into

~fi§o major groups:. Alcohol Programs, Drug Programs,

Education Programs, Psychologlcal/P ychiatric Programs,

and Other Programs.

\

The surVey.forms were mailed in late October and were

to be comipleted by every officer with a caseload, based

=t

on the November caseload.

The report: STATEWIDE SURVEY: . COMMUNITY TREATMENT




-the vaember, 1974 daséload only.

supervision; therefore, it is plaus

vi

MODALITIES presents the findings of the survey for

each of the Commission's ten Areas. (Copies of ‘the

Statewide Survey may be obtained from the Tlorida

Parole and Probation Commission, Division of Planning

~and Evaluation.) ' R

The p;esent,;epért consolidates the data for the

Alcohol Programs.
Two points m;st_be remembered when reading this report:

First, the survey data presented is répreSentative of

Secondly, it- should

be realized that clients participate;ih Community

‘Treatment Programs ﬁSually within their first year of

, ible thét a'higher
bercentage of the overall caseload have, at one time

| g . r
been involved in this program. |

-«

ALCOHOL PROGRAMS
A breakdown of the Florida Parole and Probation Commission
probation misdemeanant (P. Misdemeanants) caseload by offense
showed that the Driving Whilé Intoxicated (DWI) offense con-
stituted 44.52% (10,002) of the P. Misdemeanants under super-
vision. (The total probation misdemeanor clients under super-
vision was 22,456; these figureé are from the Septembef 30,
1974 caseload). Based on the misdemeanant intakes for the
months of July, August; and September, 1974, 1508 of the 3028
clients (49.8%) were under supervision for DWI.*
Driving While Intoxicated is a misdemeanor offense and; there-
fore, all individuals convicted of same would be sentenced as
probation misdemeanants. However, an individﬁal who is already
under felony supervision and is convicted of DWI would be run-
ning two concurrent sentences, both felony and misdemeanor, and
would‘be listed under the ﬁore sérioﬁs offense, eg. felony, on
the Florida Parole and Probation Commi:ssion records. At the
present time the number of felon; or parolées ruﬁniqg two con-

current sentences, with a DWI conviction, is not available.

An indiyvidual, once under the supervision of the Florida Parole
and Probation Commission, may participate in any number of Com-
munit& Treatment Programs. Participation is usually vbluntary;
however, at the discretion of fha courts, participation in a
particular program may be a stipulation of the sentence; eg} DWI
SChooi. In the studyi - | |

| Statewide Survey: | ' "

Community Treatment Modalities B
March, 1975 -

by thekDiviSion offPlaﬁning and Evaluation, Florida Parole and

Probation Commission, the frequency of participation in various

*Florida Parole and Probation Commission figures

i
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Community Treatment Program‘categories by those under the
suPeréisioh of fhe Commission was measured.* Aé woﬁld be

- exXpected, based on the high percentage of alcohol related
offgﬁders (DWI) in the caseload (19%) the greatest participa-
ti?hfwas found to be’in the Alcohol Program category - 36.5%
(5526 clients). Probation Misdemeanants made up 80.3% (4438)
oﬁ'the Alcohol progrgm participants} with Probation Felons at
15.2% (837); and Péréle, MCR, and W/R at 4.5%’(251). This
preponderance of misdemeanants is to be expected since, as
stated earlier, the alcohol offense categories are primarily

‘misdemeanor-offenses. This report will look further at the

participants of the Alcohol programs. *¥

On the survey form the Alcohol prdgram participants were divided
into two subcategories: DWT School and/or Treatment; and Other
iA}cohOl Programs. The participants were then separatéd inté
their appropriate classifications; i.e. Probation Misdemeanants
(P. Misdémeanants);.Probation‘Felons (P.'Feions); and the Parole,

Mandatory Conditional Release {MCR), and Wbrk Release (W/R)

grouping.

Alcchol Program parficipaﬁts‘constituted 36.5% (5526) of
the total_?;ients pa:ticipating'in Community Treatment
Programs.'YOf the 5526?Alcohpl Program Cétegory partici-
pants, 3316 (60%) were in‘thé subcategory DWI School and/
or Treatment with the remainde; 2210 (40%) participating

3

in Other Alcohol Progfams_v' ‘ . : -

**Note: The data for the Sﬁrﬁey, and tﬁe

" - - : ——
Information concerning the survey form ang the method of data

collection may be found in + 1d '
ment Modailitivs. ) the Statewide Survey: Community Treat-

youa

refore, this report, was

i

collected on the November caseload. = .

l» ,|i ‘
4
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CHART 1
ALCOHOL PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS BY SUBCATEGORY

1

+ OTHER
ALCOHOL PROGRAMS

2210 (40%)

DWI SCHOOL arnd/or TREATMENT
3316 (60%)

Tﬁe DWI School and/or Treatment participants were 88.9% (2946)
P. Misdemeanants; 8.5% (283) P. Felons; and 2.6% (87) Parole,

MCR and W/R.- Conceivably, the bulk of these clients were sent

.to these programs by the courts as a provision of their sentences.

CHART 2 . , .

DWI SCHOOL and/oxr TREATMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS:

BREAKDOWN BY CLASSIFICATION

PROBATION

FELONS ) : g
: 283 (8.5% ’ ’
PAROLE, "‘“‘-—-\_-_-_:i:::::bx
M I——
87 (2.6% PROBATION

MISCEMERNANTS

2946  (88.9%)

et }

N= 3316
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Programs. : : h

t The Other Alcohol Programs participants were 67.5% (1492) p.

iMisdemeanants; 25.1% (554) P. Felons; and 7.4% (164) Parole,
'ZMCR, aﬁd W/R. fThe clients in these programs were, presumably,
voluntary participants; participating in accordance with their

Structured”Treatment Program (STP) or rehabilitative plan

as set up by the client and his Parole/Probation Officer.

‘CHART 3

OTHER ALCOHOL PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS:

BREAKDOWN BY CLASSIFICTION

PROBATION
FELONS

554 (25.1%)

 PAROLE,
MCR, W/R

164 (7.4%)

PROBATION MISDEMEANANTS
1482 . {67.5%)

N= 2210

Over sixty-six percent 66.4%; (2946) of the P. Mlsdemeanants

were in the DWI subcategory with the rest, 33.6% (1492) in

Other Alcohol- Programs while P. Felon participation was the

reverse: 33.8% (283) 1n DWI. School and/or Treacment and 66. 2%

(554) in Other Alcohol Plograms. The - Parole, MCR, and W/R

grouping, followed the trend of the p. Felons; 34.7% {(87) -

DWI School and/or Treatment, 65 3% (164) - Other Alcohol

b}
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CHART 4
ALCOHOL PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS:

| CLASSiFICATION BREAKDOWN BY SUBCATEGORY

PROBATION MISDEMEANANTS

[}

OTHER
ALCOHOL PROGRAMS

1492 . (33.6%)

DWI SCHOOL and/or TREATMENT
2946  (66.4%)

OTHER
ALCOHOL PROGRAMS

164

o OTHER
ALCOHOL PROGRAMS
554

(65.3¢)

(66.2%)

DWI SCHOOL and/or
TREATMENT

87 (34.7%)

CWI SCHEQOL and/or
TREATMENT

283 {33.8%)

X . -3 . N= 251

PROBATION FELONS

PAROLE, MCR, W/R

Again, this reversal of program participant concentration be-
tween P. Mlsdemeanants and both P. Felons,”and Parole,‘MCR, and
W/R ‘grouping is to be expectwd since DWI School is related to

the sentenc;ng of a mlsdemeanor offense.
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‘The Florida Parole and Probation Commission has divided the

I - ) - L R been specifically assigned to this program); this has in-
State into ten Areas. These ten Areas are further divided i _ o
: . . SRR - q creased the arrest rate of DWI cases. The Judiciary system
5 into 48 districts. The district data may be found in Ap- ’ . . S .
5 L L S o ) has also been cooperative in sentencing these individuals to
h pendix B . Combining both subcategories and collapsing ?i : :
f% L ) oo the ASAP program. This sentencing is in the form of proba- t
3 across all three class1f1catlons, the Areas can be ranked R ‘ ; '
4 Lo tion with the stipulation of attendance at the DWI School
: on the general Alcohol Program participation. b : v
' [l‘ and counseling available at ASAP. Therefore, the Tampa Area's
: ) high participant figures.
TABLE 1
AREAS % ; L .
RANKED BY ALCOHOL PROGRAM PARTICIPATION The Ft. Lauderdale and Miami Area's, on the other hand, have
“ very few participants in comparision to the other areas. Both
.. Areas Rank ‘ P icipati i ; ‘ : ;
: s aﬁﬁigf&?ﬁﬁ;” giii’;ﬁi | b Broward (Ft. Lauderdale Area) and Dade County (Miami Area)
Pensacola I 4 573 10.4% “ S have set up their own Alcohol programs. The Broward County
Jacksonville II 5 530 9.6 S ) ' '
' : ) | Commission on Alcoholism handles many of the DWI cases for
Tampa . III | 1 1467 26.6 L ' ' ‘
 Bartow v 3 685 12.4 that County; while the Dade County courts utilize the DWI
Miami v 3 162 2.9 Counter Attack School without probation and the Dade County
St. Petersburg VI 2 | : . . ‘ ' ‘
o X 728 13.2 Alccholic’ Rehabilitation Program. .
Orlando L VII 8 334 : 6.0 .
W. Palm Beach VIII ’ - L g
. © ‘ ° 529 9.4 Table 2 ranks the area part1c1patlon w1th1n each of the
Ft. Lauderdale IX 10 151 2.7 ° ' :
Tallahassee x 9 376 6 subcategories: DWI and Other. (See Table 2, page 8)
5526 ~100.0% | '
The effects of the Tampa ASAP program are especially noticeable

here when a comparison of the two subcategories is made: DWI -

' Area III, Tampa - ‘
| ' pa - Hillsborough and Pasco Countles, has the 1074 cases; Other Alcohol Programs - 393 clients. And, as

greatest Alcoh : ’ ‘
a ochol Program partlclpatlon, having better than expected, the Ft. Lauderdale - Miami Areas are lower in DWI

twice as many participants as the s : ‘ i ' ‘ ' ’ ‘
+P econd ranked Area. A brief participation compared to the Other Alcohol Program participa-

note of explanation can be éiven: the city of Tampa has a ti
ion.

federally funded program, Alcohol Safety Admlnlstra+1on Pro—'

-t

gram (ASAP), wh&ch deals spec1flcally with the drlnklng drlver.

=¥

-ASAP utilizes members of the local police forces (members have

e
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TABLE

2.

" PROGRAM SUBCATEGORIES

AREA PARTICIPATION RANKED WITHIN EACH OF THE ALCOHOL

AREA ALCOHOL PROGRAM SUBCATEGORIES
DWI SCHOOL AND/OR OTHER ALCOHOL
TREATHMENT PROGRAMS
Rank Client Rank Client
Participation Participation
Freq. *| Percent - Freq.* Percent
I3 403 12.28% 6 170 7.7%
II | 5.5 295 8.9 4 235 | 10.6
11T | 1 1074 32.4 1 393 | 17.8
IV | 5.5 295 8.9 .2 390 | 17.7
v |10’ 46. 1.4 9 116 5.3
vi | 2 409, | 12.3 3 | 315 | 14.4
vz |7 181 5.4 7| 153 6.8
VIII | 4 382 11.5 8 138 6.2
x| 9o | 69 2.1 10 g2 3;5
X |8 _162 | 4.9 5 | _214 9.7
Totals 3316 | 100.0% 2210 |100.0%

*Freq.=Frequency

~t

.

For the overall Alcohol ﬁrogram‘category‘the largest number

of participants were the Probation Misdemeanants with Proba-
tion Felons second and Parole, MCR, 'W/R third. (See Table 3)
This was the rule for every area with the exceptions of Area

V and Area IX, Miami and Ft. Laﬁderdale, respectively.

. o TABLE 3
ALCOHOL PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS:

BREAKDOWN BY CLASSIFICATION AND AREA

AREA CLASSIFICATION ‘ TOTAL
PROBATION PROBATION PAROLFE
MISDEMEANANY FELON MCR, W/R Per- |
Freq.* |Percent | Freq.*Percent | Freq.%Percent| Fregicent
T |- 468 | 81.7% 74 | 12.9% | 31 | s5.43 | 573|100%

IT 426 | 80.4 90 | 16.9 14 | 2.7 530 "
ITI 1361 | 92.8 81 | 5.5 25 | 1.7 | 1467 *

v 564 82.3 88 | 12.9 33 | 4.8 685 | "

v 75 | 46.3 76 | 46.9 1| 6.8 | 12| "
“vi 596 | 81.9 119 | 16.3 13 | 1.8 728 | "
vir | 220 | es.9 67 | 20.0 47 | 14.1 334 | ™

VIII 389 | 74.8 100 | 19.2 " 31 |-6.0 | 520"

x 60 | 39.7 | - 76 | 50.3 15 | 1000 | 1s1| "

X 279 | 74.2 _66 | 17.6 31! 8.2 | _316|"
‘poTats | 4438 837 | 251 | 5526 :
v*Freq. - Ffequency

‘Lodking at‘the‘classification breakout within each qf the two

subcategories, Probation Misdemeanants are the greatest partici-
pants in 9 of the 10 Areas for DWI .(Area IX being the only
exception) and are the greatest participants in 8 of the 10 -

. . -4 >

Areas for Other Alcochol Programs (again Areas V and IX being

éxceptions), See Table 4 , page 11.
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. : . = : on by Area across s ; &
x 4 €a across ‘subcategories and within a clag-

sification show! Pro | s
tt tion shqws that 1) . Probation Misdemeananﬁé: Areas iv
"V and X ha i ' y -
d a larger misdemeanant participation in the Other

Alcohol Programs while for the remai TR 2

; ning A : , ‘
1 ' wer . ¢ ! g Areas DWI pr ograms ALCOHOL PROGRAM PARTICIPATION: -
& € predominant. .

BREAKOUT BY SUBCATEGORY, CLASSIFICATION, AND AREA

This reflects the relationship between

this ;ategory and the offenge - DWI

Probation FelOns: _DWT_SCHOOL. AND/OR TREATMENT

The lar
es . :
gest palthlpatlon for felons wa CLASSIFICATIONS
3 grams , ‘ S8 Other Alcohol pro- PROEATION PROBATION PAROLE, TOTAL
g . Thi : . AREAS MISDEMEANANTS - | FELON MCR, W/R .
¢ 1s was true fOr‘ all Areas excepi' Are III’ Freq.*|Percent | Freq.*|Percent Freq.*|Percent | Freqg.*| Percent
3 ' « cea - T
This typifj ' ampa, 4.2 403 | 1008
pPifies +h ‘ I 373 | 92.6% 13 3.2% 17 2%
‘ e tYPe of program needed b ; . »
tary By felons ~ g volun 11 257 | 87.1 32 | 10.9 6 2.0 295 | 100
p o . b=
Program such ag A7, 3) Parole, Mc ~ ITT 1018 '} 94.8 47 4.4 9 0.8 1074 100
' Particlpatlpn for +h ' ' r MRy W/R: The largest v. 260 | 8.1 24 8.2 11 3.7 295 | 100
. is . ' : :
Alosh grouping of clients was also Other v 30| 65.2 v ? 48 e
co '
| ol Programs for all areas exXcept A v e N >° : A e
' ' rea I - Pens - :
: a
(See Table 4, Page 11) cola. viz .| 145 | 80.1 13 10.5 17 9.4 181 100
‘ | VIII . 328 85.9 41 10,7 13 3.4 382 100
Chart 5 X . 33 47.8 34 49.3 2 2.9 ‘69 100
bresents a graphic representati % 134 | 82.7 19 | 11.7 9 5.6 162 | 100
- on
Table 4,  Thig Chart (ch ‘ of the data in TOTAL 2946 | 88.8% 283 3.5% 87 2.7% | 3316 | 1o0%
1llustrat
: es t+
Proportions OFf + he within Areg

: from ea '
. ac -
“sifications for botn . h of the three clag— OTHER .ALCOHOL PROGRAMS .
: O the subcat, . CLASSIFICATIONS
P : . at . ‘ .
th : -égories. Comparisons ; '
en be made across Ares - can PROBATION PROBATION . PAROL?, ; TOTAL
S. i ' AREAS MISDEMEANANTS FELOH MCR, W/R
total . e The Proportlons are baSed on th Freq. *|Percent | Freq.*|Percent | Freq.* |Percent  |Freq.*|[Percent
participant - : ' e | ' ‘1 100%
Pants for an area subcategory‘”(Ch, ' o 1 95 | 55.9% 61 | 35.9% | T M .28 170
= \-hart 5, page 12y . I 169 | 71.9 58 | 24.7 8 3.4 | 235 [ 100
The data may also be looke'd t ‘ 111 343 | .87.3 34 | 8.7 16 4.0 393 | 100
. a r W .
brogian parts elative to the total Alcohol v 304 | 78.0 64 | 16.4 22 5.6 390 | 100
: articipants - ' '
i Chart ¢ illustyates this 1 : v 45 38.8 62 | 53.4 9 7.8 116 | 100
The data for each Area ,w a ‘ ' information, vI 228 | 71.5 79 | 24.8 12 3.7 319 | 100
as divi . : ‘ : : B

(5526), 1} ded by the total‘particlpant vII 75 | 49.0 a8 | 31.4 30| 19.6 153 | 100

: , this E = ' ' ‘ ‘ '
§ gives Proportions relative tq th VITI. 61 | 44.2 59 | 42.8 18| 13,0 | 138 | 100
-2 centages summed equals 100 € state (a1i per- X 27 | 32.9 42 | s1.2 -13] 15.9 82 | 100
S . g s ' %).  The Areas can th , x | a5 | 7.7 47 | 22.0 | 22| 10.3 214 | 100

(Chart 6, page 13) | o R b .be, compared. 4 5.1 164 7.4% | 2210 | 100%
B R . N S ) TOTAL 1492 67.5% 55 25.1% A% ! 0% .
. - ~y 3% : T ‘ 3 *
- *Freq. = Frequency
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EVALUATION CONTROL CHARTS

i
’

" The following charts illustrate the Area'data'in the
form of Evalﬁation Control Charts. EvaluationIControl
Chaxrts (ECC)kare graphic represéntations of numeric
values. The average or mean of those values isvindicated
along with the ranges or control limits about the mean

" on each ECC."’The control limits are related to the amount
of dispersion of thekdata involved, and are usually
determined statistically. Any data points falling be-

tween the control limits depicts an acceptable variation

from the mean. However,.whenever a data point falls
outside these control limits, a unique situation or
problem’exists which may require furéher investigation

and/or explanation.

-~

The dafa for the Areaé is presentedvas the Level of
Participation in a particular‘program within a Classi-
ficatiop (Pxrobation Misdemeanqnt; Prébaﬁion Felon; ané
the Parole, Mandatory CQnditiOnai Release‘(MCR), and
Work Release (W/R) groﬁpingy. These data are presented

¥

as a percentage of participation.

The mean or State Averagé Line ié indicated along with

two control limits. The first control limit‘extehds

from ~1s to +1ls (s ='s£andard deviation).

. - . .

This range
is described by the Zone Descriptors as Below Avérage ’
?articipation zone and Above Average Participétion;Zone;

*
.
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The second set of control limits extends from -2s

o 42s. In Zone Descriptor terms this would include S

Low Level, Below Average, Above Average and ligh

Level Participation Zones.

.

Any Area points which fall in the Minimal Level or the
Very ﬁigh'Level Participation Zones would be considered
an unusﬁal level of participation for that program and
cléssification. The study for which these data were
éollected asked only -for descriptive information on'
client participation; therefore, vhy an Area has an
unusual level of‘participation is presently not known,

further study will be neceésaxy.

.
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CHART 7

EVALUATION CONTROL CHARTS
STATE AVERAGE LINE and STANDARD DEVIATIONS
"L EVELS QOF - PARTICIPATION
N - ; STATE ~ ’ ;
- MINTIMAL 1CW BELCW AVEREGE ABOVE HICGH VERY HIGH
CIASSIFI- LEVEL TEVEL AVERAGE LINE AVERAGE LEVEL LEVEL
CATION - S i /
< 25 L ~ls < X = 4+ls —> +2s >
-, | PRORATION - ’ )
IX** 54,07% 67.75% 81.43% . —————
. _%‘yasnaﬁy&@mws 4 95.11%
R é PROBATION ~ ' ' -
: —————— 1.45% +14.89% 28.33%. .77% *
t §§4mems 8 28.33%.° . 41.77% IX
;\:3‘ g
PAROLE, —————— 1.18% 3.65% i128 ; VII*
’ 3 | PRORATION 25.24% 42.,48% 59.72% 7 )
‘% NISDEMERIENTS 3 6.96% 94.20%
o Jor .
. .7 | PROEATION 3.25% 17.19% . 31.13% 45.07% 59.01%
. .| Q|FELONS K ' "
SieRROIE,  ||T 0 —cmeee - 3.94% 9.17% 14.40%  19.63%
g MCR, W/R ‘ ; .
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LEVEL @F PROBATION MISDEMEANANT PARTICIPATION IN

DWI SCHOOLS AND/OR TREATMENT

v

CHART 9

*This Area showed an unusually high level of partiéipation.
**This Area showed an unusually low level of participation.
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LEVEL COF PROBATION FELON BARTICIPATION IN

DWI SCHOOLS AND/OR

TREATMENT

High Level
1001 v | Participation
e e L e e _lZome Very'
90 \/\L Above Average Very Nigh I.ev_al
¢ Participation
Participation
g . . 57‘.73 wen A 14&&/ l P Zone P °
> Below Avc-mge , Zone
& | 79 ’ Participation
= T I Zone s e —_— —
< — enirnn —— ———— cinat el N e e —— =
I Low Level 5
% 1 60 Participation = L High Level
s I L R AZene o = Participation
87 <ol ) ) H Zone .
N t . e o— — e
! g | 4 Minimal 3
E < Adbove Average
31 ) Level fe Participation
f [ 3 B . Zone
kel Participation °
20 b2}
Zone <
=
10, a
) I Below Average
0 &
. %
. - — . fe Participation
. AREAS I If IIL IV V. VI  VII VIIX IX 'x | 20NE DESCRIPTORS - .
one
LEVELS OF PARTICITATION ~ RARGES -
Very High Levcl >?\' 4+ 25
. Migh Level 95.121 -  100.00% T 3+ 28 L
. Low Level
Ahove Average 81.447 - 95.11% X + s I I TIT I¥ VvV VI VIE VIIZIX X { ZONE DESCRIPTORS
STATE AVERACE 81.432 BEE LEVELS. OF PARTICITATION ~ RANGES
Below Avetage 67.762 - 81.422 F - g Very High Lovel 41.787 + >i’ 25
Low Level ‘$4.08% - 67.752 T~ 25 High Level 28.34% - 41,713 X 4+ 25
Minteal Level < 55,072 0% - 2 Above Averape 14.908  ~ 28.33% X+ s
Mean (%) = 81.43 STATE AVERAGE 14.892 %
. Stenderd Deviation (5) » 13.68 :
anca viation (S) Below Average 1.46% - 14.88% D SR
* Low Level 0.00Z - 1.45% X - 25
Minimal Tevel — — (% - 2

Mean (X)y = 14.89

Standard Deviation (§) = 13.44
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CHART 10
R ’ CHART 11
. ' LEVEL OF PAROLE, MCR, W/R PARTICIPATION IN
. LEVEL OF PROBATION AN
| ; DWI 5CHOOLS AND/OR TREATHENT * Of MISDENEANANT PARTICIZATION TN
BE . , , OTHER ALCOHOL PROGRAMS
10 4
: Very High Level 100
9] ) ';‘articipation
= | -1 . . R sl 9q] T T T = —— —— {Very High level
g 8. - — —_— - ) High Level
& . High Level Z | 80 ) Participation
a g )
: & 7 Participation Bl T — —_— fone
, © Zone bl T T T e — e —
s = | 70 —_—— ]
¥ T T T e— — — —_ o g"‘“’"— Average i
i Z | | —— = s ‘ ! zarticipat:ion
. ¢ . g 54 Above Average % / SITTETVERALE RIS ’ -
; ‘ Participation &1 59 . Below Average
' E " ‘s \ . /\ Zone :o-. Pzrticipation R
. 1 [f 3 SeApEaychior boar ! M = — — - T fone
g ] B \7 o 0, T e — —
= -
5 21 a0 Low Level
! g /- X Below Average ;ﬁ e N Participatfon -
: : 2 J Participation O | 5 o e e e Zone
. Zone g2 T T T T e — — ' |
j - o I . - o, o Minimal tevel - !; "'J\
| —_— : _—— —_— 1 Participation [} ‘
| Can 0 Low Level Zone i
3 S ’ - Farticipation Zone 0; ) ‘
; ’ AREAS ) I II IIT v v v VII VIII IX X ZONE .DESCRIPTORS AREAS . i
V ) I_II NI IV Vv VI virv ’ o
. 111 IX x| ZOXE DEs ‘
! . ’ X LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION ~ RARGES CRIHORS'-_‘
;f : —— LEVELS OF TARTTCIVATION — RANGES : ‘
ry Tigh Level, 8.607 + 5% ; ' »
. X + 28 Very Hi i
’ ¥ High Level 94.21x - 100.0 3 i
High Level 6.13% - b3 ‘ . >): o |
i 8.592 KXo+ 25 High Lovel 76.972 - 94.207 ¥ ‘
ve Average 3.66% _ . * X 2s :
. 2 6.122% X + 8 Ahove Averape . 59.732 - 76.96Z ‘ !
STATE AVERAGE . 3.652 X A ’ —
STATE AVERACE 59.722
: Below Average 1.192 - 3.64% X - s
‘ Lo% Tavel Below Average 42.49% - 59.71% -
ot Leve : 0.002 - 1.182 % - 25 STl
) totd Loy Low Level . 25.25% - 42,487 % 2 : :
) mal. S —— - S
. —= {x - 25 Minim
- ~ inimal Level ~ |
Mean (X) = 3.65 . < 5.2z {3 - as, 1
. Mean (X) = 59.72
- Standard Deviation (S) = 2.47 ; )
) Standard Deviation (s) = 17.24
~

i CHART 12 : CHART 13
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. LEVEL OF PROBATION FELON._'.PARTICIPATION IN LEVEL OF PAROLE, MCR, W/R PARTICIPATION
OTHER. ALCOHOL PROGRAMS OTHER ALCOHOL PROGRAMS
- 2
55 High Level
. .. ° Very High Level
59, Participation Partielpation
Zone Silaol R
—t —— —— e o— —_—— —_t T e —— I3 fiigh Level
& & 1cipatd,
= 4q Above Average - Participation -
[>] [<] Zone
< Participation = |15
Be " .4
3 Zone o B i S
-
; i . = ~ . Above Average
: ?: 30 “SIATE PYLRACGERIN T Participation
I . =] Zone
; H tay * Balow Average 22 104
! H : Participation ©
# | . = .
: 2 Zone > Below Average
£ | 24 A rarticipation
5 . g 5 Zone
o s e St— | . i g, ey | irmr—s.  t——— —— m—. o o—— —p . i, 1
21 . i .
8 Low Level S —i —_— e e e e
. 10 . ;’articipudon Low Level
: - “one 0 B Participation,
. . — Zove
,‘ . P L S o AREAS T II IIT IV _V VI VII VIII IX X | ZONE DESCRIPTORS
0 Minimal Level ¢ -
: : | i : LEVELS OF PARTICIFATION - RANCES
) ARFAS I Ir. IIT IV VvV VI VII VIII IX X | ZONE DESCRIPIORS
- : tgh Le 19.64% + X + 25
LEVELS OF PARTICIPATTUN — RANGES Very High Level . b - >
: : ) L High Level w417 - 19.63% ¥ o+ 25
Very Bigh Level 59.02% + >x + 25 _ _
- Abtove Average - 9.18X - 14.40% X s
High Level 45.08% - 59.017 X + 28 .
— STATE AVERAGE 9.17% b4
Abovd Averase 31.14% - 45.072 X S
. STATE AVERAGE 31.13% X Below Average 3.952 - 9.16% £ - s L
' - Low Level 0.00z - 3.942 X - 25 ‘ : ’
Below Average 17.20% - 31,127 ¥ - s
. R Minizal Level S % - 128
Low Level 3.262 - 17.19% LR - 28 N 9.27 5
. Mean (X) = .1
Minipal Level 0.00% l 3.252 {3 - 25 5.22
. Standard Deviation (§) = <5 ;
Mean (X) = 31.13 . |
Standurd Devistion (S) = 13.94
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APPERDIX (2

RAW DATA - AREAS

-21= .

- APPENDIX B

Raw Data - Districts

WL SCIOOL, AND/OR TREATMENT

-Tallahassee

OTHER ALCOHOL YROGRAMS
Parole, MCR, N ‘ Parole,MCR,

AREAS Misdemeanant Yelon W/R tMisdemeanant Felqn W/R
I ~Pensacola 373 13 17 95 - 61 14
P - ~Jacksonville 257 32 6. 169 58 8
111 ~Tampa 1018 41 9 343 3% 16
Iy -Bartow 260 24 11 304 11 22
4V -Miami 30 14 2 45 62 9
QI ~St. Petersburg 368 v' 4G X 228 - 719 ' 32
*VII ~Orlando 145 19' 17 75 48 ’ 30
VIIL V. Palm Beach | . 328 . 41 13 61 59 18
IX  -Ft. Lauderdale 33 3 e 37 42 13
134 19 9 145 47 22

“ i

NI OTHER
DISTRICTS PROBATION PAROLE, PROBATION PAROLE,
MISD* _ EFLON_MCR, w/ R, MISD#.__FELON MCR,_W/R
ARER I :
01 - Pensacola 280 6 15 56 41 3
14 ~ Mariana 54 5 "1 32 13 8
19 - Crestviow i2 1 0 2 5 0.
25 - Panawa City 11 1 0 2 1 3
30 - Milton 16 0 1 '3 2 0
AREAR IT
04 - Jacksonville 253 32 6 169 58 , 7
48 - Green Cove 4 0 0 0 0 1
springs i
ARFA 1IY : '
08 = Tampa 1014 42 5 343 34 16
31 - Dade City 4 5 0 0 0
ARER IV
06 ~ Bartew 92 15 2 258 51 15
17 - Ocala 22 2 2 19 5 3
£ 22 = Mavares 43 0 2 14 4 3
32 ~ Sebring 4 5 4 0 0 0
33 ~ Arcadia 16 2 1 3.0 0
34 - pushness 3 .0 0 3 0 0
42 - Inverness 13 0 .0 0 0 0
43 - Brooksville 8 0 0 1 0 0
45 - Wauchula 59 - 0 0 6 4 1
T RRIA V- '
07 - Miami 25 14 2 45 62 8
26 - Key West 5 Y Y 0 Y 1
AREA VI
03 - Clearvater 254 37 1 200 73 12
13 ~ Bradenton 45 0 .0 24 1 0
27 ~ Sarasota 69 3 0’ 4 5 0
AREA V1T ’
05 - Orlando 66 7 0 41 20 6
15 - Deland 10 2 0 4 5 .1
20 - Titusville 11 5 17’ 4 9 13
21 ~ st. Augustine 4 0 0 1 7 8
28 - Sanford 20 0 0 19 3 .1
29 - Palatka 15 5 0 2 1 0
39 - Kissimmee 19 0 0 4 3 1
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APPENDIX B

Raw Data - Districts

DISTRICTS .

DWT

OTHER

PROBATION

PARCLE,
MCR,W/R

PROBATION

PAROLE
MISD¥ _ FELON MCR, W/R

© AREA IIX

12

16

23

- 35

38
44
46
47

-~ Vero Beach
~ West Palnm
Beach

- Ft. Mycrs
- Labelle

- Ft. Picrce
~ Okecochobse
- Punta Goxda
- Stuart
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AREA IX )
- Tt. Lavier-
Gale

- Naples ‘

20 42

10
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AREA X

-~ Live Ouak

~ Lake City

~ Gainesville
- Tallahassee

- Perry
- Madisen
~ Quincy

= Starke-
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